
1  

Operations Evaluation Department
Operations Evaluation Division 1 

 
 
 

Not for Quotation, work in progress 
 
Title  Brief Special Evaluation Study: Managing for Development Results 
   
   
Author  J. Scott Bayley, Evaluation Specialist, OED1 
   
   
Date  9 May 2007 
 
 
1. This paper introduces a new form of evaluation report known as a ‘Brief Special 
Evaluation Study’ (BSES). Similar to regular Special Evaluation Studies (SES), BSES will focus 
on selected thematic issues across sectors and/or countries, or evaluate an Asian Development 
Bank (ADB) policy or process. In contrast to SES, BSES will be undertaken with reduced 
timeframes and smaller budget with no field work outside of headquarters. It is proposed that a 
BSES be undertaken in 2007 of ADB’s Managing for Development Results (MfDR) initiative, 
with a full SES on the same topic in 2009. Such an approach will provide timely feedback and 
help guide the evolution of MfDR within ADB. This BSES will also feed into other studies 
planned for 2007, particularly evaluations of ADB’s Long Term Strategic Framework and the 
operations of the Asian Development Fund (ADF). 
 
A. Background 

1. ADB’s reform agenda 

2. An International Roundtable on Better Measuring, Monitoring, and Managing for 
Development Results was held in June 2002, at which, it was agreed that Multilateral 
Development Banks (MDBs) must progressively introduce results orientated initiatives to 
improve their development effectiveness.1 In 2003, ADB’s President formed an agency-wide 
working group to consider how to progress results-based management within ADB (Operations 
Evaluation Department [OED] was a member of this group). A summary of the working group’s 
findings is presented in Appendix 1. 
 
3. In August 2004, ADB committed to an internal reform agenda aimed at improving its 
performance as partner of its developing member countries (DMCs) and as an MDB. The reform 
agenda was informed by the enhanced Poverty Reduction Strategy (PRS)2 and the Long-Term 
Strategic Framework (LTSF) (2001–2015).3 The PRS adopted poverty reduction as ADB’s 
overarching goal and laid out the framework for achieving it. The LTSF outlined ADB’s long-term 
goals and fundamental operating principles. Replenishment negotiations for the ADF IX in 
2003–2004 provided the impetus for ADB to consolidate various ongoing and planned reform 
initiatives into a comprehensive institution-wide reform agenda. 
 
                                                 
1  Agreed at the International Conference on Financing for Development in Monterrey, Mexico, 2002. 
2  ADB. 2004. Enhancing the Fight Against Poverty in Asia and the Pacific: The Poverty Reduction Strategy of the 

Asian Development Bank. Manila. 
3  ADB. 2001. Moving the Poverty Reduction Agenda Forward in Asia and the Pacific: The Long-Term Strategic 

Framework of the Asian  Development Bank (2001–2015). Manila. 
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4. The long-term goal of the reform agenda is to achieve demonstrable improvements in 
the impact of ADB operations. The reform agenda aims to significantly enhance ADB’s 
organizational effectiveness or capabilities to manage inputs (financial and human resources) 
and activities to efficiently deliver specific products and services to DMCs. To achieve this goal, 
the agenda consists of 19 initiatives to deliver five broad outcomes related to internal changes 
and realignment: 
 

• improved operational policies and strategies 
• mainstreamed management for development results  
• refined organizational processes and structure 
• reinforced knowledge management 
• improved human resources management and staff incentives. 

 
5. The responsibility for implementing a specific reform initiative and monitoring its 
progress lies with the focal department or office concerned. However, line management of the 
organization is also responsible for implementing adopted policies or strategies. A Reform 
Coordination Committee (RCC) facilitates the reform process by coordinating the 
implementation of the agenda, monitoring its progress, and communicating with staff and 
stakeholders. The committee is led by the Managing Director General, assisted by the RCC 
Secretariat. 
 

2. What is MfDR? 

6. ADB has made a commitment to enhance its results orientation—its development 
effectiveness—by implementing MfDR. MfDR initiatives include (i) what countries are doing to 
manage toward outcomes, and (ii) what development agencies are doing to measure and 
monitor whether the resources they contribute to poverty reduction and economic growth efforts 
are making a difference. 
 
7. MfDR is a fundamentally different approach to management than what has traditionally 
been the case in public sector and development organizations. Rather than focusing on inputs 
and procedural compliance (project administration), MfDR stresses using intended results 
(outcomes/impacts) as the starting point, then constructing a ‘results chain’ to guide measuring, 
monitoring, and reporting activities at the planning, implementation, and evaluation stages. 
MfDR also requires an organizational culture that is committed to learning and achieving 
outcomes for clients, along with a compatible incentive structure and set of business 
processes.4 
 
8. The 1990s in the development sector was an era of reform and of reformulation. The 
“results revolution” came to the development sector in part as a result of “aid fatigue,” a 
generalized perception among influential publics, government decision makers, and donors that 
aid programs were not particularly effective in attaining the development objectives they were 
created to achieve. At the same time, agencies’ budget were declining, and government 
themselves were undergoing major organizational reforms.5 By 2000, there was growing 
pressure for institutional reform and a rethinking of the traditional way of doing business. The 
transition to results orientation was implicit in the millennium development goals (MDGs) 
adopted by 189 countries in 2000. The MDGs set clear targets for eradicating poverty and other 
sources of human deprivation. The Monterrey Consensus (2002) stressed the need to mobilize 

                                                 
4  See Appendix 2 for a partial review of the literature concerning the implementation of results-based management. 
5  ADB. 2006. An Introduction to Results Management: Principles, Implications and Applications. Manila. 
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financial resources more efficiently and emphasized development effectiveness as a core 
operational principle. Subsequently, the Second International Roundtable on MfDR (Marrakech 
2004) signaled a renewed focus on aid effectiveness, with particular emphasis on the 
harmonization and alignment of programming, monitoring, and evaluation activities. The Paris 
Declaration (2005) identified the five principles of country ownership, alignment, harmonization, 
managing for results, and mutual accountability as the core of the global development agenda. 
In other words, the push towards results management has gained momentum and there is now 
a broad consensus regarding the importance of achieving measurable results. Most recently, 
the Third International Roundtable on MfDR6 (Hanoi 2007) focused on building the capacity of 
DMCs to manage for development results. 
 
9. During the ADF IX negotiations in 2003–2004, ADB committed to improve the 
effectiveness of its operations through better MfDR. An indicative action plan was introduced 
during the ADF IX discussions on the understanding that it would be refined as experience was 
gained (see Appendix 3 for a summary of this plan). In line with the action plan, a Results 
Management Unit (SPRU) was established within the Strategy and Policy Department (SPD), 
and was tasked to spearhead the implementation of MfDR. 
 
10. SPRU commissioned an evaluation of the MfDR initiative in 2005 which was undertaken 
by the private consulting firm Universalia.7 Their report made a number of recommendations 
relating to the strategic leadership of MfDR within ADB, organizing MfDR at the ADB, and ADB’s 
results management unit.8 The Universalia report led to ADB releasing an updated MfDR Action 
Plan in August 2006.9 
 
11. Consistent with the approach taken by many other international financial institutions, 
ADB is implementing MfDR based on three pillars: 

(i) strengthening DMC capacity to manage for results; 
(ii) strengthening ADB’s own results management; and 
(iii) strengthening international partnerships for managing for development results. 

 
12. Pillar 1 focuses on country capacity where ADB helps its DMCs increase their 
understanding and use of MfDR through a multi-donor MfDR Cooperation Fund, awareness-
raising at the country level including the formation of the Community of Practice on MfDR. Pillar 
2 focuses on the institutional effectiveness of ADB wherein ADB is strengthening its own 
capacity to manage for development results through (i) results-based country partnership 
strategies; (ii) results-based approach at the project level; (iii) improvement of results monitoring 
and reporting throughout its operations; and (iv) learning and development programs, practice 
notes, guidelines, as well as other publications on MfDR for its managers and staff. Pillar 3 
focuses on effective partnerships wherein ADB continues to be an active participant in global 
partnerships on MfDR.10 Currently, ADB is the chair of the MDB Working Group on MfDR, a 
forum to facilitate exchange of information and sharing of tasks among the multilateral 
development banks (MDBs). In addition, ADB also co-chairs the OECD-DAC Joint Venture on 
MfDR. 
                                                 
6  ADB was one of the sponsors of both the Second and the Third Roundtables on MfDR. 
7  Universalia. 2005. Independent Assessment of Managing for Development Results at ADB. 25 November. 

Available: www.adb.org/Documents/Reports/Consultant/MfDR/Independent-Assessment-of-MfDR-at-ADB.pdf  
8  See Appendix 4 for a summary of these recommendations. 
9  See Appendix 5 for a diagram of ADB’s 2006 MfDR Action Plan and Appendix 6 for a comparison of the 2004 and 

2006 MfDR Action Plans. 
10 See Appendix 7 for a logic model illustrating the presumed causal mechanisms in operation and how this leads to 

better development outcomes. 
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13. Consistent with ADB’s strategy to progress the adoption of MfDR through a graduated 
and evolving ‘learning by doing’ approach, MfDR is still in the process of being mainstreamed 
within the Bank. In 2006, Human Resource Division-Learning and Development and SPRU 
developed and piloted the MfDR learning and development curriculum. This involved training at 
a basic, intermediate, and advanced levels. About 250 participants attended the 10 programs 
conducted in 2006 with additional programs planned for 2007. ADB’s new procedures for 
Country Partnership Strategies were recently released, and under the revised 2006 MfDR 
Action Plan and ADF lX mid-term review ADB committed to reflect on the development of a 
corporate performance management system. According to the Treasury Board of Canada 
Secretariat,11 the implementation of managing for results follows a sequence of five stages 
common to all organizational transitions. These stages are awareness, exploration, transition, 
full implementation, and finally, continuous learning. Based on the characteristics of each of 
these five stages, ADB would be assessed as being in the transition stage. See Appendix 8 for 
further information on the five stages. 
 
B. Issues 

14. MfDR involves a new way of doing business and a fundamentally different approach to 
management. SPRU’s view is that the adoption of MfDR is best progressed through ‘learning by 
doing,’ and demonstrating the benefits of MfDR to staff through the provision of practical tools 
and guidance, while capitalizing on the influence of senior ‘champions’ of MfDR within ADB. 
Hence staff have been provided with MfDR training courses, guidance papers, and new tools. 
However, MfDR also requires making important changes to organizational culture—changes 
that must be proactively managed.12 
 
15. SPRU commissioned an evaluation of the MfDR initiative in 2005 which was undertaken 
by the private consulting firm Universalia (footnote 7). Their report made a number of 
recommendations relating to the strategic leadership of MfDR within ADB, organizing MfDR at 
the ADB, and ADB’s results management unit (footnote 8). The Universalia report led to ADB 
releasing an updated MfDR Action Plan in August 2006 (footnote 9). A recommendation that 
ADB adopt a formal change management strategy to support the MfDR initiative was not 
explicitly addressed in the 2006 Action Plan. 
 
16. In recent years, several publications have identified ADB’s culture and leadership as 
critical factors for the successful implementation of MfDR (2004 HR Strategy,13 2005 Universalia 
report, 2006 ADB midterm review report to ADF donors14). To date, ADB has not sought to 
assess and then actively manage these two aspects of mainstreaming MfDR, relying instead on 
demand-driven staff training and public statements of support from senior leaders. 
 
17. Under MfDR, managers should develop and implement ‘results chains’ and then obtain 
data/feedback on each stage of the chain as the key tool for guiding their decisions and actions. 
At this time, SPRU has not published an explicit ‘results chain’ for the MfDR initiative, preferring 
to manage through the use of the commitments articulated in the 2004 and 2006 MfDR Actions 
Plans. 

                                                 
11 Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat. The Managing for Results Self-Assessment Tool. Available: http://www.tbs-

sct.gc.ca/rma/account/transmod/tm02_e.asp 
12 ADB. 2006. An Introduction to Results Management. Manila. 
13 ADB. 2004. Human Resources Strategy. Manila. 
14 ADB. 2006. Managing for Development Results at the Asian Development Bank. Manila. Paper for the Asian 

Development Fund lX Midterm Review Meeting, held 4–5 December 2006, Frankfurt Germany. 
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18. The 2006 MDB Common Performance Assessment System (COMPAS) report reviewed 
the progress being made by five MDBs (including ADB) in implementing MfDR. Based on the 
self reports provided by the banks themselves, the COMPAS report concluded that all five were 
making good progress.15 
 
19. After initial years of pilot test and learning, MfDR at ADB is now in the transition stage 
towards full implementation (SPRU refers to this as ‘mainstreaming’). This new phase requires 
(i) change management that encompasses attitudes, management style, business processes 
(e.g., delegation of authority), accountability for results, use of knowledge, and incentives;  
(ii) more visible and direct leadership of ADB’s senior management in pursuing the agenda; and 
(iii) enhanced internal capacity for MfDR, especially through learning, which targets staff with 
managerial responsibilities.16 
 
20. Interviews undertaken by OED staff as part of the planning for this evaluation suggest 
that senior ADB managers would like the evaluation to assess ADB’s progress to date and offer 
practical suggestions for moving the initiative forward. At this stage, decision-makers have not 
identified more specific information requirements that could give greater focus to the 
evaluation.17 
 
C. Proposed evaluation approach 

21. Given the timelines and resources available for this study, it is proposed that two 
evaluations be undertaken in separate phases (phases 1 and 2) over a period of 3 years. Such 
an approach would also be consistent with the MfDR initiative’s early (and still evolving) state of 
implementation. The Phase 1 evaluation will examine ADB’s progress to date with Pillar 2 of the 
MfDR Action Plan and whether ADB’s internal enabling environment was consistent with the 
requirements of MfDR as identified in the literature. It is still too early at this stage to evaluate 
progress under Pillar 1. Limiting the evaluation to Pillar 2 and ADB’s enabling environment, the 
most critical factor in terms of MfDR progress, will allow recommendations to be fed into ADB’s 
MfDR Action Plan at an earlier stage than would otherwise be possible.18 The Phase 2 
evaluation will examine the actual application of MfDR within ADB, the perceptions of DMCs, 
and initial outcomes in terms of changes in ADB and DMC behaviors. 
 

1. Phase 1: 2007 (ADB’s progress) 

22. Three evaluation questions: 
 

• Is ADB making satisfactory progress in implementing Pillar 2 of the MfDR Action Plan? 
(as judged by the perceptions of ADB staff, MfDR progress reports, progress against 
ADF lX undertakings, COMPAS reports, progress on recommendations from the 2005 
Universalia evaluation report, and ADB report on ‘Quality at Entry for Projects and 
Country Strategies’) 

                                                 
15 Inter-American Development Bank. 2006. COMPAS (Multilateral Development Banks Common Performance 

Assessment System). 
16 This paragraph has been adapted from the ADB report that was submitted to ADF Donors in support of the ADF lX 

Midterm Review Meeting held December 2006. 
17 See Appendix 9 for a summary of the main themes arising from these interviews. 
18 This 2007 evaluation of MfDR will also feed into other OED evaluations planned for 2007, particularly the 

evaluations of ADF operations and ADB’s LTSF. 
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• Is ADB’s internal enabling environment consistent with the requirements of MfDR? (as 
judged by the critical success factors identified in relevant international publications, and 
OED interviews, e.g., leadership, culture, incentives, business processes, training, and 
HR practices). If not, how can it be strengthened? 

• What can ADB learn from the way other development banks manage the characteristics 
of their own enabling environments? 

 
2. Phase 2: 2009 (implementation and initial outcomes) 

23. This evaluation would focus on: 
 

• A follow-up of the recommendations made in Phase 1 
• The impact of staff training on relevant skills and attitudes 
• Changes in ADB’s business processes to make these more compatible with the 

requirements of results-based management 
• An assessment of the implementation of MfDR focusing on CPSs, project DMF/PPMS, 

corporate results reporting systems, and the perceived usefulness of these tools 
• Evidence of ADB decisions being made on the basis of results (e.g., resource allocation 

decisions) 
• The needs and perceptions of DMCs with regard to ADB’s MfDR capacity building 

activities 
• The impact of ADB TAs on the capacity and use of MfDR in DMCs 
• Evidence of improved development effectiveness “on the ground” 

 
D. Methodology (for Phase 1) 

24. In preparing this proposed evaluation approach paper, the team has reviewed a range of 
international and ADB publications on MfDR (see Appendix 2 for bibliography). The team has 
also undertaken interviews with a cross-section of thirty-five individuals including members of 
the Development Effectiveness Committee, Vice-Presidents, staff of regional departments, and 
consultants working in the MfDR field (see Appendix 9 for a summary of these interviews). 
 
25. The methodology being proposed for each of the evaluation questions in Phase 1 is 
given by the Evaluation Design Matrix in Appendix 10. Both quantitative and qualitative methods 
of data collection will be employed through a triangulation of (i) literature review, (ii) content 
analysis of documents, (iii) staff focus groups, (iv) staff surveys, (v) interviews with senior ADB 
staff members, and (vi) videoconferences with staff from other development banks. 
 
26. It is intended that the OED1 team leader and national evaluation officer will jointly 
assess ADB’s progress in implementing MfDR through an analysis of relevant documents. An 
international consultant with experience in MfDR will be employed to assist the team leader with 
the development, implementation, and analysis of an internet based survey of all ADB staff. This 
same international consultant will support the team leader in undertaking consultations with 
other development institutions. Finally a national research associate will be employed to provide 
administrative and technical support to the team. Responsibilities of each of the evaluation’s 
team members are shown in the table below. Terms of reference for the two consultants are 
given in Appendix 11. 
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Evaluation question Task & person responsible 

1. Is ADB making satisfactory progress in 
implementing Pillar 2 of the MfDR Action 
Plan? 

• Document analysis – OED team leader and 
national evaluation officer 

 
2. Is ADB’s internal enabling environment 

consistent with the requirements of MfDR? If 
not, how can it be strengthened? 

• Literature review – OED national evaluation 
officer 

• Staff survey – OED team leader and international 
MfDR consultant plus national research 
associate. OIST to manage the technical aspects 
of undertaking the internet based survey 

• Staff focus groups and videoconferences – OED 
team leader and international MfDR consultant 

• Interviews with ADB Director-Generals – OED 
team leader and international MfDR consultant 

• General administrative and technical support – 
national research associate 

3.  What can ADB learn from the way other 
development banks manage the 
characteristics of their own enabling 
environments? 

• Document review and telephone / 
videoconference discussions – OED team leader 
and international MfDR consultant 

 
 
E. Proposed schedule and resources (for Phase 1) 

27. The following schedule for the SES is proposed: 
 

Approval of proposed evaluation approach paper 
Commencement of International consultant 
Completion of data collection 
OED Internal review 
Interdepartmental review 
Draft to Editor 
Submission for Approval by Director General, OED 
Development Effectiveness Committee discussion 

May I 
June I 
July IV 
August III 
September II 
October I 
November I 
December II 

 
28. It is estimated that the total budget required for the services of one international MfDR 
specialist plus one national research associate will be $53,008. See Appendix 12 for details. 
 
attachments: Appendix 1: ADB Working Group on Managing for Development Results 
 Appendix 2: Literature Review—Implementation of Results-Based  Management  
 Appendix 3: 2004 MfDR Acton Plan 
 Appendix 4: Recommendations of the 2005 Universalia Report 

Appendix 5: Diagram of ADB’s 2006 MfDR Action Plan 
Appendix 6: Comparison of 2004 and 2006 MfDR Action Plans 

 Appendix 7: MfDR Logic Model 
 Appendix 8: The Five Stages of Managing for Results 
  Appendix 9: Summary of Interview Feedback 
 Appendix 10: Evaluation Design Matrix  
 Appendix 11: Terms of Reference for Consultants 
 Appendix 12: Proposed Budget for Consultants 
 
cc: B. Murray, Director General, OED; P. Robertson, OED1; W. Kolkma, OED1; J. Tubadeza, OEOD; 

A. Anabo, OED1; O. Nuestro, OED1; Chrono Files; Project Files; OED Central Files 
 
JSB/bqc 
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ADB WORKING GROUP ON MANAGING FOR DEVELOPMENT RESULTS 
 
1. The findings of the 2003 working group were presented in a report to the Asian 
Development Fund IX donors’ meeting in December 2003. Key aspects of this report are 
summarized below. 
 
2. Tasks of the MfDR Working group 
 

(i) review where Asian Development Bank (ADB) stands in its results agenda;  
(ii) determine the lessons that can be learned from the experience of other public 

organizations in implementing a managing-for-results process; 
(iii) garner the views of the Board of Directors, Management, and Senior Staff; and 
(iv) assess the progress achieved by various initiatives that have been pursued in 

ADB, what remains to be done, and how this might be achieved in terms of a 
time-bound action plan. 

 
3. Implementation of the results agenda 
 

(i) ADB’s top management team has made a commitment to a results-based 
management process, as articulated at the highest level planning documents of 
the Bank; and  

(ii) specific initiatives launched in recent years—at project, sector, and country 
levels—provide the platform for translating this into a coherent and systematic 
business process. 

 
4. Three strategies for the results agenda 
 

(i) assisting ADB’s developing member countries (DMCs) in adopting and 
implementing development management techniques to demonstrate 
achievement of development results; 

(ii) advancing the process for ADB to operate more comprehensively and 
systematically as a results-based organization; and  

(iii) participating effectively in partnerships with ADB’s stakeholders and other 
development agencies to contribute to the achievement of the global and 
regional results agenda. 

 
5. Findings of the MfDR Working Group—Action Plan 

 
(i) aligning ADB’s results agenda with the national strategies of DMCs; 
(ii) establishing a set of outcome indicators for DMCs that take into account the 

Millennium Development Goal (MDG) indicators, indicators in the national 
strategy for poverty reduction (or equivalent), and indicators relevant to ADB’s 
mandate; 

(iii) helping to develop or improve DMC capacity to adopt management-for-results 
processes;  

(iv) preparing and monitoring ADB country strategies and programs (CSPs) that are 
results-based;  

(v) applying a results-based management process to ADB’s economic and sector 
work;  



  Not for Quotation, work-in-progress   Appendix 1 9 

 

(vi) harmonizing ADB’s results agenda with that of other multilateral development 
banks and donors, and sharing lessons; creating a corporate environment and 
system for ADB-wide implementation of the results agenda; and  

(vii) ensuring staff awareness and ‘buy-in’ of the corporate results agenda. 
 
6. Lessons of Experience in Managing for Results 
 

• Each organization must adopt its own customized system. Though it may be 
tempting to simply adopt a management system deemed successful in another 
organization, this practice has not been proven to be very effective. The system should 
be developed according to the needs of the user. No single system will be appropriate 
for every organization. 

• Developing a performance management culture is crucial. Successful 
implementation is dependent on the ability to create a management culture that is 
focused on results. It requires more than the adoption of new administrative and 
operational systems.  

• Senior level leadership and involvement is essential. There is evidence to suggest 
that senior level leadership is necessary for successful implementation. Without the 
support of senior management, there is no impetus for change.  

• Full participation by staff fosters support for implementation. Successful 
implementation is often attributed to full participation of staff at all levels. In addition to 
staff, it is beneficial to include other stakeholders in the process especially when 
identifying expected outcomes.  

• Training and education are key ingredients for success. A major hurdle in 
implementation is a relative lack of experience and expertise. Successful implementation 
is dependent on managers and staff having the necessary knowledge, skills and abilities 
to develop and use the performance measurement system.  

• The approach should be simple and user-friendly. Practical reference tools and 
training are probably the most important ingredients for developing ownership of the 
system. It is important not to underestimate time for training and support.  

• Risk of distortions in behavior. These could be in the form of resistance to a results 
framework, dishonest reporting, or a focus on tasks that are easy to measure or achieve, 
rather than on more important tasks. To avoid possible distortions, incentive systems 
should be revised in order to give proper weight to results, taking into account the need 
to align staff incentives with corporate priorities.  

• Design and implementation of an effective system to manage for results takes 
time and resources. Particularly since the change needs to be driven internally by 
those who will use the information on performance results.  

• Adopting too many indicators. In an effort to cover all information needs, a system 
could become too complex. It is important to select the few vital indicators that test 
progress on strategic outcomes—not individual activities.  

• Avoid attribution. At the aggregate level (outcome and impact levels) it is difficult, if not 
impossible, to attribute changes and results to certain projects and programs. Shared 
vision, joint accountability, and collective use of indicators and data help avoid these 
pitfalls. Managing for results is a tool for dialogue, partnership, and participation. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW—IMPLEMENTATION OF RESULTS-BASED MANAGEMENT1 
 

1. The following is a synthesis of the lessons learned from implementing results-based 
management (RBM) in a variety of jurisdictions. The lessons that have been identified as being 
instructive are divided into three sections: (i) promoting favorable implementation conditions,  
(ii) developing performance measurement systems, and (iii) using performance information. A 
summary of the key messages from the literature is presented in the box below, followed by the 
literature review itself. 
 

 
Key messages from the literature 

 
a. It is quite common for RBM to be introduced in response to external pressures on the 

organization. 
 
b. RBM requires a ‘sense of crisis’ and strong commitment/involvement by senior management. 
 
c. The design and implementation of RBM needs to be customized to the specific needs and 

circumstances of the organization. Learning by doing can be a very effective approach in the 
early stages of adopting RBM. 

 
d. The introduction of RBM requires a clear vision of what is to be achieved and a well articulated 

strategy for managing the change process. 
 
e. Developing a performance management and learning culture is essential. Resistance to change 

is to be expected and needs to be effectively managed. It is important that appropriate incentives 
are in place. 

 
f. The provision of adequate financial and human resources to support implementation is critical. 
 
g. Provide adequate training in RBM and supporting guides and tools. 
 
h. Management systems must be aligned with RBM in order to support rather than hinder its 

implementation. 
 
i. Performance measures should be aligned with accountability and decision-making authority and 

the organization’s strategic framework. The provision of credible performance information is 
essential. 

 
j. The demonstrated use of performance information by senior management is critical to the 

success of RBM. Performance information must both be used and be seen by others to be used. 
 
 
A. Promoting favorable implementation conditions 
 
2. Implementing and maintaining a performance management and measurement system 
represents a major commitment on the part of any organization. Several organizational and 

                                                 
1 The material in this appendix is based upon the following publication: Office of the Auditor General of Canada. 

2000. Implementing Results-Based Management: Lessons From the Literature. Available: 
 http://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/domino/other.nsf/html/00rbm_e.html; with some supplementary text adapted from Mayne, 

J. 2005. Challenges and Lessons in Results-Based Management. Available:  
 http://evi.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/13/1/87; plus Universalia and Baastel. 2002. RBM Study Tour Report. 

Available: http://www.moeys.gov.kh/rbm/references/RBM%20-%20Study%20tour%20report.pdf 
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human factors have been identified in the literature that contributed to the creation of a 
favorable implementation environment. 
 

1. A customized results-based management regime is critical  

3. Though it may be tempting to simply adopt a results-based management system 
deemed successful in another jurisdiction or organization, this practice has been proven to be 
very ineffective. It is important that the system be developed according to the needs and 
situation of the users. No single system will be appropriate for every organization. As Joyce 
(1997, p. 53) notes: "...public agencies are not all alike. Different solutions exist for the 
performance measurement problem in different agencies." The evidence suggests that 
customized results-based management systems are critical for success (Caiden 1998, p. 45). 
Even individual components such as indicators and data collection systems should be 
developed with the specific users in mind (Joyce 1997, p. 53; Itell 1998, p. 12). 
 
4. Experience in OECD countries suggests that selecting an appropriate approach for 
implementing results-based management is also very important. "Basic approaches to 
implementing performance management (e.g., top-down versus bottom-up; comprehensive 
versus incremental; systematic versus ad hoc; de facto versus de jure) must be selected 
according to the needs and situations of each country" (OECD 1997, p. 29).  
 

2. Take your time and maintain momentum.  

5. Implementing results-based management is a long-term process. It takes time to plan, 
develop indicators, and align management systems before even collecting any performance 
data (OECD 1997, p. 29). For example, Poate (1997, p. 54) notes that "For aid donors dealing 
with a two year planning cycle and five-year implementation, results may take a decade to 
emerge", while Plantz, Greenway and Hendricks (1997, p. 24) suggest that "It could easily take 
an agency seven months or more of preparation before collecting any data, and it easily could 
take three to five years before the findings of a program's outcome measurement system 
actually reflect the program's effectiveness." As suggested by the experience of OECD 
countries and development agencies, organizations have to be patient and persistent. In this 
type of process, building consensus and maintaining momentum is crucial to success (Poate 
1997, p. 56). This is particularly important in a highly politicized organization where the political 
timetable may present a formidable obstacle to long-term implementation (Newcomer 1996–97, 
p.32).  
 
6. Experience suggests that it takes a minimum of 4–5 years of consistent effort to 
implement a results management approach and considerably longer before the benefits start to 
be realized (Mayne 2005). A key reason for the difficult progress is that integrating performance 
information into public management and budgeting is not primarily a technical problem that can 
be left to ‘experts’ such as performance measurers and evaluators. Rather, an evidence-based 
outcome focus can require significant and often fundamental changes in how an organization is 
managed. 
 

3. Linking performance measures to the policy or strategic framework is key 

7. The successful implementation of results-based management depends on the extent to 
which performance measures are linked to an existing policy or strategic framework (Poate 
1997, p. 56). 
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8. From an organizational perspective, if your performance management efforts are not 
connected to your business plan (which defines day-to-day operations in a government agency) 
and to the budget (which is where the money is), then you will be doomed to failure because 
your performance measurement approach will have no real meaning to the people running, or 
affected by, the program (National Performance Review 1999). This requires the existence of a 
strategic plan, inclusive of organizational goals and objectives that reflect a long-term vision or 
mission (National Performance Review 1997; Downey 1998, p. 18). Ensuring that performance 
indicators and measurement practices are linked to strategic objectives or expected results is 
key to successful performance management (OECD 1997, p.29; Poate 1997, p.56; Epstein and 
Olsen 1996, p. 43; Newcomer and Downy 1997–98, p. 38; Nakamura and Warburton 1998, p.  
40). In this way, performance measurement is integrated within strategic planning (Epstein and 
Olsen 1996, p. 42) and therefore "knowledge about strategy implementation is increased, and 
the strategy is more likely to be realized" (PricewaterhouseCoopers 1999 p. 8). 
 
9. A message throughout the literature is to "Focus on the big picture. Executives must not 
get bogged down in minutia, but instead create a simple, clear vision of the agency' core 
mission based on a realistic view of the current situation and of future trends. Managers also 
need to take a corporate-level view, and not make the mistake of aggregating function or lines 
of business" (Downey 1998, p. 18; see also PriceWaterhouseCoopers, 1999, Epstein and 
Olsen, 1996). 
 

4. Align management systems to support implementation 

10. Successful implementation of results-based management requires management 
systems that support the systematic collection, recording, analysis and reporting of performance 
information (Olsen 1997, p. 29; Poate 1997, p. 57; PricewaterhouseCoopers 1999, p. 11). For 
some organizations, this may mean realigning existing system in order to ensure that they 
collect the right information needed for decision-making.  
 
11. In order to avoid costly duplication of effort, organizations should carefully examine 
existing data collection, monitoring, evaluation and research functions and the information they 
already collect. Existing systems may already be compiling data related to outcomes (Plantz, 
Greenway and Hendricks 1997, p. 24; Nakamura and Warburton 1998, p. 41). "Another 
advantage of making use of existing information is that the personnel who have been 
responsible for the previously existing data systems will not be as likely to view the new 
performance measurement system as a direct threat to their job security." (Nakamura and 
Warburton 1998, p. 41) 
 

5. Providing adequate financial and human resources is critical 

12. In order to successfully implement results-based management, organizations require 
adequate financial and human resources. There is a cost associated with implementation and 
organizations do not necessarily have the capacity to adopt a new system (Thomas 1998, p. 17; 
Caiden 1998, p. 40). Experience in the USA suggests that "commitment of resources—including 
the time of a top-level manager devoted to design and implement feasible performance 
measurement systems" is a key indication of top leadership support. Such support "minimizes 
the risk" (Newcomer and Wright 1996–97, p. 32). 
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6. Location of stewardship over performance measurement process is 
important 

13. There are so many players involved in implementation that there can be confusion over 
ownership in the development process. The location of ownership and control of the process is 
very important because this will inevitably have an effect on the type of performance measures 
that are developed. The literature points to different possible locations.  
 
14. There is evidence suggesting that control over the process should not be located in 
financial management or budget office. Doing so may lead to measures that will serve the 
budgeting process well but will not necessary be useful for internal management. Some suggest 
that performance management be located at the program level and that this will assist in 
ensuring buy-in from line-managers (Newcomer and Downy 1997-98, p.39; Newcomer and 
Wright 1996–97, p. 32; Wholey and Newcomer 1997, p. 94). However, according to the 
experience in the Australian Public Service, central monitoring and evaluation units within 
organizations should take responsibility for the process. It is argued that these units can provide 
the necessary technical and analytical expertise needed for successful implementation. (Poate 
1997, p. 56). 
 

7. Pilot projects can be a useful approach 

15. Conducting pilot projects presents a good opportunity for organizations to test new 
management systems. They represent an opportunity to identify and work out problems with 
some or all of its components. To be effective, pilots must attempt to emulate the scenario of full 
implementation. Therefore pilots must last long enough to test most aspects of the new system 
including data collection and must involve a representative group of participants (Plantz, 
Greenway and Hendricks 1997, p. 24). 
 

8. Developing a performance management culture is critical 

16. Successful implementation of results-based management is dependent on the 
organization’s ability to create a management culture that is focused on results (USGAO 1997b, 
p. 73; Epstein and Olsen 1996, p. 43; PricewaterhouseCoopers 1999, p. 11). It requires more 
than the adoption of new administrative and operational systems. An emphasis on outcomes 
requires first and foremost a performance-oriented management culture that will support and 
encourage the use of the new management approaches (Poate 1997, p. 57; Downey 1998, p. 
18). The public sector traditionally has had an administrative culture which emphasizes the 
measurement of input whereas a performance management culture is focused on managing 
inputs and outputs to achieve outcomes.  
 
17. A lesson from companies in Europe and the US is to ensure that the right values and 
behaviors are operative in the management culture. "Leaders are establishing a target set of 
desired values and behaviors, and designing measures to deliver theses whilst avoiding 
inadvertent undesirable behaviors.... Leaders are realizing that processes to produce desired 
behaviors must work their way through an increasingly complex organizational web if value is to 
be delivered" (PricewaterhouseCoopers 1999, p. 11).  
 
18. Changing the culture is not an easy task and also takes time. It is long-term process of 
change that must be consistent and requires continual refinement and improvement (Thomas 
1998, p. 17; Poate 1997, p. 56). Experience suggests that appropriate leadership and a sense 
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of shared commitment to the reform process is critical to building a performance-oriented culture 
(Mascarenhas 1996, p. 17; USGAO 1997b, p. 73). 
 

9. A practical understanding of accountability is needed 

19. Implementing results-based management is a significant public sector management 
reform which presents new challenges in defining accountability. "In this environment it will be 
necessary to rearticulate our vision of public accountability" (Shergold 1997, p. 303). The 
traditional notion of accountability, top-down authority responsible to the people through elected 
policymakers and senior administrators, must be reshaped to reflect this new public sector 
management environment (Kettl 1997, p. 456). The traditional notion of only holding public 
servants to account for the correct application of government regulations and procedures seems 
incompatible with an empowered, results- and service-oriented public sector (Mayne 1997, p. 
159). However, it is recognized that "...it is a significant challenge to effect a culture change that 
allows employees to realize that they are accountable for results—not just to their supervisor, 
but to the organization, customer and stakeholder" (National Performance Review 1999). 
 
20. Results-based management requires a shift in focus away from procedures and outputs 
management to outcome level results achievement. While current outputs-based performance 
management systems hold individuals responsible for output achievement, it does not logically 
follow that public servants should now be held accountable for achieving policy and program 
outcomes. "Accountability means that agencies have a responsibility to influence outcome 
results. This does not mean writing into a contract or a performance agreement that you are 
going to be 100% accountable for reducing an accident rate to a certain level by a given time. It 
is a matter of recognizing that there's a responsibility to influence the outcome result that's 
being sought" (State Services Commission 1999). There remains, nonetheless, an obligation to 
demonstrate what outcome results have been accomplished. "The key is to make this 
demonstration the essence of the accountability regime. Accomplishment accountability is the 
credible demonstration of what one has achieved that is of significance and value" (Mayne 
1997, p. 159). 
 

10. Senior level leadership and involvement is essential 

21. There is strong evidence to suggest that senior level leadership is necessary for 
successful implementation (Plantz, Greenway and Hendricks 1997, p. 23; Wholey and 
Newcomer 1997, p. 94). Without the support of senior management, there is no impetus for 
change (Epstein and Olsen 1996, p. 42). It is critical that they fully support and actively 
participate in both the creation and implementation of results-based management (Downey 
1998, p.18; Poate 1997, p. 54). By actively participating in implementation, they are 
demonstrating their commitment to the reforms (Alford and Baird 1997, p. 56). "Clear, 
consistent, and visible involvement by senior executives and managers is a necessary part of 
successful performance measurement and management systems" (National Performance 
Review 1997). "Senior leadership must help an organization overcome its resistance to change" 
(National Performance Review 1999). 
 
22. There is also evidence to suggest that the leadership role should be shared. Although 
the support of top political leadership is essential to ensure the success of the system 
(Newcomer and Downy 1997-98, p. 39), it is important to cascade leadership throughout the 
organization (National Performance Review 1999). This will give the performance management 
process a depth and sustainability that ensures its survival through changes in political party 
leadership or senior management level turnover.  
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11. Full participation fosters support for implementation 

23. In all cases, governments attribute successful implementation to full participation of staff 
at all levels (Downey 1998, p. 18). In addition to staff, it may also be beneficial to include other 
stakeholders in the process especially when identifying expected outcomes. Seeking different 
perspectives may reveal important issues that may not have occurred to staff (Plantz, Greenway 
and Hendricks 1997, p.24; National Performance Review 1999; Local and regional authorities in 
Europe 1997, p. 15; Epstein and Olsen 1996, p. 42). Stakeholder involvement can help an 
agency identify results-oriented performance measures and set realistic target levels (USGAO 
1997b, p. 13). Stakeholder involvement helps increase their commitment and a sense of 
ownership, both of which provide needed support for the performance measurement system 
 

12. Training and education are key ingredients for success 

24. A major hurdle in implementing results-based management is the relative lack of 
experience and expertise (Mascarenhas, 1996, p. 22; Hatry 1997b, p. 41). Successful 
implementation is dependent on managers and staff having the necessary knowledge, skills and 
abilities to develop and use the performance measurement system (USGAO 1997b, p. 76; Itell 
1998, p. 17; Newcomer and Downy 1997–98, p. 39; Poate 1997, p. 57). The lesson has 
therefore been to provide training for nearly all of those involved. Training will provide 
managers, staff and key stakeholders with the knowledge and skills they need to work with 
data, understand it and use it to improve effectiveness (Gibson and Boisvert 1997, p. 11). It has 
also been suggested that in order to ensure the institutionalization of results-based 
management, political appointees in strategic areas such as budget offices should also receive 
training (Newcomer and Wright 1996–97, p. 32). 
 
25. Training can also assist in changing the organizational culture. Once managers and staff 
understand how results-based management works, they start to appreciate its potential (Epstein 
and Olsen 1996, p. 42). "When new systems are bring introduced, training is likely the be 
needed at two levels: familiarity with the basic concepts linked to the underlying principles of 
reform; and operational support to define objectives, construct performance indicators, use 
indicators for reporting and review, and evaluate. The former can be achieved through briefings 
and explanatory material. The latter required a sustained effort from something like a 
methodology support group" (Poate 1997, p. 54). 
 

13. Use existing expertise to support implementation 

26. Implementing results-based management can be very challenging for organizations, 
especially those that lack the in-house technical capacity. One important lesson that has been 
learned is to use expertise to support implementation. A technical expert can provide guidance 
on every aspect of development and use of the performance measurement system. "The first 
time around, guidance on collection and analysis methods from a technical expert will often 
save time, offer reassurance, and improve results" (Plantz, Greenway and Hendricks 1997, p. 
24). 
 

14. Communicate purpose of performance measurement system 

27. It is essential to have a vision or plan which contains a clear definition of the purpose of 
results-based management and to communicate this throughout the organization (Epstein and 
Olsen 1996, p. 41, p. 42; PricewaterhouseCoopers 1999, p. 7; Itell 1998, p. 17). Lessons from 
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companies in Europe and the US show that "The starting point for any improvement program is 
to realize that the current position is unsatisfactory and something better exists and is 
achievable" (PricewaterhouseCoopers 1999, p. 7). Employees need to know why performance 
measurement is being undertaken, what their role is in the new system and how performance 
information fits into the decision-making process (National Performance Review 1997; National 
Performance Review 1999). They need to know that the performance measurement system will 
provide essential information to improve management within the public sector and that it will 
help monitor progress made towards the achievement of expected results. "A lack of clear 
expectations about possible uses for performance data presents perhaps the most difficult 
challenge...[because] In many cases, the sorts of measures that might effectively guide internal 
decision-making may provide data that managers would not want made public for resource 
allocation decisions" (Newcomer and Downy 1997–98, p. 38; Wholey and Newcomer 1997, p. 
95). The experience of state and local governments in the USA has been that well-informed 
employees adjust more easily to the new performance management system and will perform 
better (Epstein and Olsen 1996, p. 42).  
 
28. In addition to this internal communication, external stakeholders should also be informed 
and understand the purpose of results-based management because, ultimately, they will be 
interested in knowing how well an organization has achieved its goals and objectives (National 
Performance Review 1997). 
 
B. Developing Performance Measurement Systems 
 
29. The task of developing a performance measurement system can be quite daunting to the 
inexperienced organization. Organizations from around the world that are the leaders in 
performance measurement have been learning by doing through trial and error for more than a 
decade. Out of this experience a number of common lessons have been identified that can 
guide the novice organization in mastering the technical aspects of developing a performance 
measurement system.  
 

1. Use a manageable number of indicators 
 
30. One of the biggest risk factors that threaten successful implementation of results-based 
management is over-complexity. Over-complexity of a performance measurement system will 
lead to implementation problems and will simply frustrate stakeholders. The easier it is to use 
and apply, the more likely stakeholder will adopt and embrace the new approach (Meier 1998, 
p. i). 
 
31. One way to keep it simple is to limit the number of indicators. "Multiple cases suggested 
that indicators should be kept down in number; three indicators which are solid measures of 
outcome are better than 10 which don't measure anything relevant" (Epstein and Olsen 1996, p. 
43 ). "Departments are limited to five program outcome indicators but are free to adopt as many 
internal management indicators as necessary" (Itell 1998, p. 13). "The performance measures 
for a specific individual or group should not exceed 5 to 7 measures" (Atkinson and McCrindell 
1996, p. 17). Too many measures is the sign of an organization that has not taken the time to 
prioritize measures (National Performance Review 1997). This is echoed in both the public and 
private sector where it is argued that the quality of the indicators is far more important than the 
quantity (Poate 1997, p. 56). Too many measures may not only be ineffective but could be 
harmful. "There is significant evidence to suggest that over-complexity of the performance 
measurement and data collection system is the biggest factor threatening successful 
implementation of results-based management (Meier 1998, p. i). 
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32. However, it is important to adopt a balanced set of measures that provides adequate 
information on which to base decisions (PricewaterhouseCoopers 1999, p. 9). The measures 
must provide an adequate performance picture (USGAO 1997b, p. 71). At a macro level, many 
jurisdictions have resorted to using composite indicators. "Alberta, Oregon and other 
jurisdictions engaged in macro-level planning have resorted in part to multiple measures. By 
building composite indicators based on clusters of performance measures, for instance, they 
have established a framework for tracking progress on 'soft' socio-economic goals" (Gibson and 
Boisvert 1997, p. 8). 
 

2. Clearly define key terms and concepts 
 
33. Another lesson has been that defining key terms and concepts will assist in the 
implementation process. "Agencies' use of inconsistent definitions for their programs' measures 
could hamper decision-makers' use of data collected from those measures in planning, 
comparing performance, and reporting on performance achieved" (USGAO 1997b, p. 61). A 
standard set of definitions will help minimize misunderstandings and will foster consistency 
throughout the organization (Nakamura and Warburton 1998, p. 37). 
 

3. Using the logic chart can be very helpful 
 
34. Using logic charts has proved to be very helpful in the development and identification of 
expected results, indicators and risks. It facilitates the task of conceptualizing project/program in 
terms of inputs, outputs, and outcomes. It also helps verify the logical consequences of cause 
and effect linkages and hence, the level of attribution (Plantz, Greenway and Hendricks 1997, p. 
24). This is a particularly useful for tool for stakeholders that are not familiar with results-based 
management because it illustrates how RBM works (Meier, 1998, p. i). "A further advantage that 
proponents still claim for the logframe is that the identification of risks help to structure the 
uncontrollable factors separating outcomes from output" (Poate 1997, p. 55). 
 

4. Align performance measures with accountability and decision-making 
authority 

 
35. When performance measures are being developed, care should be taken to ensure that 
these are aligned with accountability and decision-making authority. Measures should relate 
directly with management and staff job descriptions and responsibilities (Nakamura and 
Warburton 1998, p. 46). In this sense, individuals should only be held accountable for what they 
can influence (PricewaterhouseCoopers 1999, p. 8). "In constructing performance measures for 
workers or for organizational units, and interpreting and using performance measure results, it is 
important to know the formal job description of those involved. Performance measures focusing 
on aspects of a process over which those whose performance is being measured have only 
partial or no control may engender anxiety or feelings of unfair treatment" (Nakamura and 
Warburton 1998, p. 42). 
 
36. Certain conditions must exist for individuals to accept accountability for results. 
Managers and staff must understand the system and how they can influence results. They must 
understand what they are responsible for and believe that the system measures what they 
contribute to the organization (National Performance Review 1997). If these conditions do not 
exist, the performance measurement system will be deemed unfair [with respect to 
accountability] (Atkinson and McCrindell 1996, p. 16). It is also important that the performance 
information be tailored to the individual users (Poate 1997, p. 55). A frequent problem faced by 



18 Appendix 2  Not for Quotation, work-in-progress 

 

managers is that the information is too highly aggregated and is therefore of little use to them 
because it does not correspond to their level of decision-making (Mascarenhas, 1996, p. 21; 
Hatry 1997b, p. 40). To overcome this problem, some suggest that programs/projects identify 
their own expected results, indicators and data collection methods (Plantz, Greenway and 
Hendricks 1997, p. 24). 
 
37. If managers are to be held accountable for the performance of their programs, they need 
the flexibility and power to manage their programs for results (Newcomer and Downy 1997-98, 
p.40). Some also suggest that accountability must be shared by managers and staff throughout 
the organization (National Performance Review 1999). 
 
38. Finally, it is important to recognize that performance measurement is ultimately a means 
of providing accountability for a program, not just its manager. As the National Performance 
Review (1999) pointed out: "Accountability is a multidimensional concept and often a key 
enabler of success...[There must be an] establishment or assignment of accountability for 
performance/results and the effective stewardship of resources to produce those results. To 
truly work, accountability has to be shared by managers and employees; further, your 
organization as a whole must be accountable to the customer and stakeholder."  
 

5. Credible performance information is essential 
 
39. For performance information to be useful, it must be valid and reliable. The information 
will simply not be accepted or used if it is biased or inaccurate (British Columbia. Office of the 
Auditor General 1997, p.9; Atkinson and McCrindell 1996, p. 17). Even the perceived possibility 
that the information could be falsified can impair the usefulness of the system (Nakamura and 
Warburton 1998, p. 47). To ensure that the information is credible, there needs to be some form 
of independent checking or auditing (Epstein and Olsen 1996, p. 44; Nakamura and Warburton 
1998, p. 41). The means of verification must be communicated. It has been found that simply 
describing the chosen method within annual reports provides assurance to readers that the 
information is credible (USGAO 1997b, p. 72). 
 
40. Independent checking or auditing not only influenced those using performance 
information, it also has an effect on those collecting the data. It seems that the possibility of 
audit is enough to increase efforts to maintain accurate records (Epstein and Olsen 1996, p. 
44). 
 

6. Performance standards and targets are essential for measurement 
 
41. In order for results-based management to function as intended, emphasis should be 
given to identifying targets and performance standards. (Poate 1997, p. 57) It is difficult to judge 
whether results are improving if one has no reference point against which to compare. In this 
sense, targets are also critical for defining accountability. "Absent a specific and measurable 
standard of performance against which measured performance is compared, there is no basis 
for accountability." (Atkinson and McCrindell 1996, p. 17) 
 
42. Benchmarking against similar programs is another method used for setting targets. 
Evidence from the private sector suggests that benchmarking against competitors is a useful 
practice. (PricewaterhouseCoopers 1999, p. 10) Poate (1997, p. 57) notes that "Indicators and 
targets should be set in the context of what is understood to be best practices through reference 
to the experience of other agencies undertaking the same or similar tasks. However, cases in 
the public sector point to the dangers of comparing outcomes of one program to another to 
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determine which is better. Some suggest that the best comparison for a program is itself. 
(Plantz, Greenway and Hendricks 1997, p. 26) 
However, meeting an individual single target may or may not be important. What is most 
important is that the whole results chain is in fact happening as expected. That is the real 
performance story. Setting expectations might better be thought of as answering the question, 
‘Has the chain of expected events which set out the theory of the program—and the specific 
targets in it—been realized?’ (Mayne 2005). 
 

7. Use baseline data to set targets 
 
43. There have been multiple cases illustrating that the use of baseline data from past 
performance can help agencies set realistic targets (USGAO 1997b, p. 61). Baseline data 
provides the trend information on which to base targets. For those who have no experience with 
results-based management and therefore have no baseline data available, some suggest that 
they start by collecting data before actually setting targets (Plantz, Greenway and Hendricks 
1997, p. 26; Laurent 1999). 
 
C. Using Performance Information 
 
44. How an organization uses the performance information generated from its performance 
measurement activities will influence its long term success in implementing results-based 
management. A learning organization uses performance information to identify its weaknesses 
and strengths as a basis for making adjustments to management systems and strategic 
planning processes. The following lessons learned reflect the experiences of leading 
organizations in using performance information for the purposes of learning and continuous 
improvement. 
 

1. Demonstrable use of performance information is essential 
 
45. Performance information must both be used and be seen by others to be used. If top-
level managers use the information for decision-making purposes, others are more likely to 
follow their example (Newcomer and Downy 1997–98, p. 39). This will encourage staff to accept 
and participate in the new performance measurement system (Epstein and Olsen 1996, p. 43). 
If the performance information is not readily used, the credibility of the entire activity will be 
questioned (Poate 1997, p. 57). However, managers and staff also have to see that there are 
significant benefits to the organization and its programs. Performance management must make 
a difference and account for something. The performance information collected has to be useful 
(OECD 1997, p. 29; Gibson and Boisvert 1997, p. 18; British Columbia, Office of the Auditor 
General 1997, p. 6). It has to illustrate that it is worth the cost incurred to collect the data (Hatry 
1997b, p. 41; Itell 1998, p. 17). As data usage increases and produces real benefits, the more 
confidence individuals will have in the data (Gibson and Boisvert 1997, p. 11). 
 

2. Evaluation and performance measurement are complimentary 
 
46. Performance information alone does not provide the complete performance picture. 
Evaluations complete the performance picture by providing the depth of analysis needed to 
explain why targets were not met or why they were exceeded (Poate 1997, p. 56). They also 
provide information managers need to improve operations. "Identifying and communicating the 
reasons that programs do not perform at expected levels is also clearly the province of program 
evaluation. Performance measurement alone will typically not provide the data that program 
managers need to understand why performance is below expectations, nor will it tell them how 
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they may improve operations. The wide variety of program evaluation techniques that can be 
used to illuminate program operations complements performance measurement" (Wholey and 
Newcomer 1997, p.98). Impact evaluations can also "help agencies confidently attribute the 
achievement of intended results to one or more of its programs by providing information on the 
extent to which those programs contributed to the results achieved" (USGAO 1997a). 
 

3. Incentives can be used to foster support 
 
47. There is evidence to suggest that providing incentives, whether financial or non-financial 
causes individuals to change their behavior and helps communicate what is important to the 
organization (National Performance Review 1997; PricewaterhouseCoopers 1999, p. 11). 
Rewarding successful employees is needed to complete the accountability framework. 
"Accountability is a two-way street. The organization must reward individuals who keep their 
end of the bargain" (National Performance Review 1999).  
 
48. The most successful results-based management systems are non-punitive. They should 
focus on using the information to help improve programs and projects (National Performance 
Review 1997). Other evidence states that the system can include penalties, but that these 
should be introduced slowly (Gibson and Boisvert 1997, p.18). Introducing sanctions, especially 
those linked to the budget, can compromise staff and management buy-in and commitment 
(National Performance Review 1999). 
 

4. Performance reporting is needed for decision-making 
 
49. Information regarding progress towards achieving objectives should be reported and 
communicated to all stakeholders. As stated earlier, results-based management should be 
implemented using a participatory approach. Stakeholders involved in the process will want to 
be kept informed of the progress. This vital flow of information should be maintained (National 
Performance Review 1997, 1999).  
 
50. Managers and staff need performance information relatively frequently in order to make 
adjustments to programs and to later assess the effectiveness of those adjustments (Hatry 
1997b, p. 40). However, an overemphasis on frequent and detailed reporting without sufficient 
evidence of its value for public managers, the government, parliament, and the public will not 
meet the information needs of decision-makers. "Frequent reporting may facilitate good 
management of the public sector but there is no guarantee of improvement in performance" 
(Mascarenhas, 1996, p. 21). The manner in which the information is presented will also affect its 
usefulness, with too much detail detracting from the utility of the information (Poate 1997, p. 57). 
"Information should be presented in a way that can be easily understood by legislators and the 
public and is sufficient to provide an understanding of government's performance. Excessive 
detail, vague or overly technical descriptions and jargon should be avoided as they might cause 
confusion and misinterpretation" (British Columbia. Office of the Auditor General 1997, p. 7).  
 
51. Other than the use for decision-making, reporting has other advantages. Reporting may 
actually motivate employees to become more outcome oriented because it makes them more 
aware of their contribution to the organization. Their work is in essence validated (Olsen 1997, 
p. 32). 
 

5. Learn, review, and adjust performance measurement systems 
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52. Another lesson that has been learned is that even once results-based management is 
implemented, the work is not done. To ensure continued success, the performance 
measurement system must be monitored and improved continuously. This will translate into a 
responsive system that reflects the changing environment in which it operates (Poate 1997, p. 
56; Plantz, Greenway and Hendricks 1997, p. 24; Epstein and Olsen 1996, p. 41). This is really 
the essence of a learning organization. Managers and staff learn best through trial and error 
and a hands-on-approach (Meier 1998, p. i; National Performance Review 1999). 
 
53. Some also suggest that even before implementing new procedures, past and current 
systems should be reviewed to better understand why they may have failed to achieve their 
objectives. Learning from past mistakes and using shared experiences may help gain 
acceptance and consensus regarding the new initiative (Poate 1997, p. 53). 
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2004 MfDR ACTION PLAN 
 

Table A3.1: Desired IMPACT of ADB interventions and other factors: Within 2015, 
achieving poverty reduction in the Region 

 

 
Elements of the results chain for which 

ADB can be held accountable 

Will depend on many 
factors only some of 
which are undertaken 

by ADB 

PILLAR 1: 
Improving 
results 
orientation at  
the DMC level 
 

Develop and implement 
appropriate approaches 
to capacity building in 
DMCs.  
 
Efforts will include 
awareness raising, 
dialogue, regional 
workshops, and 
production of toolkits. 
 
The Marrakech 
Roundtable on Results 
will be followed by 
stocktaking of initiatives 
on results at country 
level, seminars and 
workshops, dialogue, 
and dissemination of 
best practices. 
 
ADB’s technical 
assistance to DMCs to 
formulate and 
implement results-
oriented national 
poverty reduction 
strategies will continue. 
 

DMC 
participation at 
relevant 
workshops and 
consultations. 
Materials 
produced. 
 

By the end of 2005: 
Results orientation being 
implemented in national 
plans in at least 5 DMCs. 
 
Progress measured by 
the increasing number of 
DMCs producing results-
oriented national 
development plans. 
 

PILLAR 2: 
Improving 
result  
orientation at the 
institutional 
level in ADB 
 

Awareness raising, 
coaching, and capacity 
building efforts at the 
institutional level. 
 
 
Individual departments 
will prepare results-
oriented work programs 
and, in the process, 
familiarize staff with 
concepts of MfDR. 

Meetings, 
workshops 
and seminars for 
staff 
 
 
Developing 
results-oriented 
departmental 
work plans. 
 
 

By the end of 2005: 
Increased performance 
of ADB as assessed by a 
set of indicators to be 
developed.  
 
Beyond 2005, progress 
measured by use of 
indicators as developed 
above.  
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Elements of the results chain for which 

ADB can be held accountable 

Will depend on many 
factors only some of 
which are undertaken 

by ADB 

 
Focused coaching and 
workshops for senior 
management to clarify 
and support the role and 
responsibilities of 
management in MfDR. 
 
Informal sessions with 
Board of Directors. 
 

 
Relevant 
information 
materials 
produced 
 

 Stocktaking and 
assessment of 
readiness. 
 

Report produced 
 

Action plan updated 
regularly 
 

 Develop template for 
results-based country 
strategies, combined 
with a set of indicators 
to measure and monitor 
progress of 
implementation of the 
CSPs. 
 

Minimum of two 
results-based 
country 
strategies as 
pilots be 
initiated. 
 

Results-based CSPs 
mainstreamed in ADB by 
2006 
 

 Develop and implement 
adequate support 
mechanisms such as 
information technology, 
HR strategy, etc. 
 

Implementation 
of adequate 
support 
mechanisms 
 

Beyond 2005, progress 
measured by use of 
indicators 
 

 Improve result 
orientation of lending 
and non-lending 
projects/programs. 
 

Action plan 
prepared. 
 

Procedures in place by 
end of 2005 
 

PILLAR 3: 
Improving 
results 
through 
partnerships 
with other 
institutions 

Participate in 
partnerships 
with MDBs, OECD-DAC 
and other partners 
 

Visible presence 
in all relevant 
partnerships 
 

An Asian and Pacific 
perspective influencing 
and influenced by 
international 
perspectives. 
Same as above 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CSP = Country Strategy Program, DAC = Development Assistance Committee, 
DMC = developing member country, MDB = Multilateral Development Bank, MfDR = Managing for Development 
Results, OECD = Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. 
Source: Operations Evaluation Department based on the Managing for Development Results in ADB: 2004 Action 

Plan. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 2005 UNIVERSALIA REPORT 
(Universalia, 2005, Independent Assessment of Managing for Development Results at ADB) 
 

 

Recommendations 
Responsibility for 

Action and Monitoring 

1. Strategic Leadership and Managing for Development Results (MfDR) at the 
Asian Development Bank (ADB) 

 

(i) Help shape and approve a strategy and business plan to guide ADB in its 
implementation of MfDR in line with the Board and President’s 
pronouncements. 

 

Vice Presidents, Managing 
Director General, and 
Directors of the Strategy 
and Policy Department 
(SPD) 
 

(ii) Develop processes that would show the staff of the ADB that they are the 
champions of this organizational change effort. 

 

Senior Management team 

(iii) Monitor both the content and process of the change effort in order to 
support an organizational response to MfDR, as part of the strategy and 
business plan. 

Senior Management team 

2. Organizing MfDR at the ADB 
 

(iv) Assess the options for bringing some of Results Management Unit’s 
(SPRU) functions closer to Operations. 
 

Senior Management 

(v) Ensure (give guidance) that operational departments have the staff 
resources and expertise necessary to support developing member country 
capacity building for development effectiveness and that Resident Missions 
coordinate these efforts with the international agencies working in their 
country. 

 

Operational VPs 

(vi) Ensure that MfDR forms part of the Bank’s future strategy as reflected in 
MTS-II and that the strategy itself be results-based, with outcomes, and the 
ability to monitor, evaluate, and link it to a broader development agenda. 

 

SPD 

(vii) Provide the reporting and data management functions that can support and 
improve upon reporting on Development Effectiveness. 

 

SPD 

3. MfDR and the Results Management Unit  

(viii) Restructure SPRU to better focus on the implementation, monitoring and 
reporting requirements associated with MfDR. 
 

Vice Presidents, Managing 
Director General, and 
Director of SPD 

(ix) Lead a coordinated effort to develop an internal communications strategy 
on MfDR, involving the Focal Points and the internal communications 
group in the Department of External Relations. 
 

SPRU 

(x) Coordinate with the Capacity Development Network and the Human 
Resources Division to assess needs and develop a plan for improving the 
capabilities of Bank staff (including SPRU) in the technical and process 
skills required to implement MfDR at the ADB. 
 

SPRU 

(xi) Develop its own results-based planning, monitoring and reporting system 
based on a three-year unit strategy that clearly articulates planned results 
and links to the ADB Strategy for MfDR. 

SPRU 



28 Appendix 5  Not for Quotation, work-in-progress 

 

DIAGRAM OF ADB’S 2006 MfDR ACTION PLAN 
 
 

 
 
Note:  Within the context of ADB’s broader reform agenda, including: strategic direction (MTS ll); business planning 

(WPBF); knowledge management; HR management and staff incentives. 
 
Source:  Operations Evaluation Department based on the Managing for Development Results in ADB: Revised Action 

Plan (2006–2008). 
 
 
 

•  achievement of 
millennium 
development 
goals 

•  reduced poverty 
in DMCs

increased 
institutional 
effectiveness 
 

improved 
quality of 
country 
partnership 
strategies 

increased  
staff 
knowledge 
of MfDR 

institutionalized 
results 
reporting in 
ADB corporate 
management 
systems 

Pillar 2 Pillar 3 

increased ADB 
contribution to 
support MfDR 
knowledge 
sharing & 
harmonization 
efforts through 
working groups 
& collective 
reporting 

maintain 
effective 
results 
partnerships 
with other 
multilateral 
development 
banks 

Pillar 1 

increased 
understanding 
& use of MfDR 
in developing 
member 
countries 
(DMCs) 

• dialogue with 
DMCs re their 
capacities 

• learning events 
• MfDR TAs 
• MfDR 

cooperation 
fund 

• facilitation of 
MfDR COP 

staff training 
plus improved 
internal 
communicat-
ions on the 
results 
agenda 

improved 
results 
focus at 
project 
level 

revised 
business 
processes 
for country 
partnership 
strategies  

•  better quality 
assurance 
mechanisms 

•  Action Plan 
to improve 
performance  
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COMPARISON OF 2004 AND 2006 MfDR ACTION PLANS 
 
1. Key differences between these two Action Plans are highlighted below. Both Plans are 
organized around the same three ‘Pillars’: supporting MfDR within DMCs; building ADB’s own 
MfDR capacity; and cooperating with other international development institutions on the MfDR 
agenda. 
 

Table A8.1: Pillar 1: ADB efforts to support MfDR initiatives within DMCs 
 

2004 Plan 2006 Plan 
• Pillar is titled ‘MfDR at country level.’ • Pillar is titled ‘Support DMC capacity to MfDR. 
  
• Key outcome is ‘By the end of 2005: Results 

orientation being implemented in national 
plans in at least 5 DMCs.’ 

• Key outcome is ‘Increased understanding and 
use of results management in DMCs. 

  
• Timelines for achieving the various outputs 

are more ambitious. 
• Timelines are more conservative. 

  
• Assignment of organizational responsibilities 

for the various components is diffused, and at 
times unclear. 

• Organizational responsibilities are more 
clearly specified. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member county, MfDR = Managing for Development Results. 
Sources: Managing for Development Results in ADB: 2004 Action Plan, and Managing for Development Results in 

ADB: Revised Action Plan (2006–2008). 
 

Table A8.2: Pillar 2: ADB enhancing its own capacity to MfDR 
 

2004 Plan 2006 Plan 
• Pillar is titled ‘MfDR at the intuitional level.’ • Pillar is titled ‘Enhance ADB’s results 

orientation and institutional effectiveness.’ 
  
• Key outcome is ‘By the end of 2006: Improved 

performance of ADB as assessed by a set of 
indicators (to be developed) compared with 
baseline as of Q1 2004 (report to be 
published).’ 

• A number of outcomes are identified including: 
improved quality of results-based CPSs; 
improved results-focus at project level; 
institutionalized results reporting in ADB 
corporate management systems; increased 
staff knowledge of MfDR. 

  
• A larger number of activities are identified. • Fewer activities are identified. 
  
• A number of performance indicators are to be 

developed concerning changes at Board and 
staff level regarding understanding and 
appreciation of MfDR; staff behavioral 
changes. 

• Performance indicators focus on the number 
of DMCs with results-based CPS and quality 
of project Design and Monitoring Frameworks. 

  
• Timelines for achieving the various outputs 

are more ambitious. 
• Timelines are more conservative. 

  
• Assignment of organizational responsibilities 

for the various components is diffused, and at 
times unclear. 

• Organizational responsibilities are more 
clearly specified. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member county, MfDR = Managing for Development Results. 
Sources:  Managing for Development Results in ADB: 2004 Action Plan, and Managing for Development Results in 

ADB: Revised Action Plan (2006–2008). 
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Table A8.3: Pillar 3: Cooperation between International Development Agencies on the 

MfDR Agenda 
 

2004 Plan 2006 Plan 
• Pillar is titled ‘MfDR through partnerships.’ • Pillar is titled ‘Maintain effective results 

partnerships.’ 
  

• Key outcome is ‘By 2006, an Asian and 
Pacific perspective influencing and influenced 
by international perspectives.’ 

• Key outcome is ‘Increased contribution of 
ADB to support MfDR knowledge sharing and 
harmonization efforts, particularly through 
collective reporting initiatives’. 

  
• Indicators focus on ADB's participation in 

international Roundtables and Working 
Groups 

• Indicators focus on the number of ADB’s 
MfDR publications 

  
• Assignment of organizational responsibilities 

for the various components is diffused, and at 
times unclear. 

• Organizational responsibilities are more 
clearly specified. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member county, MfDR = Managing for Development Results. 
Sources:  Managing for Development Results in ADB: 2004 Action Plan, and Managing for Development Results in 

ADB: Revised Action Plan (2006–2008). 
 
2. In summary, the 2006 MfDR Action Plan, which contains a fewer number of activities, is 
more focused on concrete outputs, and has a more clearly articulated assignment of 
responsibilities. The timelines contained in the 2006 Action Plan are more conservative (and 
with the benefit of hindsight more realistic) than those in the 2004 Action Plan. However, the 
2006 Action Plan contains no indicators relating to directly measuring changes in staff attitudes 
and behaviors. 
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MfDR LOGIC MODEL 
 

• faster, more inclusive and environmentally sustainable growth 
• achievement of millennium development goals 
• reduced poverty in developing member countries 

ADB’s policies, systems 
& procedures are 
aligned with MfDR 

ADB’s internal 
environment is 
consistent with the 
requirements of MfDR 
e.g. learning culture, 
appropriate incentives 

ADB’s staff have the 
knowledge and skills to 
manage for results 

ADB staff make use of 
results-based 
management methods 
at all stages of the 
management cycle e.g. 
during planning, 
implementation, 
monitoring & evaluation 

Better identification of binding constraints 
and greater selectivity in resource allocation 
(‘doing the right things’) along with 
improved effectiveness and efficiency of 
implementation (‘doing things right’) plus 
enhanced accountability 

increased international 
understanding of MfDR 
best practices 

increased capacity of 
developing member 
countries to manage for 
results and greater 
demand for 
development  
interventions based on 
MfDR 

development agencies 
are able to collaborate 
effectively regarding 
MfDR 

more efficient and 
effective use of  
resources within DMCs, 
improved accountability 

increased stock of 
physical, institutional 
and social capital in 
developing member 
countries (DMCs) 

Source:  Operations Evaluation Department. 
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THE FIVE STAGES OF MANAGING FOR RESULTS1 
 
1. The implementation of managing for results follows a sequence of stages common to all 
organizational transitions. These are conceptual stages that describe the predominant 
behaviors of the organization at a particular point in time. A critical point to bear in mind is that 
no organization fits perfectly into any one stage. A key feature of the more advanced stages is 
the increasing use of outcome data to supplement activity and output information used in 
decision making. The stages are as follows: 
 

(i) Awareness. The organization is aware of, but not committed to, managing for 
results. In this stage people in the organization recognize that what they have been 
doing is inadequate and that there must be a better way of proceeding. Managers may 
express a broad commitment to managing for results, saying that they wish to be in line 
with broader public policy, but their statements lack conviction. This stage can involve a 
sense of fear, guilt and unhappiness with past performance. It can also lead to attempts 
to place blame as various organizational stakeholders become frustrated with parts of 
the organization that do not implement managing for results practices. With increased 
exposure to the idea of managing for results, groups become more open to the 
possibility of change, leading to the next stage. 
 
(ii) Exploration. The organization begins to commit to managing for results and 
explores different approaches. During this stage, people begin to pick up on new ideas 
from a variety of sources. The exploration may take the form of learning groups, 
benchmarking studies and pilot projects. One problem at this stage is that people may 
prefer one technique or system over others, without having given them a full trial. 
Another problem may be that too many different ideas are tried at once, resulting in 
practices that are never fully explored. During the exploration stage, enough people 
across the organization develop a sense of the benefits of MFR and want to explore it in 
a broader context. This willingness leads to the next stage. 
 
(iii) Transition. The organization has committed itself to managing for results and 
attempting to make the transition from previous systems. In this stage, people begin to 
make a commitment to the new practices required. They drop old practices in favor of 
new ones because the old practices can no longer solve the organization's day-to-day 
problems. This stage can be characterized by hard decisions on what to keep and what 
to discard in terms of managing for results strategies. For example, the conversion to a 
set of results-oriented performance measures is likely to mean that some old measures 
need to be dropped. As more people see the benefits provided, managing for results 
becomes more widespread throughout the organization. 
 
(iv) Full implementation. The organization fully implements managing for results in 
all areas. In this stage, groups across the organization begin to see and look forward to 
the real benefits of the new management approach. Resources are allocated and plans 
are designed to support new practices, not to maintain old and outdated ones. 
 
(v) Continuous learning. The organization periodically adjusts and updates existing 
tools, methods and processes that support the use of managing for results information in 
the organization, including training tools, new approaches to planning, experimentation 

                                                 
1  This material has been taken from: Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat. The Managing for Results Self-

Assessment Tool. Available: www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/rma/account/transmond/tm02_e.asap 
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with advanced measurement tools, and development of reporting mechanisms that 
further align internal and external reporting. 
 

2. Consistent with the ‘Exploration’ stage, in 2004 ADB made a formal commitment to the 
introduction of MfDR and began practicing ‘learning by doing.’ More recently ADB has 
introduced new tools and policies to support MfDR and a new corporate performance 
management system is currently being developed. This is consistent with ADB being in the 
‘Transition’ stage. Given that managerial decisions within ADB are not routinely informed by 
relevant outcome data, the organization has not yet reached the stage of ‘Full implementation.’ 
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SUMMARY OF INTERVIEW FEEDBACK 
 
1. As part of the planning for this evaluation, about 35 interviews were conducted with a 
cross section of persons including: members of the Development Effectiveness Committee; Vice 
Presidents; staff from operational departments and human resources, and consultants working 
in the Managing for Development Results (MfDR) field. The main themes emerging from these 
interviews are summarized below. 
 
Question 1: What are the forces driving Asian Development Bank (ADB) to adopt an MfDR 

agenda? Who is pushing this agenda and why? 
 
• Common responses included (i) Asian Development Fund lX; (ii) international accords such 

as Millennium Development Goals/Paris Declaration; and (iii) actions being taken by other 
multilateral development banks (ADB does not want to be seen to be falling behind other 
banks in this evolving global process). 

 
 
Question 2: In your opinion, is ADB’s MfDR initiative progressing in a satisfactory 
 manner? 
 
• About two-thirds of respondents reported that the MfDR initiative was progressing 

satisfactorily, although it was still at an early stage of being implemented. The remaining 
one-third said that it was too difficult to judge ADB’s progress. 

 
Question 3: What do you see as the key achievements/successes of ADB’s MfDR 
 initiative? 
 
• Common responses included (i) ADB’s Country Partnership Strategies; (ii) staff training; and 

(iii) working being undertaken in the South Asia Operations Department. 
 
Question 4: What are some of the factors critical to the success of MfDR in ADB? 
 
• Consistent support/advocacy from senior leadership to promote MfDR throughout ADB; 

there needs to a clear understanding of MfDR throughout ADB; incentives to encourage 
staff to focus on MfDR; changing ADB’s culture away from emphasizing loan approvals and 
procedural compliance and towards an outcome focus; availability of practical tools that 
support staff in applying MfDR; the ownership and capacity of developing member countries; 
ADB needs to tailor its approach to MfDR according to the needs of individual developing 
member countries. 

 
Question 5: What do you see as some of the key challenges facing ADB’s MfDR 
 initiative? 
 
• Similar answers as were given in response to Question 4. 
 
Question 6: Do you have any concerns about the MfDR initiative? 
 
• Respondents commonly focused on senior leadership’s level of support/commitment to 

MfDR; while commenting that currently ADB is too bureaucratic and not sufficiently focused 
on outcomes 
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Question 7: The Operations Evaluation Department (OED) will be undertaking an evaluation 
of MfDR in 2007. Are there any particular issues or questions that you would like 
the evaluation to address? How can OED best support your department in 
carrying out its responsibilities? 

 
• A common view was that it was much too early to evaluate the achievement of outcomes for 

developing member countries and that OED should look at progress to date in implementing 
MfDR and how the initiative can be ‘fine tuned.’ 
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EVALUATION DESIGN MATRIX 
 

Issue Question Source of information Methodology Criteria for judgment 
     
1.  ADB’s progress 

with MfDR 
• Is ADB making satisfactory 

progress in implementing 
Pillar 2 of the MfDR Action 
Plan? (as measured by the 
perceptions of ADB staff, 
MfDR progress reports, 
progress against ADF lX 
undertakings, COMPAS 
reports, progress on 
recommendations from the 
2005 Universalia 
evaluation report, ADB 
report on ‘Quality at Entry 
for Projects and Country 
Strategies’) 

 

• ADB staff 
• MfDR progress reports 
• ADF lX mid term review 
• COMPAS reports 
• 2005 Universalia report 
• ADB Quality at entry report 
 
 

• document analysis 
• staff survey via 

internet 
 
 

• staff ratings 
• fulfillment of 

commitments in 2004 
MfDR Action Plan 

• fulfillment of 
commitments in 2006 
MfDR Action Plan 

• fulfillment of ADF lX 
commitments 

• conclusions of 
COMPAS reports 

• progress against 
endorsed 
recommendations 
from the Universalia 
report 

• trends in quality at 
entry over time 

 
 

2.  Preconditions 
for 
successfully 
implementing 
MfDR 

• Is ADB’s internal enabling 
environment consistent 
with the requirements of 
MfDR? If not, how can it be 
strengthened? 

 

• international literature 
• ADB staff 
• ADB publications 
 

• literature review 
• staff survey via 

intranet 
• 10 staff focus 

groups in Manila 
• three 

videoconferences 
with staff in 
selected country 
offices 

• interviews with 10 
ADB Director-
General’s 

 
 

• The critical success 
factors for 
implementing MfDR 
as identified in 
relevant international 
publications and 
OED interviews, e.g., 
leadership, culture, 
incentives, business 
processes, staff 
skills, training, HR 
practices 
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Issue Question Source of information Methodology Criteria for judgment 
 
 

3.  Learning from 
other 
development 
banks 

• What can ADB learn from 
the way other development 
banks manage the 
characteristics of their own 
enabling environments? 

• AfDB  
• CIDA 
• DFID 
• EBRD  
• IADB 
• World Bank and its IFC 

group  
 

• document review 
• six telephone/ 

videoconference 
discussions 

 

• lessons learned by 
other MDBs 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, AfDB = Africa Development CIDA = Canadian International Development Agency, 
COMPAS = Common Performance Assessment System, DFID = Department for International Development, EBRD = European Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development, IADB = Inter-American Development Bank, IFC = International Finance Corporation, MDB = Multilateral Development Bank,  
MfDR = Managing for Development Results, OED = Operations Evaluation Department. 
Source: Operations Evaluation Department. 
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TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR CONSULTANTS 
 
A. International Managing for Development Results (MfDR) Specialist (based in 

Manila, no out of country travel required, 60 days continuous) 
 
1. Objective/Purpose of the Assignment. In conjunction with the Mission/Team Leader, 
the consultant will undertake a survey, focus groups, and interviews to assess whether Asian 
Development Bank’s (ADB) internal enabling environment is consistent with the requirements of 
MfDR. The consultant will also liaise with other international development organizations in order 
to identify what ADB can learn from the way other development agencies manage the 
characteristics of their internal enabling environments in order to support the implementation of 
MfDR. 
 
2. Scope of Services. The scope of work will cover (i) review of relevant 
documents/reports; (ii) the development and implementation of an internet based survey 
(technical IT support will be provided); (iii) undertake focus groups of ADB staff in Manila and 
videoconferences of staff in selected country offices; (iv) undertake interviews of senior ADB 
staff; (v) telephone/videoconference discussions with six selected development organizations 
(vi) participate in the preparation of the evaluation report. A research associate will be made 
available to provide administrative and technical support to the consultant. 
 
3. Required Expertise. The consultant should have an expert knowledge of MfDR, the 
organizational challenges of implementing MfDR, conducting organizational assessments 
(surveys and focus groups), and current trends in these fields. Prior experience in working for 
international financial institutions such as ADB or World Bank is essential. Prior experience in 
evaluation would be advantageous. The consultant should be able to use some computer 
programs (i.e., Word, Excel, and Power Point) to an intermediate standard. Excellent 
communication and report writing skills in the English language. 
 
4. The Terms of Reference (TOR) for the MfDR Specialist is shown below: 
 

• Read/review MfDR related documents published by ADB and other sources (e.g., MfDR 
action plans, Country Partnership Strategy reports, OECD-DAC report on Managing for 
Development Results, etc.) to gain insight into the study and ADB’s approach to MfDR. 
 

• Undertake an internet based survey of all ADB staff to assess whether ADB’s enabling 
environment is consistent with the critical success factors identified in the literature for 
implementing MfDR (e.g., leadership, culture, incentives, business practices, training, 
HR practices). Technical IT support for the survey’s implementation will be provided by 
ADB. 
 

• Conduct 10 focus group discussions, three videoconferences, and interviews with  
10 senior ADB staff members to assess the status of the critical success factors for 
implementing MfDR within ADB and to identify strategies/recommendations for 
strengthening ADB’s internal enabling environment. 
 

• Undertake telephone/videoconference discussions with six selected development 
organizations and review related documentation to identify the lessons learned from their 
experiences and the actions that ADB could take to enhance its internal environment 
and better support the implementation of MfDR (e.g., leadership, culture, incentives, 
business practices, training, Human Resource practices). 
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• Prepare a draft report on the results obtained within 55 days of commencement. 

 
• Assist in other related activities/tasks as requested by the Mission/Team Leader. 

 
B. National Research Associate (based in Manila, 60 days intermittent) 
 
5. Objective/Purpose of the Assignment. The research associate will assist the 
Mission/Team Leader and the international Results-Based Management Specialist to ensure the 
smooth completion of the Evaluation Brief report. 
 
6. Scope of Work. The scope of work will cover (i) review of relevant documents/reports; 
(ii) logistic/administrative support; (iii) assist his/her international counterpart to conduct focus 
group discussions, key informant interviews, and internet based surveys to collect primary 
data/information from relevant stakeholder groups based on the prepared questionnaires;  
(iv) analysis of survey and other data plus preparation of tables/charts; and (v) write-ups of 
some sections as requested. 
 
7. Required Expertise. The research associate should have background/work experience 
in economics or related fields with at least 5 years work experience. Work experience with some 
international consultants or in evaluation, particularly at ADB, would be advantageous. The 
research associate should be able to use some computer programs (i.e., Word, Excel, and 
Power Point) very well. Sound communication and report writing skills in the English language is 
required. 
 
8. The TOR for the research associate is shown below: 
 

• Read/review relevant documents/reports to gain insight into the study.  
 

• Provide logistic/administrative support as required. 
 

• Assist the international counterpart to conduct focus group discussions, key informant 
interviews, and field surveys to collect primary data/information from relevant 
stakeholder groups based on the prepared questionnaires.  
 

• Assist the international counterpart to retrieve files/documents and to 
process/tabulate/analyze/update the primary and secondary data/information collected.  
 

• Prepare tables/charts and power point presentation as requested. 
 

• Assist in other related activities/tasks as requested by the Mission/Team Leader and the 
international counterpart. 

 
• Write some sections of the reports and assist in other related activities of the study as 

requested by the Mission/Team Leader. 
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