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[. Introduction

Managing for Development Results, or MfDR, has eyadras a centerpiece of global efforts to improve
public management, achieve the Millennium Developn@oals (MDGs), and implement the principles of
the Paris Declaration. While discussion of thedds been widespread, that discussion has ocaunstly
at the technical level. The primary audience f@s Brief is government policymakers. Its purpostis
define MfDR, emphasize its most important implioas, and direct decision-makers to places whege the
can find additional information and examples of N&D

[l. The International Context

The 2004 Marrakesh Roundtable on Results definddRvHs “a management strategy focused on
development performance and on sustainable impremein country outcomes. It provides a coherent
framework for development effectiveness in whichH@enance information is used for improved decision
making, and it includes practical tools for stra¢qganning, risk management, progress monitoramgj
outcome evaluation.”

MfDR has major implications for national leaderablic sector officials, donors and citizens. Atritest
fundamental level, it calls for an emphasis onltesno all aspects of the development proteas such, it
embodies generally accepted tenets of good govertrvmelear objectives, evidence based decision-mgaki
transparency, and continuous improvement. In theenticontext, MfDR also relates directly to a ramd
active policy issues including international gcatsl standards, country ownership, harmonization and
alignment of donor efforts, accountability for dimment results, and civil society participation.

MfDR provides governments with a management phpbgpapproach and set of tools for enhancing
government performance and expanding accountahbiligfl levels. Advocates of good governance in
partner countries additionally see MfDR as a mearmdevate their interactions with their own citiseand
with donors. And supporters of increased aid legsels MfDR as a way to galvanize national and
international commitment around the positive effemt people’s lives that these resources can -dard
have.

! This draft policy brief was commissioned by thesk@eam on Conceptual and Technical Guidance cDHED
DAC Joint Venture ‘Managing for Development Resultgh a contribution of the United States. Membefshe Task
Team are: Germany (chair), Austria, Ireland, Switzed, the United States and the DAC Secretariat.

2 Agreement on the following core principles emerfjeth the Marrakesh Roundtable: (1) focusing theatjue on
results at all phases of the development procg¥silifjning programming, monitoring, and evaluatwith expected
results; (3) keeping measurement and reportingleinh) managingdor, notby, results; and (5) using results
information for learning and decision-making, adlae for reporting and accountability.



In the past five years, MfDR has been the subjettiree major Roundtables, the most recent being a
meeting of more than 500 officials from 45 courgtrémd 32 donor organizations in Hanoi in Februéry o
2007. There are active and ongoing Communitiesadtiee in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. Many
governments have established units responsibkefpaspects of MfDR as have most major donors; and
some countries such as Chile, Uganda and Vietnam ingplemented high-visibility MfDR agendas.
Anecdotal evidence and published case studies sutige these efforts are producing tangible besiefi

Despite this growing emphasis on MfDR, the WorlchBa 2007 Aid Effectiveness Review found that most
countries still have “a long way to go”. The prajom of countries with “largely developed resultsented
frameworks” — a prerequisite for comprehensive MfBRas a modest 5%. More encouragingly, 56% of
countries reported having taken some action sif&.2

[1l. Essential Features of MfDR

There are four major features that distinguish Mfldén traditional public administration. Each oéte
features has important policy implications, raidificult issues, and requires determined leadershinese
features, implications and issues are summarizétkiparagraphs below.

Feature #1: Shared Goals and Strategies

Elements: (1) MfDR, as currently understood, implies thatlgaae not only clear and measurable, but that
they are expressed davel opment outcomes (e.g., reduced child mortality, increased scha@ratance)lt is
generally accepted that these goals should beelihiit number and concrete, wabreed indicators and
time-bound targets. (2) It is also a central tenet of MfDR that goals slddo# broadly endorsed within the
country and that donors shoudkign their efforts with these national goals wherevessilae. (3)in an effort

to improve planning, increase attribution of restdt interventions, and systematize performancetorimg,
MfDR systems regularly make userefults chains, which are logic diagrams showing the strategies a
assumptions linking inputs, outputs, outcomes ardrhpact$to which they contribute.

Issues: Arriving at an agreed and prioritized set of gaalsl strategies is a complex political and technica
undertaking. Typically, the process includes tramsftion of plans into strategies, “wish lists"dnt
priorities, and long lists of potential indicatamso a limited set of key metrics. (1) Among thesho
important and sensitive policy issues associatéldl stiared goals are the means by which such gaals a
established, legitimized and measured. As a palatiatter, primary emphasis within MfDR has been on
Millennium Development Goals and on goals estabtistiirough Poverty Reduction Strategies and other
collaborative national or sectoral planning exergig2) Ensuring national consensus on these gadls
metrics, and ensuring donor alignment around thedtan requires significant changes in planning psses.
(3) Developing and implementing robust consultathechanisms and prioritizing among goals are
particular challenges given the number and rangmtantial stakeholders and the many demands ptated
governments. Where they are most meaningful, tb@ssultative exercises are linked directly to bidge
formulation and review.

% Based on case studies published in Volumes hdll# of the MfDR Sourcebook (for reference seetfmte 12), and
cases cited by the Asia, Africa and Latin AmericBb® Communities of Practice.
* See Glossary below.



Feature #2: Performance-Based Budgets

Elements: (1) The budget is a central tool through which MfERults and priorities are realiZzeMfDR
requires establishing clear mechanisms and proesdar translating political priorities into budgetlities
by linking planning and budgeting processes at national and sectoral levels (see Figure 1). (2) This usually
includes some form qdrogram budgeting where resources are clearly associated with ttmmes and
outputs to which they are expected to contriblBeS{nce few development outcomes can be achievad i
single year, MfDR benefits greatly from the usdvieium Term Expenditure Frameworks by governments
and frompredictable, multi-year pledges by donors.

Issues: Few, if any, governments have fully Vi B\
implemented performance-based budgeting, but mar‘y The Policy-Result Chain

have taken constructive steps to enhance the fole @

performance information in their budgeting processe R T D T T
These changes face a host of operational challenges ;I_J

caused largely by existing systems, established

interests, and constitutional hurdles. (1) In most Approved annal and U e
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countries, planning and budgeting are distinct TR

processes with distinct bureaucracies and interests Qperaionalplamning _|

(2) Most countries have difficulty making binding Feedback Actual spending
commitments that go beyond their current budget - —

cycle. (3) There is also a danger of defeating the

broader intent of performance-based budgeting by Service delivery = Implementation

applying it in too mechanistic a way.

‘erformance monitoring ani
client consultation systems
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Feature #3: Evidence-Based Decision- _ . | D
Making

Elements. While policy objectives and political realities ¢mmue to exercise important influence on funding
priorities, MfDR implies that performance infornati will have a significant impact on those pria#i (1)
MfDR requires credible data and procedures fordasiing expected results, and rolsiististics,

performance monitoring systems and evaluation protocols for assessing actual performance and feeding it
back into the planning and budgeting cycles. Toageful, this performance information needs to beate-
driven and tailored to reflect decision-makers’deand timetables (e.g., the budget cycle). (B)diso
essential that decision-making about budgets ardatipns allow sufficienbudgetary and operational
flexibility to adjust budgets and programs based on thisniafiion and to support organizational learning.
(3) Annualmulti-stakeholder performance reviews and joint government-donor evaluations have prawen
be effective means for galvanizing these efforts.

® MfDR goals and strategies are also prominentliecééd in a host of substantive policies and re@pna (e.g., pricing,
distribution, and social sector policies) whicmferce and elaborate budget allocations and piestit



I ssues: (1) Most countries provide inadequate

resources for monitoring and evaluation and lack
systematic procedures for introducing empiricahdat ] .

on performance into budget debates and decisiaps. Feature #1: Shared Goalsand Srategies -
There are few incentives for bureaucrats, Ministers * Focus on development outcomes with
legislators to encourage learning or to base their agreed indicators and t|me-bound_ targe:ls
decisions on performance data. (3) Reporting on * Bfroad agreement on goals and alignmert
performance indicators often lacks the necessgoy,ri ot resources i
timeliness and credibility; and audit agencies, °_Use of results chains

parliaments and civil society often lack capaaity t Feature #2: Perfor mance-Based Budgets

analyze information on government performance. * Linked plans and budgets

* Program budgeting
Feature #4: Public Accountability * Predictable donor pledges and MTEFs
Elements: (1) MDR is based odomestic Feature #3: Evidence-Based Decision-M aking
accountability of governments to their citizens and * Results-based statistics, performance
mutual accountability ® between donors and recipient monitoring systems and evaluation

countries. (2) Both forms of accountability asstame protocols _ .
very high level otransparency and opennessin the * Budgetary and operational flexibility
way information about results and expenditures is * Annual multi-stakeholder performance
collected and shared. (3) The principles on whiié t reviews

accountability is based presume an effective set of | Feature#4: Public Accountability

performance-based i ncentives. * Domestic and mutual accountability
) ) ) * Transparent and open information sharimg
Issues: (1) While some countries have implemented o Performance-based incentives

innovative ways of soliciting input from citizens,
getting feedback from citizens on government pemnforce, and disseminating information about plas an
performance, many governments are still reluct@aeimploy such methods. (2) The international comitpun
has not yet developed agreed and practical meafurasmking the concept of “mutual accountability”
operational. (2) There is a mounting body of infatimn suggesting that, when data on results ar arsly

to reward achievement and penalize failure, carefdrting is difficult to achieve. Best practiceano
emphasizes positive incentives for honest reporlmut programs that fail to achieve their intendesailts
and for learning from that experience.

IV. Launching and Managing the MfDR Process

Adoption of MfDR is not an all or nothing affait)s a matter of degree. While, in concept, MfDRuis
holistic set of principles and practices, in rgaiitis made up of a large number of individual buked
systems, procedures and decisibns.

No two countries implement MfDR in exactly the saway. While changes in planning and budgeting
processes are the most common and logical entngpfuir improving MfDR, some countries have begun
with changes in monitoring and evaluation of progsachanges in civil service procedures, or chaimges

® Mutual accountability is “the process by which tggo multiple) parties hold one another accountéiiehe
commitments they have voluntarily made” (for refere see footnote 9).

" Partner countries highlighted the following iteasscentral for implementing MfDR: (1) political #i(2)
strengthening country capacity; (3) alignment wigtional systems; (4) country-led joint evaluatiaid3 establishing a
results culture; and (6) support for South-Souttr gxchange.



project planning and selection. Each of these astiproperly conceived and executed, can yieldildang
results and support a virtuous cycle of performanmg@ovement.

Launching a serious MfDR process usually requioesritted leaders with wide credibility and a
willingness to spend political capital to reforntremched systems and improve government performance
Experience suggests that fully institutionalizingfNR takes a minimum of 7 years. In most counttieis,
means it spans at least one political transitiod, much of that time is taken up with important ilatively
unglamorous efforts to change core systems andhadsea valid empirical basis for decisions. Fos thi
reason, it is critical that the change effort depatonstituencies inside and outside of governrognt
focusing on a clearly felt need within the hostrioyt and that it not be seen as partisan or ddrieen.

V. Useful Resources

There are several recently completed and forthcgmésources that clarify, document or advancetites
of-the-art on key aspects of MfDR. Some of the nsagtificant are:

* An Information Sheet giving an overview of the gginef MDR®
e A Technical Note summarizing key MfDR concepts toals’

e Analytical work refining the notion of “mutual aagotability” from both country-levéf and
international perspectivés

* Analytical work on “incentives” related to MfDR
e Documentation of country experience on key asped4fDR™

* A self-assessment tool to assist countries in amajytheir current practices and future
priorities with regard to MfDR, with particular exence td.eadershipEvaluation and
Monitoring, Accountability and Partnershig@lanning and Budgeting, ari#fatistical
Capacity (LEAPSY.

8 See Joint Venture on MfDR (2008) ‘Managing for Blspment Results — Information Sheet’.

° Forthcoming, December 2008.

19 See Joint Venture on MfDR (2008) ‘Mutual Accouriliapat the Country Level — Concept and Good FAactDraft
Report’.

1 See Joint Venture on MfDR (2008) ‘Mutual Accouriliapat the International Level — Review of Existj
Mechanisms’.

12 See Joint Venture on MfDR (2008) ‘Incentives fdad &Affectiveness in Donor Agencies — Good Praciiod Self-
Assessment Tool'.

13 Extensive documentation of country cases can imedfin the three volumes of the Sourcebook on Emgr@ood
Practices in Managing for Development Results ghieldl by the OECD and the World Bank under the aasmf
Joint Venture on MfDR. The third volume in thisiesrfocuses specifically on issues related to Lesdwje. Additional
cases are available in a published document piagesdses highlighted at the Results Marketpladbd@fThird
International Roundtable on MfDR in Hanoi in Febsuaf 2007. (Seevww.mfdr.orgfor links to these and other useful
MfDR resources.)

14 See World Bank (2008) ‘Capacity Scan — MfDR Coyi@apacity Toolkit'.



Glossary: Key MfDR Terms?*®

Alignment™: Use of a country’s own institutions and systemscihypically include, but are not restricted
to, national arrangements and procedures for péibhoicial management, accounting, auditing, result

frameworks and monitoring.

Development Outcome'”: The medium-term effects or results of a developrirgatvention. Outcomes are
the observable behavioural, institutional and gatighanges that take place over 3 to 10 years|lysas

the result of coordinated short-term investmenisdividual and organizational capacity building key
development stakeholders (such as national govensmavil society, and the private sector).

Harmonization'®: Implementation by donors, where feasible, of commwangements at country level for
planning, funding (e.qg., joint financial arrangengndisbursement, monitoring, evaluating and répgto
government on donor activities and aid flows.

Indicator: Quantitative or qualitative factor or variable tpadvides a simple and reliable means to measure
achievement, to reflect the changes connected tat@rvention, or to help assess the performanee of
development actor.

M anaging for Development Results': A management strategy focused on development pesfoze and
on sustainable improvements in country outcomg®oltides a coherent framework for development
effectiveness in which performance informationsedifor improved decision-making, and it includes
practical tools for strategic planning, risk managet, progress monitoring, and outcome evaluation.

Outputs: The products, capital goods and services whichHtreem a development intervention; may also
include changes resulting from the interventionchirare relevant to the achievement of outcomes.

Partners: The individuals and/or organizations that collalb®ta achieve mutually agreed upon objectives.

Performance monitoring: A continuous process of collecting and analyzingde compare how well a
project, program, or policy is being implementediagt expected results.

Results: The output, outcome or impact (intended or uningehgositive and/or negative) of a development
intervention.

Results Chain: The causal sequence for a development intervetitadrstipulates the necessary sequence to
achieve desired objectives beginning with inputsyimg through activities and outputs, and culmimgiin
outcomes, impacts, and feedback.

Results-Based Management: A management strategy focusing on performance enig\'ement of outputs,
outcomes and impacts.

15 Definitions are partly working definitions. Refaeaes will be added for all definitions.

' From 2005 Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness.

" From OECD/DAC (2002) ‘Glossary of Key Terms in Hvation and Results-Based Management'.
18 From 2005 Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness.

19 Definition based on agreement at the 2004 Marraksindtable on Results.



