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Preface 
The Swedish Agency for Development Evaluation (SADEV) and Umeå 
Centre for Evaluation Research (UCER) have in a cooperation project, 
financed by SADEV, compared three development organisations’ 
management response (MRE)-systems. This synthesis report is based on case 
studies of IFAD’s, EuropeAid’s and Sida’s MRE-systems. The study of 
IFAD’s system was carried out between February 2007 and March 2008 by 
Erik Hedblom and Sara Bandstein, Sadev and the EuropeAid study was 
carried out during the same period by Anders Hanberger, UCER and Sara 
Bandstein, SADEV. The study of Sida’s MRE-system was carried out in 2004-
2005 by Anders Hanberger and Kjell Gisselberg, UCER. 

We would like to thank Elisabeth Lewin and Kim Forss for advice and 
comments on the evaluation design, analysis and conclusions, which have 
been of great value for us when compiling this report. However, the authors 
alone are responsible for the analysis and conclusion, as well as any flaws in 
the report.  

We also want to take the opportunity to express our gratitude to all 
personnel and other persons who have offered precious time and shared their 
experiences with us.  

We have written a fairly short main report and elaborated the analysis on a 
general level. The empirical material and details are presented in the case study 
reports. The report can be downloaded as pdf-file (www.ucer.umu.se) or 
ordered from UCER (see address below).  

It is our hope that this report will contribute to the discussion and 
understanding of the utilization of evaluations in general and how developing 
development organizations’ can improve the MRE-systems in particular.  

We welcome comments on the report for our future work. Please address 
correspondence to UCER, Umeå University SE-901 87 Umeå, Sweden or 
anders.hanberger@ucer.umu.se.  
 
 
Umeå May 12, 2008. 
 
Anders Hanberger 
Kjell Gisselberg 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
For all evaluations initiated and monitored by IFAD’s, EuropeAid’s and Sida’s 
evaluation unit a Management REsponse (MRE) should be compiled. Sida has the 
most extensive response system which consists of one system for centralised 
evaluations and one less elaborated for decentralised evaluations.  

In practice, less than 50% of all Sida’s evaluations, on average 40 per year, were 
completed with MREs. For evaluations initiated and monitored by UTV/Sida 
nearly all were completed with MREs. All of EuropeAid’s evaluations, on average 
10 per year, were finalised with MREs. Likewise, all of IFAD’s evaluations, on 
average 15 per year, were finalised with MREs.  

A majority of the MRE-documents can be criticised for lack of clarity and 
content according to the criteria applied in this study (which mainly indicates 
quality of documentation). MREs compiled for UTV/Sida evaluations generally 
maintain acceptable quality whereas few of EuropeAid’s and IFAD’s MREs do. 
However, the picture changes if the criterion “overall assessment of evaluation” is 
excluded. Then the majority of IFAD’s MREs maintain acceptable quality.  

Four main conclusions have been drawn from this evaluation study. Firstly, each 
of the three MRE-systems is intended to achieve different objectives, but the response systems are 
not sufficiently developed to achieve all of the objectives.  

 The MRE-process and MREs have not been designed to be well integrated in 
EuropeAid’s and Sida’s programme and policy processes and this is also the case as 
regards the integration of IFAD’s responses in partner countries’ policy processes. 
(Organisational) learning requires time and forums for deliberation and for 
developing responses and action plans. This is not considered sufficiently in the 
systems’ design, except in IFADs’ response system.  

Secondly, there is a gap between how the MRE-systems are intended to work and how they 
actual contribute to achieving the objectives and intended outcomes. In practice, a contribution to 
external accountability can be observed but the contribution to policy improvement, internal 
accountability and learning is meagre. There are many factors that could explain this gap. 
The main factors are: bad timing of evaluation in relation to the policy process; 
insufficient resources and time set off; few persons actively involved; low status of 
MREs in policy making; vague and uncommitted MREs; insufficient follow-up. 

A critical reading of the MRE documents indicate that the MREs tend to 
overestimate the use of recommendations for policy improvement and the 
implementation of decided actions. One could question the value and reliability of 
the MRE-document as a source of information for knowledge transfer regarding 
the organisation’s standpoint and response and as institutional memory because of 
frequently insufficient, overvalued and vague content.  

Thirdly, the MRE-systems have contributed to maintain and strengthen the aid 
organisations’ legitimacy and the legitimacy for aid policies and programmes. Although this 
impact is limited it is interpreted as a generic contribution of the response systems. 
In practice, the response systems as such are perceived more important than single 
MREs. Very few read and remember an MRE, but still managers in particular, have 
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a liking for the system. The MRE-systems are also used in a symbolic way which 
implies a support for organisational legitimacy.  

Fourthly, the different objectives and intended functions of the response systems are not 
sufficiently considered in the design and application of the response systems. The response 
systems request the same response information and provide the same instructions 
for all evaluations although evaluations have different objectives and intended 
functions. However, the pre-requisites of the different functions, which are not the 
same for all functions, have to be fulfilled.  

The three recommendations below are based on the assumption that some kind 
of response system is justifiable for organisations undertaking evaluations 
frequently. It could be assumed that a revised response system saves time through 
allocating resources more effectively because MREs do not have to be compiled 
for all evaluations(see Annex 4), and that it prevents damages caused by low quality 
evaluations. The evaluation should be considered relevant and accurate by the 
concerned policy makers and partners. 

The cost for developing an MRE is difficult to estimate and varies depending 
on the evaluation, but it is small compared with the total cost for the evaluation, 
regardless of how it is measured. 

Recommendation 1 suggests developing the current MRE-systems to include partner 
organisations’ responses and to develop the response activities. The recommendation has most 
in common with IFAD’s response system. IFAD’s system is already designed for 
integrating partner organisations, but IFAD’s system could also be developed a bit 
further. Inclusion of partners is suggested when conclusions and recommendations 
are directed to partners. The evaluation and mainly the conclusions and 
recommendations determine whether partners should be included or not. The 
proposed guidelines for administrative dealing with MREs and extended responses 
are briefly described in Annex 4.  

Recommendation 2 suggests extending the response system to include decentralised 
evaluations and to support the implementation of the decentralised system. Sida’s response 
system already includes decentralised evaluations. The decentralised response 
system has not been implemented fully. However, there is a need for compiling 
responses to evaluations at lower level of governance as well. The responses to 
decentralised evaluations could be brief.  

Recommendation 3 suggests developing the instructions for compiling the response document 
to match different evaluations. A revision and development of the instructions could be 
an effective measure to improve the response systems and to avoid unnecessary 
work. If the instructions for compiling responses are developed, the documents 
become more useful and the significance of the responses could be expected to 
increase.  

The report provides examples of how the response documents could be 
developed. For example, it could be feasible if the response sheet consists of fixed 
response alternatives such as: “agree”; “partly agree”; “disagree”, and “action 
already taken”; “no action decided”; “action decided to take”; followed by a 
motivation of agreement/disagreement and a specification of decided action. 
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The main advantages of following the recommendations are that they would 
enhance rationality in collective action, facilitate collective and inter-organizational 
policy making, avoid unnecessary work whereas the main disadvantages are that the 
evaluation processes may be prolonged in some cases which could be time 
consuming if not monitored effectively. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
This study is the first comprehensive study of management response (MRE) 
systems for evaluations reported in the literature. Several reasons motivate a study 
of MRE-systems. Prevailing systems are intended to resolve the problem of scarce 
use of evaluations and to improve policy making and therefore there is a need to 
know whether existing response systems actually contribute to evaluation use and 
improved (aid) policy. A comparative study of three development organisations’ 
response systems will provide knowledge concerning how organisations respond 
and can respond to evaluations. It will also give insights concerning how the 
response systems fill the objectives and functions they are designed for. In the main 
this study will contribute to the understanding of response systems’ pre-requisites, 
performance and prospects.  

The background to this evaluation is a study of Sida’s MRE-system carried out 
by Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research (UCER), Umeå University, Sweden, in 
2005. This evaluation consists of a comprehensive assessment of Sida’s MRE-
system and has laid the ground for two additional case studies and a comparative 
study which is summarized in this report. 

In the beginning of 2007 the Swedish Agency for Development Evaluation 
(SADEV) and UCER started a cooperation project and initiated case studies of 
IFAD’s and EuropeAid’s MRE-systems. The three case studies, including Sida’s, 
have been reported in three case study reports (Hanberger & Bandstein, 2008; 
Hedblom & Bandstein, 2008; Hanberger & Gisselberg, 2006). The three case 
studies have been validated by the aid organisations’ evaluation unit and lay the 
ground for this final report. 

The two additional aid organisations were selected after a trial and error 
process. The first step was to collect information about MRE-systems in 
development organisations from the Internet. The purpose was to identify 
prevailing MRE-systems and identify different systems in use. In the next step the 
intention was to select organisations with different systems or the same system 
applied in different context. However, the information searched for was not 
accessible on the websites and the evaluation team had to proceed in a more 
pragmatic way. Mr Anders Danielsson, previous DG at SADEV, invited a number 
of Heads of evaluation units to cooperate with the evaluation team.  EuropeAid 
and IFAD agreed because they considered the study interesting.  

Fortunately, the case studies turned out to represent different types of aid 
organisations, that is, a global, a European and a national organisation and 
consequently the organisational context varies. The systems’ objectives and 
intended outcomes also vary to some extent. The cases meet three general criteria 
for selecting cases (Stake, 2006:23). The cases are relevant to the object of inquiry, 
they provide diversity over contexts, and provide good opportunities to learn about 
complexity and contexts. 
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The structure of the report is as follows: First, the purpose, research questions 
and methods of this study are summarised together with a brief description of the 
overall research design (chapter 2). The reader is then introduced to the framework 
which this study is based (chapter 3). After that, the three aid organisations’ MRE-
systems are described (chapter 4). The comparative analysis which follows in 
chapter 5 focuses on similarities and differences regarding the systems’ objectives 
and the systems at work. Conclusions are drawn in the following chapter together 
with a presentation of recommendations (chapter 6). The findings are discussed 
briefly in the final chapter (chapter 7). Readers familiar with the response systems 
or who have already read the case study reports could overlook chapter 4 and go 
straight to chapter 5. 
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2. PURPOSE AND DESIGN OF EVALUATION STUDY 
The overall objective of this evaluation is to scrutinise MRE-systems’ value and 
implications for development organizations’ policy, programme and strategy work 
and to contribute to the understanding of MRE-systems’ pre-requisites, 
performance and prospects. The evaluation has also three concrete purposes: to 
describe, analyse and compare three aid organisations’ MRE-systems in terms of 
intended outcomes, performance and implications for policy improvement, 
collective learning, accountability and legitimatization. 

2.1 Research questions 
The evaluation seeks answers to four research questions which are underlined 
below. For each question a few additional questions are raised. 
1. What are the main qualities of the three response systems?   

- What characterises the organisations’ response systems?  
- What are the intentions with the systems?  
- What are the systems’ most important components and routines? 
- Is the system appropriate and feasible to achieve the objectives? 

 
2. How do the systems work in practice?  

- How are MREs compiled within the aid organisations? 
- To what extent and in what way are partners involved in the response process?  
- How are single responses and the system perceived and used by the organisations 

and partners?  
- Are action plans decided and, if so, are they followed up? How? 

 
3. What are the impact and consequences of single responses1 and the response 
system for the organisation and its collaboration partners?  

- To what extent have the systems enhanced evaluation use?  
- What is the added value of MRE? 
- What are the consequences of different responses and the system for different 

actors and for development cooperation? 
  
4. How can and should a response system be designed to contribute to policy 
improvement, learning and accountability?  

- What is good practice concerning MRE?  
- How can management responses and response systems be developed to achieve 

specific objectives an intended outcomes? 
- How can the MRE-systems be developed to promote overall goals of 

development cooperation? 
 
 
                                                 
1 A single MRE refers to a specific MRE compiled for an evaluation whereas the MRE-system 
refers to the system as such. 
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2.2 Methods and material 
Document analysis of key documents concerning the MRE-system, evaluation policy, 
evaluation system, evaluation reports, quality assessments of evaluations and 
MREs-documents.  
Reconstruction of the intervention logic. Assessment of the system’s logic in terms of 
internal consistency and against theories of evaluation use.  
Interviews with system architects and persons well informed.  
(Telephone) interviews with staff persons in the development organisations involved in 
evaluation and response processes. 
(Focus group) interviews with evaluation managers, programme officers, heads of unit, 
implementing actors, evaluators and partner organizations.  
The empirical material which the comparative study is based is described in detail 
in the three case study reports. Suffice is to say that this study is based on all 
relevant documents which describe and regulate the MRE-systems, more than 100 
interviews (Annex 5) and a thorough examination of a selection of response 
processes. However, the material does not allow for generalisation about how many 
response processes have worked in this or that way or how many MREs have 
contributed to improving decision making or accountability, for example. But the 
main problems and challenges regarding how the MRE-systems work in practice 
have been identified and scrutinized with the multi-method approach applied in 
this study. Moreover, the conclusions are based on different, complementary and 
extensive empirical material. The analysis of how the three MRE-systems meet the 
pre-requisites of different functions in practice (5.3), is not based on a complete 
empirical material. However, it allows for a tentative and interpretative analysis. 
 
2.3 Overall research design 
The evaluation study adopts a multi-methodological approach and is based on 
theoretical considerations (chapter 3). The study of three aid organisations’ MRE 
system is designed as a multiple case study analysis (Stake, 2006). The evaluation 
framework consists of two parts. Each case study is developed as a combined 
programme theory evaluation and stakeholder evaluation of the MRE-system. The 
applied methodology for this part of the study is briefly summarized in Annex 1 
(see each case study report for details). The second part of the framework is a 
comparative multiple case study analysis briefly described below. 

The three response systems are compared in terms of intended outcomes and 
achievements of objectives. The analysis of the systems at work are carried out in three 
ways: to what extent and how the MRE-systems have been employed in the 
organisations; the quality and content of the MRE-documents in relation to criteria 
developed for this study (Annex 2); key actors experiences and use of the systems. 
Finally, the systems’ functions for policy improvement, (organisational) learning, 
accountability and legitimatisation are scrutinized and interpreted, and so are the 
consequences for the aid organisations and their partners.  
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3. THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS AND FRAMEWORK 
This chapter briefly describes the main theoretical considerations together with the 
framework developed for assessing the functions of the MRE systems. Evaluation 
use and functions of MRE-systems are the main concepts and theories used in this 
evaluation study. 

3.1 Evaluation use  
Evaluation research has paid attention to the fact that evaluations are used in 
different ways, and that achieving an intended use requires certain conditions (see 
Annex 3).2  On a general level this implies that the design of the MRE-system 
could be more or less appropriate for enhancing a certain type of evaluation use. In 
this evaluation a distinction is made between eight types of use which the MRE-
system is being assessed in relation to (Table 1). 
 
Table 1. Use of evaluation and management response  
 
Type of use Refers to 
Instrumental   When results are used directly as input to 

decision making 
Conceptual Adopting new perspectives and deeper 

understanding of current practice 
Legitimatizing  Justification of positions, programmes or 

endeavours 
Ritual/symbolic An association with rationality, but with no 

further interest in the results 
Interactive  Use in conjunction with other sources of 

information (research, other endeavours)  
Tactical  Gaining time or avoid responsibility 

 
Misuse/political 
ammunition  

Other uses than intended, including 
selective use 

Process  Use of evaluation process for deliberation 
about a common practice  

 
As this study will illustrate, the same evaluation and MRE is often used in different 
ways by different stakeholders.  

                                                 
2 Besides different evaluation approaches, specific conditions and factors tend to enhance 
different types of evaluation use. The relevance and credibility of an evaluation are two of the 
most common factors. Other factors are user involvement, quality of evaluation and contextual 
factors, for example.  
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3.2 Functions of MRE-system 
Whether a MRE-system could be considered appropriate or not depends on what 
function it is intended to have. The framework developed for interpretation and 
assessment of MRE-systems takes into consideration six functions that a MRE-
system could have and the two main processes that an MRE emerges from and 
should feed into. The MRE-system could on the one hand be conceived as the last 
stage of the evaluation process and on the other as a system-component of the 
policy process. MREs could also feed into a broader democratic process. 

The framework is elaborated for studying a MRE-system in a multi-
organisational context, including the aid organisations partners. Whether partners 
are involved in the MRE process is, however, an empirical question. 

The evaluation process usually starts with an evaluation initiative, a pre-study 
and the development of terms of reference, followed by a research process and 
ends with the finalisation of the evaluation. The MRE-process, conceived as a joint 
evaluation and policy process, usually starts after the final report of the evaluation 
has been presented and ends when the management has responded to the 
recommendations and decided what actions are to be taken or when decided 
actions have been followed up.  

The policy process refers to various policy and programme processes that take 
place in aid and partner organisations. Here the policy process is conceptualised as 
a policy cycle which implies that the policy or programme continues. A terminated 
policy may well continue in the format of a new policy, for example. The same 
cycle also refers to the broader democratic and external process in which the 
elected representatives, ordinary citizens and other external stakeholders use 
evaluations and MREs for learning and control of foreign aid policy.  

Figure 1 illustrates six functions that an MRE-system could have. The functions 
are related to different kinds of evaluation use (Table 1). A function, however, is a 
relational concept and implies different roles and meaning of an MRE-system in 
relation to policy making and democracy, for example.  

Firstly, an MRE-system dealing with evaluation findings can have the intended 
function of improving decision making. This function is captured with the concept 
policy improvement.  

A second function is internal accountability. Internal accountability refers to the 
function of controlling whether the aid organisation has implemented policies and 
programmes, in particular decided actions in response to evaluation 
recommendations. A MRE-system could have as its main function to strengthen 
internal control and accountability. 

In governance there are many principal-agent relations to be considered and the 
principal-agent relations in internal accountability are not the same as in the case of 
democratic and external accountability. 
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Figure 1. Main functions of MRE systems for evaluations 
 

Internal 
accountability  

Learning  Evaluation 
process 

Policy/ political 
process  

Democratic/ 
external 
accountability 

Policy 
improvement 

Legitimatisation  

Symbolic  

 
Democratic or external accountability, a third function, refers to the political process 

in which the key actors of democratic governance are involved. When citizens vote 
in elections it has been assumed that the government is being held accountable for 
the previous period in office and for public (aid) policy carried out, i.e. citizens are 
acting as accountability holders (cf. Behn, 2001; Hutchings, 2003; Mulgan, 2000; 
Przeworski et al, 1999). Between elections citizens delegate the role of democratic 
control to elected representatives and public reviewers (state inspectors and 
auditors for example) according to representative democracy. This function could 
be sought after in comprehensive evaluations, synthesis of evaluations and 
corresponding MREs, for example. 

External accountability is the concept used for the external accountability function 
in the case of the EU (EuropeAid’s aid policy) and the UN (IFAD’s aid policy). 
There are many actors that act as external accountability holders; NGOs; 
(member)states; citizens; partner countries.3  

Legitimatisation, the fourth function which a MRE-system could possibly have, is 
analysed in a similar way as the democratic and external accountability function. 
Legitimatisation of aid policy could be obtained within the organisation as well as 
outside. In the main, the applied framework pays attention to external 
legitimatisation. Legitimacy for a policy could be achieved through the formal 

                                                 
3 Whether the external accountability function of EuropeAid’s policies and programmes should 
be dealt with as a case of democratic accountability could be discussed. Citizens can, even though 
this control is limited, hold national and EU elected representatives accountable for foreign aid 
policy implemented by the Commission. However, EU citizens and their elected representatives 
can not vote for a change of commissioners, hence the citizens’ control of aid policy is limited. 
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system of accountability, but there are more sources of legitimacy one must take 
into consideration (see below).  

A fifth function which a MRE-system could have is to promote learning. The 
notion of learning is associated with insights and conceptual use of evaluation and 
MREs which could occur within the aid organisation, among its partner 
organisations or as inter-organisational learning. The learning function pre-
supposes some kind of conceptual use of evaluation. 

A sixth function should also be accounted for in addition to the above 
functions. A response system could also have a ritual or symbolic function. The MRE-
system is then treated as an artefact or construction in its own right and an MRE or 
the MRE-system is used in a superficial way.  

The functions and the pre-requisites will now be described and discussed one 
by one except for the symbolic function. There are no MRE-systems that are 
designed to fill a symbolic function but this function should be accounted for in 
practice because it is known that it could exist.  

3.2.1 Policy improvement 
Policy improvement, the first function a MRE-system could have, is highly 
associated with instrumental use of evaluation. The draft of the final report of the 
evaluation should be presented prior to important policy decisions, and the MRE 
should feed into the policy process when a policy’s or programme’s future is under 
discussion or revision. The timing of the evaluation need to match the critical stage 
of the policy process, that is, when the policy window is open (Kingdon, 1995). 
The management (decision makers) needs analysis, conclusions and 
recommendations useful for coming to judgement about the organisation’s up-
coming policy decisions.  

Generally speaking, a decision about a policy and programme could imply: 
policy (or programme) innovation; succession; maintenance; or termination 
(Hogwood and Peters 1983) and a policy improvement evaluation should facilitate 
such decisions.  

The policy improvement function is here conceptualised and interpreted in 
relation to a rational policy process. However, real policy processes rarely follows 
the logical steps of the policy cycle. Hence, it should be recognised that policy 
improvement may well occur without following the logical steps of the policy cycle. 
Table 2 summarizes the pre-requisites for promoting this function of an MRE-
system. 

If the listed pre-requisites are met one could assume that an evaluation will 
contribute to improve policy and programmes, and that the MRE-system works 
well in this respect. To get an idea of how this function can become visible see Box 
1. 
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Table 2. Summary of pre-requisites of a MRE-system aimed to promote 
policy improvement 
Function  Pre-requisites 

1. Evaluation conclusions and recommendations are aimed 
at decision making and should be feasible and realistic. 
2. The recommendations should correspond to the 
management’s mandate, discretion and freedom of choice. 
(The level of management the evaluation is intended for 
determines what level of generality the recommendations 
should have.) 
3. The evaluation should be trustworthy and based on a 
reasonable empirical material. 
4. The quality of evaluation should be considered at least 
acceptable by the main stakeholders 
5. The recommendations should be theory or experienced 
based. (In case no previous solutions/ methods have 
worked it is defendable to take into consideration 
recommendations of new methods or actions which could 
be assumed to work effectively.)  
6. The timing of the evaluation should match the policy 
process and be presented at a time when the policy window 
is open.  
7. The MRE should consist of a clear and anchored action 
plan indicating what action should be taken.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy improvement

8. The management level should be committed to 
implement the action plan and devote the required 
resources  

 
 
Box 1. Interview statements indicating the policy improvement function 
 

 
“I can not say that everything that is recommended in 
there[evaluation and MRE] that we agree with and will be 
religiously taken into consideration, but things that we think are 
pertinent are fed into subsequent programming” 
 
“In our discussions here, from time to time, we say well this was a 
point brought up in the evaluation and it was mentioned in the 
MRE which we have taken on board.” 
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3.2.2 Internal accountability  
A MRE-system that is intended to strengthen internal accountability should focus 
on the organisation’s formal policies, programmes and strategies and first of all its 
objectives and provide evaluation findings that consist of conclusions concerning 
policy (and programme) implementation, any deviations from policy decisions 
made and goal-achievements. The right timing for an MRE is the same as for the 
policy improvement function, but it should also come prior to occasions when 
managers are being held to account. The appropriate time for follow-up is when 
actions have been implemented and a reasonable time has passed which could vary 
depending on the measure or action. The internal accountability function 
emphasises formal conduct and control and implies some kind of instrumental use 
of evaluations. What then are the pre-requisites for obtaining this function of a 
response system? 
 
Table 3. Summary of pre-requisites of a MRE-system aimed to promote 
internal accountability 
Function Pre-requisites 

1. Evaluation conclusions and recommendations are 
aimed at implementation of action and should be feasible 
and realistic  
2. The MRE should consist of a clear action plan 
indicating decided actions.  
3. Actions for implementation should be empirically 
observable and measurable 
4. There should be an accountable person or institution 
for implementing the decided actions 
5. The follow-up of MRE (implementation of decided 
actions) should be anchored and authoritized by the 
organisation 
6. The follow-up should be dealt with seriously and 
inaction or obstruction of implementation should lead to 
some kind of measure.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Internal 
accountability 

7. The follow-up should be monitored in terms of 
implementation of decided actions and achieved results 
from implemented actions. The implementation of 
decided actions should be controlled more than once if 
necessary.4  

 

                                                 
4 At the time of the first follow-up some actions may have been implemented but not all so there 
is an ongoing need for follow-up. 
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Box 2. Interview statement indicating the internal accountability function. 
 

 
“It [MRE] is a good way to follow-up things because in a bureaucracy no 
matter how performative it is, well, things get to be time procedures driven 
and this is perhaps one of the ways to ensure that there is some follow-up 
of the substance. Of course on the down side of it is that it is time 
consuming. And you have to give it the time it needs.” 
 

 

3.2.3 Democratic and external accountability  
A MRE-system could contribute to democratic and external accountability of an 
aid organisation’s and its policies. The management level is not in this case the only 
and prime receiver of, and responder to, evaluations and MREs. From a 
democratic and external accountability perspective not only the administration’s 
implementation of a policy or programme should be evaluated, but also how the 
management level acts and carries out its tasks. 

In all forms of democratic governance, the citizen is the principal. When 
democratic control, on behalf of citizens, is carried out by elected representatives, 
one can refer to an “acting principal” (Hanberger, 2008). The acting principal, in 
this case, is an actor with temporary responsibility for democratic accountability.5
The (acting) principal’s role includes both governance and control of the general 
direction of aid policy and its management. 

Table 4 summarizes the pre-requisites for the democratic /external and the 
legitimatisation function (see 3.2.4). Transparency and openness are fundamental to 
achieve these three functions. The democratic and external accountability function 
implies some kind of instrumental and legitimatising use of evaluations. 
 

                                                 
5 The acting principal in national aid policy is the elected representatives in parliament and in the 
case of EU and UN aid policy there are more than one acting principal; member states’ elected 
representatives; EU parliamentarians; member states and mainly the foreign aid ministers.  
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Table 4. Summary of pre-requisites of a (M)RE-system aimed to promote 
democratic/external accountability and legitimatisation  
Function Pre-requisites 

1. Evaluations (and synthesis reports) provide insight 
into aid policy (and programmes) and how it performs, 
and also how the management level acts 
2. Evaluations (and synthesis reports) present 
assessments of how aid policy (and programmes) 
performs including its results 
3. Evaluations and MREs should be easily accessible and 
open to public scrutiny. They should feed into the 
political process of granting discharge and also provide 
citizens/stakeholder with accounts useful for citizens 
own judgement about (democratic) accountability.  
4. Public access to elected representatives’ accountability 
discussion concerning aid policy. 
5. Forums for public deliberations concerning 
performance of aid policy. A (democratic/external) 
accountability discussion is expected to engage not only 
politicians but also NGOs, the media, other stakeholders 
and the general public.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Democratic/external 
accountability and 
legitimatisation 

6. Follow-up of MRE should be easily accessible to the 
public.  

 
Box 3. Interview statement indicating democratic accountability 
 

“All evaluations are published in order to provide the general public 
and political decision makers with information about evaluation 
results, to ensure accountability and to improve the public 
understanding of needs in partner countries” 

 

3.2.4 Legitimatisation  
Providing evaluations and MREs for democratic and external accountability could 
also be a way to legitimatise aid policy and the development organisation. This is 
not to say that legitimacy for a policy only could be achieved through the formal 
system of accountability. It is not even certain that a policy processed through the 
traditional accountability system will gain legitimacy. Therefore more sources of 
legitimacy must be taken into consideration. Legitimacy for aid policy is also sought 
after with reference to the ethical commitment to fight poverty, and the collective 
responsibility to promote peace and development, for example.  

Legitimacy has two connotations, legal and justifiable (Deutsch, 1970; 
Habermas, 1984:125; Held, 1989:101). Everything legal is not perceived as 
justifiable and something that is thought to be justifiable is not always legal. In this 
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study the legitimatization function refers to the function of justification of aid 
policies and the aid organisation. The framework only pays attention to external 
legitimatisation. 

This function is conceived and dealt with in the same way as the function of 
external and democratic accountability and the pre-requisites for this function are 
pretty much the same as for the accountability function. Hence, the legitimatisation 
function is included in Table 4.  
 
Box 4. Interview statement indicating the legitimatisation function 
 

“There are many negative things in Kenya, enormously negative, but we 
felt earlier that this was the only thing that came through. And part of 
this study was still fairly positive, for example the Ministry of Agriculture 
and the way they worked with the extension programme. So the 
evaluation was good to have, it was useful for us.” 

 

3.2.5 Learning 
The fifth function of an MRE-system is to promote single, organisational or inter-
organisational learning. Learning can be conceived as “the development of insights, 
knowledge, and associations between past actions, the effectiveness of these actions, and future 
actions’ (Fiol & Lyles, 1985: 811).6 As regards evaluation a learning organization is “a 
flat organization that is focused on learning and sees evaluation as an integrated 
part of its operation” (Schaumburg-Müller, 2005:210). Whether a flat organisation 
is a pre-condition for learning could be discussed.  

The learning function implies that the evaluation process is more or less 
integrated in the policy process, that is, learning takes place continuously in a 
learning organisation. 

On the whole, conclusions and recommendations should promote insights and 
a better understanding of a policy and programme including its wider context. 
Hence, a MRE-system that has a learning function promotes conceptual use of 
evaluations. 
 

                                                 
6 According to Bapuji & Crossan (2004:400) there is a growing consensus in the literature that 
learning can be “behavioural and cognitive, exogenous and endogenous, methodical and emergent, incremental 
and radical, and can occur at various levels in an Organization”. 
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Table 5. Summary of pre-requisites of a MRE-system aimed to promote 
(organisational) learning 
Function Pre-requisites 

1. Conclusions and recommendations are aimed at 
insights, understanding and conceptual use 
2. The evaluation should consist of knowledge and 
insights in support of long term and sustainable aid 
policy.  
3. Evaluations provide insights into how and why 
policies and programmes work the way they do. 
4. The evaluation should be trustworthy and based on 
empirical findings and also critical 
5. The evaluation and MRE should be taken into 
account whenever presented and recognized as vital for 
a learning organisation. 
6. The MRE should also consist of a clear and anchored 
action plan indicating what action should be taken and it 
should be open for ongoing revision. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
(Organisational) 
learning 

7. The management level should support the staff to 
implement the action plan and devote the required 
resources  

 
Box 5. Interview statement indicating organisational learning 
 

“The evaluation has had an impact in the way we operate and the way 
we think. In order to our job we need to be aware of many documents …, 
and from that we build our knowledge and from that we move forward 
whether we are writing a policy document or programming document.”  

 

3.2.6 Ritual/symbolic  
In addition a response system could also have a ritual or symbolic function. The 
response system’s raison d’être is then its association with rationality, but with no 
further interest in the results of MREs. The response system could fill this function 
because we live in a time when evaluation and follow-up is a leading norm, i.e., 
something that a modern, rational organisation is expected to perform in an 
organised way. In practice MREs and the MRE-systems are used in a superficial 
way. This function will be considered as a potential function in the empirical 
analysis. 

An indication of the symbolic function could be if staff persons refer to the 
system as a valuable device but do not remember what the response consisted of, 
what actions were agreed to take, and if the person can not remember or give 
examples of any use of the MRE. 
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3.3 Organisational perspective on development evaluation  
On a more general level, the use of evaluation and MREs can also be interpreted in 
relation to different organizational perspectives. Henrik Schaumburg-Müller (2005) 
provides a framework for evaluating foreign aid from different organizational 
perspectives. One of the perspectives is the rational perspective. This perspective is 
based on the assumption of a well-informed and goal-oriented organization. 
Evaluation can, as been said, also be viewed from a learning organization perspective, 
but also a political organization perspective where stakeholders’ interests and power 
structures influence evaluation use (p.212). The institutional approach directs attention 
at norms, values, procedures, routines, etc. which matter more than narrowly 
defined results.  

He argues for an eclectic use of perspectives in order to do justice to the uses of 
Danida’s evaluations which are the evaluations he first of all discusses. These 
perspectives, however, are equally applicable in analyses of other aid organisations 
evaluation and response systems. 
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4. THREE DEVELOPMENT ORGANISATIONS’ MRE-SYSTEMS 
This chapter describes, one by one, IFAD’s, EuropeAid’s and Sida’s MRE-system.  

IFAD is an international agency, EuropeAid an European and Sida a nation 
state agency. However, all three agencies are involved in development cooperation 
all over the world. All three undertake evaluations in a structured way and have 
developed and made experiences of a MRE-system.  

First, the organisational context is briefly described in this chapter followed by a 
short depiction of the MRE-systems and the intended outcomes. Finally, how the 
systems work in practice will be pictured. The chapter is based on the three case 
study reports which provide a more comprehensive account of the response 
systems (Hanberger & Bandstein, 2008; Hedblom & Bandstein, 2008; Hanberger & 
Gisselberg, 2006). 

4.1 IFAD 

4.1.1 Organisational context 
The International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) is a specialised 
agency of the United Nations that works with governments to develop and finance 
programmes and projects through low interest loans and grants. In monetary terms, 
IFAD is a relatively small development actor. By the end of 2006, IFAD provided 
USD 2.9 billion7 to 186 programmes and projects.  

The Office of Evaluation (OE) is an independent body that reports directly to 
the executive board of IFAD. Evaluation in IFAD is separated from line 
management, and the evaluation budget is separate from other budget lines. OE 
formulates its work plan without interference from either IFAD management or 
the President’s office. During the period 2003-2006, OE produced a total of 59 
evaluation reports. Of these, 39 were project evaluations, 10 country programme 
evaluations, four corporate level evaluations and six thematic evaluations. 

Evaluation at IFAD has a participatory approach through the Core Learning 
Partnership (CLP) which is a type of reference group. The main objective of the 
CLP is to bring together relevant evaluation stakeholders at the commencement of 
a new evaluation so that they can contribute to the process throughout its various 
stages. 

4.1.2 The Management Response System – the ACP 
The management response system at IFAD is referred to as the Agreement at 
Completion Point (ACP). The system, as it is manifested today, was formally 
introduced in 1999.8 But it was not until 2003, when the OE was made fully 

                                                 
7 IFAD Annual Report 2006. 
8 New Evaluation Processes, 26/01/2000 Doc. 71502. 

 19 



 

independent, that the ACP system came into full effect. Since then, all evaluations 
at all levels are processed in the ACP system.9   

At the completion of an evaluation, the main findings and recommendations 
are summarised by the OE in an Issues Paper. The Issues Paper is communicated 
to the stakeholders of the evaluation and then discussed at a final workshop. 
Relevant stakeholders, including the members of the CLP, affected by the 
evaluation results are invited to this event. The size and scope of these workshops 
increases in general for higher-level evaluations as compared to project level 
evaluations. As a result of the workshop, the OE drafts a response – the ACP 
document – which is then approved by IFAD management and partner 
governments. The ACP should:  

• document the recommendations that are found acceptable and feasible, and 
those that are not, and make the former more operational;  

• specify the response by the stakeholders (both IFAD and the partner 
government) on how they intend to act upon the recommendations within the 
framework of an action plan that assigns responsibilities and deadlines; and  

• highlight evaluation insights and learning hypotheses to further future 
discussions and debate.10 
All recommendations agreed upon in the ACPs should be followed up on 

annually by the operational department, and then presented to the Executive Board 
in the President’s Report on Implementation Status of Evaluation 
Recommendations and Management Action (PRISMA). IFAD management is 
responsible for producing the PRISMA report. The OE provides comments on the 
analysis and the content of the report. 

The administrative procedures are summarised in matrix format, in Table 6.  

Table 6. ACP administrative procedures 

Issues Paper 
(Summary of evaluation 
findings and 
recommendations) 

Stakeholder
workshop 
 

ACP 
document 
(agreed 
actions) 

PRISMA 
(management 
follow-up of 
implementation 
status) 

Recommendation # 1    

Recommendation # 2    

Recommendation # 3    
 

                                                 
9 IFAD’s evaluation system is highly centralised. The Office of Evaluation initiates and 
commissions all evaluations of IFAD operations.  
10 IFAD Evaluation Policy 2003. 
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4.1.3 Objectives and intended outcomes 
The main objective of IFAD’s management response system is to ensure a process 
that enables learning from evaluations, and that increases the use of evaluation 
findings in new programming activities. To achieve this, the system is built upon a 
number of response activities (underlined) which will lead to a set of intermediate 
objectives (in italics): 

1. The Issues Paper – containing the main findings and recommendations – is an 
instrument intended to create awareness of the evaluation among the key stakeholders.  

2. Based on the Issues Paper, the discussions at the final workshop are intended 
to enable stakeholders to understand the evaluation findings and 
recommendations and to reach a consensus about appropriate actions. 

3. As the ACP document articulates the response to the evaluation and stipulates 
what actions to take, by whom, and when, it should trigger a commitment by 
IFAD management and the partner government who jointly bear full ownership of 
agreed actions.   

4. The PRISMA report provides additional transparency to the ACP-system and 
checks whether recommendations are being implemented. The follow-up of the 
agreed actions is assumed to increase accountability, and the publishing of the 
report adds additional transparency to the process.   

The response activities and expected effects of the ACP system are shown in figure 
2, below.  
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 Figure 2. IFAD’s response system – activities and expected effects 

Issues Paper 
- Main evaluation findings and 
recommendations are highlighted  
- Core Learning Partnership informed 

AWARENESS 
-  Main stakeholders become aware of 
evaluation findings, and the main 
recommendations 
- Focus provided to workshop discussions 

Final Workshop 
- Presentation of evaluation, method 
and findings 
- Interaction among stakeholders and 
the Office of Evaluation 

CONSENSUS 
- Main stakeholders agree about 
appropriate actions to be taken 
- Disagreements recorded 

ACP document 
- Formal agreement between IFAD and 
partner government 
- Responsibilities are set 
- Timetable for implementation is set 

SHARED COMMITMENT 
- Systematic implementation of 

evaluation recommendations in a 
timely manner 

TRANSPARENCY / 
ACCOUNTABILITY 

- The evaluation and follow-up process is 
transparent and management is held 
accountable to the Executive Board 

PRISMA document 
- Annual report on the status of follow-
up to actions agreed in the ACPs 

Response Activities Expected Effects 

Knowledge gathered through evaluation gets internalised by 
the organisation and its various partners 
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4.1.4 System at work  
The Response system at IFAD has been effectively implemented in that a CLP is 
created for all evaluations and each evaluation process ends with a final stakeholder 
workshop where the main evaluation findings and recommendations are discussed. 
All completed evaluations in the period 2003-2006 have an ACP document 
attached and have been published on the IFAD public website in accordance with 
IFAD disclosure policy. The implementation status of agreed actions of the ACPs 
from 2002 and onwards have been followed-up in different PRISMA reports.11  

The content of the PRISMA reports has been substantially developed since it 
was introduced. The first PRISMA provided only a short overview of completed 
evaluations and to some extent an analysis of how well the recommendations had 
been implemented. Subsequent reports have extended the analysis and include a 
detailed follow-up to the ACP-actions. ACP actions are now synthesised and 
classified according to: i) level, ii) nature, and iii) theme.12 In particular the thematic 
review has become more detailed in recent PRISMA reports. In 2006, 
implementation status categories were introduced to further improve the follow-up. 
When assessed against these, 74 per cent of all agreed actions had been fully 
implemented, and 21 per cent was awaiting a response. The information provided 
in the PRISMA 2007 was even more detailed. A total of 166 actions, or about 60 
per cent, are reported to have been fully incorporated into new operations, 
strategies and policies. This ratio is higher in the case of actions applicable to the 
IFAD corporate level and slightly lower in the case of recommendations extended 
to IFAD at the country level.13 The ACPs resulting from this cohort of evaluations 
did not include recommendations that were not accepted by stakeholders. The 
analysis in the earlier PRISMA reports is less rigorous and can not provide the 
above information regarding implementation rates (PRISMA 2004-2007).  

In recent years, the PRISMA has paid less attention to actions of an operational 
nature, since they provide less generalised knowledge and lessons.  As of today the 
purpose of the PRISMA is not only to monitor and report on actions taken in 
response to ACP-actions, it also aims at identifying areas in which systemic IFAD-
wide responses are still needed (PRISMA 2004-2007). 

The analysis of implementation rates builds entirely on country managers’ own 
follow-up assessments. Neither OE nor the executive board can cross-check the 
extent to which the actions have been implemented at field level.  

 

                                                 
11 The first PRISMA report was submitted to the Executive Board in August 2004. PRISMA 2004: 1 
12 Level (i.e. whether it is project or country level, or if the recommendation is directed to government or IFAD); 
nature (i.e. whether it is an operational or strategic recommendation); theme (i.e. whether it is a recommendation 
that concerns gender, rural finance, decentralisation etc.). 
13 PRISMA 2007 
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4.1.5 Achievement of the objectives 
In order to meet the objectives of IFAD’s management response system, a pre-
requisite is that stakeholders participate actively and contributes to the evaluation 
and response processes. Whether or not this happens depends mainly on the 
individual’s interest and stake in the evaluated project and programme, but also on 
the extent to which OE allows for stakeholders to contribute. The empirical 
evidence shows that those directly responsible for a project or programme are 
generally more active CLP members.  Higher-level evaluations, such as corporate 
or country level evaluations attract more attention than project level evaluations. In 
practice, the involvement of IFAD staff is often restricted to comments on the 
evaluation methodology and draft evaluation reports, and participation in the final 
workshop. Depending on the substance of the comments provided and on the 
workshop discussions this level of involvement could be sufficient for achieving 
the objectives of the system as regards IFAD management. Involvement of partner 
government representatives is however more limited and usually only involves 
participation in the final workshop. There is furthermore little involvement of CLP 
members in the process of formulating the actual actions to be taken in response to 
the evaluation, the ACP-document. The main explanation to an inactive CLP is 
limited interest and stake in the evaluated project or programme by its members. It 
is evidently difficult to have a CLP that is actively participating in the entire 
evaluation and response processes and not only in selected parts such as the final 
workshop, which affects the extent to which system objectives can be reached.  
Based on the empirical findings, a number of conclusions can be drawn about how 
well the objectives of the management response system (as depicted in the 
programme theory) are achieved.  
 

Awareness: IFAD’s management response system incorporates the necessary 
components for creating awareness of the evaluation findings and 
recommendations among stakeholders. The CLP, in combination with the Issues Paper 
and workshop discussions, ensures awareness of at least the main recommendations of the 
evaluation of both IFAD management and partner representatives.  

Consensus among stakeholders: The system’s focus on joint responsibilities 
enables stakeholders to reach consensus on future activities. Although the 
workshops are important in bringing relevant stakeholders together to discuss and 
reflect different opinions, the content of the ACP document is often determined in 
advance. The limited time available, and the size of the events (often more than 100 
delegates are invited), make consent and agreement on realistic future actions 
problematic. The workshops appear to contribute to an increased consensus only in a minority of 
cases. Achieving consensus depends more on the quality of interaction during the 
entire evaluation process and on the type of evaluation that is being undertaken.  

This evaluation has shown that due to the fact that stakeholders, in particular 
partner government representatives, do not participate actively during the 
evaluation process, consensus is rendered more difficult to achieve. CLPs 
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comprising only IFAD representatives, such as the corporate level evaluation of 
direct supervision, are usually more active and effective in creating consensus.  

Shared commitment: Commitment to make evaluation recommendations 
actionable and to implement them is formally achieved when IFAD management and 
the partner government sign the ACP document. Although this is an important 
step, the formal agreement does not guarantee sincere commitment by all parties. Stakeholders 
do not usually participate and contribute to the evaluation process as intended, 
especially not partner representatives which is decisive for implementing agreed 
actions. 

To create commitment it is also important that senior level staff from both 
IFAD and the partner government with decision-making authority participate in 
the workshop and in the formulation of ACP-actions. The OE usually ensures that 
relevant staff members and partner government representatives take part in 
workshop discussions, but the ACP system has not completely succeeded in 
engaging them in the formulation process. The OE drafts the ACP document but 
both IFAD management and the partner government are free to suggest alterations 
and to disagree with the actions. In practice, however, draft ACPs receive few 
comments and rarely includes any clear statements of disagreement.  

Notwithstanding that the ACP documents are signed, and that the parties have 
agreed formally to carry out the actions, there is evidence that some ACP actions 
may be beyond the control of either IFAD or the partner government. These cases 
demonstrate that the parties have not taken responsibility to ensure that the actions 
can be implemented. It is also an indication that OE sometimes has too much 
control over the formulation of what actions to take. The level of commitment 
could increases if the OE let the two main stakeholders be in charge of formulating 
the ACP.  

 
Enhanced transparency/accountability: The objective of enhancing transparency and 
holding IFAD management accountable is largely achieved. There is a high degree of 
transparency since the ACP document is published together with the evaluation 
report, and the agreed actions are made public. The objectives of the system are clear, as 
are its deliverables and the responsibilities of the actors that are involved, which further contribute 
to a transparent response system. 

An effective accountability mechanism, the PRISMA, is in place which ensures 
that the Executive Board can cross-check the extent to which the evaluation 
recommendations have been implemented. The introduction of the PRISMA has 
resulted in more attention given to evaluation recommendations by IFAD’s 
operational department, and in increased involvement of that department in the 
development of ACPs. The accountability of IFAD management to the Executive Board has 
been strengthened with the introduction of the PRISMA.14  

                                                 
14 The PRISMA requires managers to explain how the ACP actions were implemented, or to 
explain, and be accountable for, why they were not. Country programme managers must take the 
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The performance of the partner government is not explicitly followed up 
through the PRISMA15. Partner governments are not held accountable to the same extent as 
IFAD management. Informally, country programme managers are responsible for 
supervising the implementation of actions directed to partner governments. The 
ACP-system, however, is not as effective in enhancing accountability of the partner 
government as of IFAD management.   

Knowledge gathered through evaluation gets internalised by IFAD and its 
various partners: This overall purpose of the ACP system is achieved to some extent, since 
evaluation has been brought closer to the decision-making bodies within IFAD and its place in 
key strategic documents such as country strategies has been guaranteed. As a 
consequence evaluation results usually feed into new decisions. 

With regard to the partner government however, the ACP system can not ensure that 
recommendations are implemented or evaluation knowledge is taken into consideration Partner 
counterparts show less interest in the evaluation and their participation in the 
evaluation and response processes is limited. As an effect, sincere commitment to 
implement the agreed actions is often not achieved. This is reinforced by the fact that the 
PRISMA does not explicitly follow-up the implementation of actions directed 
toward the partner government.  With limited commitment and, no tool to ensure 
effective implementation, the extent to which the ACP system can ensure that 
knowledge gathered through evaluation gets internalised by the partner is limited.    

There are elements of the ACP system that could potentially contribute to 
learning in a more general way, such as stakeholder involvement and the joint 
discussions about evaluation results. A majority of the stakeholders appreciate the 
platforms for discussions that the workshops do offer. They also agree that 
evaluations rarely contribute to new knowledge, but rather tend to confirm what is 
already known. Still individual country programme managers perceive that 
evaluations – and the ACP system itself – give them confidence in formulating new 
country strategies. 

    

4.1.5 Overall assessment 
The ACP-process has been implemented effectively in terms of its outputs (ACP-
documents and PRISMA reports) and if only applied to IFAD, the management 
response system achieves most of its objectives. The lofty ambition to include 
partners has hindered the achievement to reach consensus over what actions to 
take in response to an evaluation, and to engender commitment in both IFAD and 
the partner government to carry out the actions. In particular since stakeholders 
invariably have different backgrounds and interests.  

For both IFAD and the partner government, commitment also depends upon 
the extent to which they are able to affect the decision about actions to take. There 

                                                                                                                                                         
actions into account in designing new projects. If they do not, they must answer to the board and 
explain why the design deviated from the recommendations. 
15 Implementation is followed up through non-project activities. 
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have been cases in which the evaluation unit has left insufficient discretion for the 
IFAD management and the partner government to formulate their response, which 
has reduced the relevance of the actions and hence the commitment of the 
partners.  

Commitment also depends upon the extent to which stakeholders participate in 
the evaluation. Involvement of members of the CLP is usually restricted to 
comments on the draft report and Issues Paper, and attendance at the final 
workshop. Higher stakeholder participation usually engenders greater commitment. 

IFAD’s management response system ensures that all stakeholders are aware of 
the main evaluation findings and recommendations, through the Issues Paper and 
the subsequent discussions at a final workshop.  

IFAD has a robust follow-up tool, in the annual report on the implementation 
of the agreed actions, the PRISMA, of actions directed towards IFAD 
management. The PRISMA greatly contributes to accountability of IFAD 
management, but is less effective in holding the partner government accountable. 
The transparency of the entire process is achieved through the publishing of the 
follow-up as an attachment to the evaluation and through the PRISMA report.  

The system has promoted that knowledge gathered through evaluations gets 
internalised by IFAD by bringing evaluation closer to the decision making process. 
This is achieved through the requirement of a formal response prior to the making 
of any decisions based on an evaluation, such as project extensions or the 
formulation of a new strategy or policy. Without doubt, this has raised the attention 
given to evaluation within the organisation.  

The participatory process and the focus on joint agreement are other ways of 
creating a learning-conducive environment. The ACP system, however, only 
marginally contributes to increasing the use of knowledge gathered through 
evaluations in partner government decisions.  
 

4.2 EuropeAid 

4.2.1Organisational context 
EuropeAid is the Directorate-General of the European Commission responsible 
for managing and implementing EU external aid activities. In 2005, the value of 
programmes administered by EuropeAid was USD 7.1 billion.  

The Directorate-Generals for Development, External Relations and EuropeAid 
(the RELEX family) have established a common Evaluation Unit to evaluate the 
three DGs’ external aid activities. The Evaluation Unit manages geographic and 
thematic evaluations. The role of the Evaluation Unit in relation to programme and 
project evaluations is limited to providing methodological guidelines. During the 
period 2002-2006, the Evaluation Unit published an average of 10 evaluation 
reports a year. Evaluation is separated from line management, and the evaluation 
budget is separated from other activities of EuropeAid. 
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The Evaluation Unit reports evaluations and MREs directly to the RELEX 
Commissioners and to Heads of department (and Delegations) to ensure regular 
feedback to the policymaking level. The Heads of department are responsible for 
compiling the Commission’s response to the conclusions and recommendations of 
the evaluations. They are also responsible for deciding what actions to take and to 
implement and follow-up decided actions.  

The evaluation manager at EuropeAid is responsible for the entire evaluation 
process, for disseminating evaluation findings and recommendations to concerned 
departments and delegations and for ensuring that there is a follow-up of the 
implementation of decided actions. Before the management process starts the 
evaluation manager makes a quality assessment of the evaluation report based on a 
set of pre-defined quality standards.16 This ensures that all evaluations hold 
acceptable quality before a management response is compiled. 

An important component of each evaluation process is the reference group, 
which provides assistance to the evaluation manager in controlling and supervising 
the evaluation. Its role involves discussing and commenting on the terms of 
reference for the evaluation team, validating the evaluation questions and 
discussing and commenting on notes and reports produced. When the evaluation is 
completed, the reference group has a key role to play. The reference group is 
generally asked to participate in the management response process, in formulating 
responses and suggest actions to take.  

Evaluation results may be presented at seminars and workshops and discussed 
through existing thematic networks within EuropeAid in order to incorporate 
findings into the programmes and policies of relevant departments and delegations. 
The Inter-Service Quality Support Group is also an important channel for ensuring 
that actions agreed as a result of the FC process will be taken into account in new 
strategies and programmes.  

4.2.2. The Management Response System – the Fiche Contradictoire 
The management response system of EuropeAid was formally approved in 
November 2001 by the RELEX Commissioners, and is referred to as the Fiche 
Contradictoire (FC) system. The system was designed internally within EuropeAid 
and applies only to evaluations carried out by the Evaluation Unit. 

The FC consists of a three-column table to be filled in for all completed 
evaluations. In the first column, the responsible evaluation officer summarises and 
lists the main recommendations of the evaluation. The second column outlines and 
clarifies the Commission’s response and agreed actions to be taken as a response to 
the recommendations by the concerned departments and delegations. It should be 
indicated whether the Commission accepts, partly accepts or rejects the 
recommendations. The responses are formally determined by the relevant unit 

                                                 
16 The quality criteria assess whether: the objectives of EuropeAid are met, the evaluation 
scope is relevant, the design is defensible, the data are reliable, the analysis is sound, the 
findings are credible, the recommendations are valid, and the evaluation is clearly reported. 
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head. The two-column FC-matrix is subsequently published on EuropeAid’s public 
website.  

One year after the response has been approved and published the evaluation 
manager requests a follow-up. The third column shows how agreed actions have 
been implemented by the responsible departments. The staff member responsible 
for coordinating the responses by the various departments is also responsible for 
follow-up of the implementation of the agreed actions.  The follow-up of 
implemented actions are filled in the third column of the FC-matrix and published 
on the website. 
 
Table 7. The Fiche Contradictoire matrix 
Summary of 
recommendations 

Response of 
Commission 
Departments and 
delegations 

Follow-up on 
implementation (one 
year later) 

Recommendation # 1   
Recommendation # 2   
Recommendation # 3   

4.2.3. Objectives and intended outcomes 
The overall objective of EuropeAid’s management response system is “to support 
the uptake of evaluation lessons and recommendations in new operations and in 
the decision-making processes”17. To achieve this, the system is built upon a 
number of response activities (underlined) and intermediate goals or objectives (in 
italics): 
1. It is assumed that enhanced awareness of evaluations within the affected and 

concerned departments and delegations. will be achieved when the summary 
of recommendations in column one of the FC matrix is communicated 
together with a demand to compile the Commissions response. This will 
trigger a deliberation process concerning the management response. 

2. The second column of the FC template, specifying the Commission’s 
response and what actions to be taken, by whom and when should clarify the 
lines of responsibilities and enhance personal and organisational responsibility. 

3. The third column of the FC, a summary of the implementation of agreed 
actions, is intended to increase accountability and enhance transparency. The 
publication of the FC matrix on the website also increases transparency.   

 
These intended effects and corresponding activities are shown in figure 3, below. 
 

                                                 
17 EuropeAid Guidelines for Dissemination and Feedback of Evaluations, p.4 
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Figure 3. EuropeAid’s response system – activities and expected effects 

 

Summary of Recommendations 
(column 1) 
- Summary of main recommendations  
- Demand to compile an MRE (FC)  
- Main stakeholders informed 

Enhanced awareness 
- Concerned departments and 
delegations become aware of 
evaluation and recommendations 
- Deliberative process among key 
stakeholders 

Response to recommendations 
(column 2) 
-A draft response and actions to be 
taken are processed 
-A joint response is agreed to and 
signed by the responsible head 
- Evaluation and FC made public 

 Clarified lines of responsibility 
- Personal and organisational responsibility 
- Commitment by concerned Departments 
and delegations 

Follow-up of decided actions 
(column 3) 
- Implemented actions followed up 
and reported in the third column 
- The completed FC made public 

Increased transparency and 
accountability 
- An open process where the responses 
and decided actions are discussed 
- Organisation is held accountable to the 
Commissioners and stakeholders  

Response Activities Intended Effects 

Support the uptake of evaluation lessons 
and recommendations in new operations 

and the decision-making process 

4.2.4 System at work 
The response system at EuropeAid has been effectively implemented, in the sense 
that most evaluations completed in the period 2002-2004 have corresponding 
MREs (FCs). This means that all columns have been completed and the 
implementation of agreed actions in response to the evaluations have been 
followed up. The third column has not yet been completed for all evaluations 
published in 2005, and almost none have been completed for evaluations finalised 
in 2006. Since the follow-up usually takes longer than the suggested time of one 
year it is doubtful whether the designated time frame is realistic. Aside from the 
delays in follow-up, the response system follows standard procedure.  

All evaluations carried out from 2002 to 2004 were assessed against the set of 
quality standards (see chapter 5), and EuropeAid responds only to evaluations 
fulfilling minimum quality conditions.  
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4.2.5 Achievement of the objectives 
Awareness: EuropeAid’s management response system has contributed to enhance the 
awareness of evaluations among the concerned departments and delegations. A summary of the 
recommendations is provided for all evaluations together with a request to compile 
a response. The reference groups are often active in the response process, although 
high turnover among members of the reference groups reduces the dissemination 
of evaluation findings to the various departments and delegations. Most evaluations 
are also discussed at a dissemination seminar, which further increases awareness 
among the departments and delegations. As part of the dissemination process, all 
MRE (FC) documents are published on the external website, along with the 
evaluation report.  

Clarified lines of responsibility: In column two of the FC-matrix, EuropeAid 
indicates which evaluation recommendations will be implemented and how. This 
objective has not been met mainly because the actions to be taken are often unclear, and the FC 
document rarely specifies detailed responsibilities. The response system is deficiently 
implemented and has failed to explicitly identify who is responsible for the 
completion of actions that are entered in the second column of the matrix.  

Enhanced transparency / accountability: As all evaluations and FC documents are 
published on the website, the response system has enhanced transparency and contributed to 
external accountability. Notwithstanding that the system compels management to 
respond to evaluations; the accountability feature is deficient to some extent. There 
are no sanctions if decided actions are not implemented. With no clear lines of 
responsibility, and a system that will not sanction non-commitment, there lacks 
effective incentives to implement a decided action.  

Support the uptake of evaluation lessons and recommendations in new 
operations and the decision-making process: It is uncertain to what extent the 
overarching goal of the system has been met. A number of weaknesses associated with the 
FC system and its implementation render this goal difficult to achieve. Although 
EuropeAid seeks to match the evaluation and the policy and programming cycles, 
this is not easy to accomplish which reduces the uptake of evaluation results. The 
time that passes between the evaluation final draft report and the response process 
starts often leads to a lack of interest in the evaluation and in compiling MREs.  

The existing channels for feeding evaluation results into future activities and 
policies, including the Reference group, the Inter-Service Quality Support Group 
and the thematic networks, are not extensively used for communicating MREs. 
MREs are not considered as important as many other decisions and documents. 

4.2.6 Overall assessment 
The FC system has clear benefits, in that it provides structure to the latter part of 
the evaluation process. It is evident that the system has failed to designating roles 
and responsibilities clearly, but the foundation and overall structure of the system is 
a healthy addition to the evaluation process. The FC system adds legitimacy to the 
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evaluation process but it cannot be expected to significantly increase the interest in 
the evaluation findings. The system ensures awareness of evaluations and that 
evaluations are given some kind of formal response but it is questionable to what 
extent the FC-system supports the uptake of evaluation recommendations into new 
programmes and policies.  

EuropeAid staff, managers in particular, appreciate the FC system, because it  is 
an useful administrative device and gives the organisation a new opportunity to 
consider evaluation findings and respond to recommendations. If the organisation 
does not agree to a recommendation, the Commission is given the opportunity to 
explain why and to make these arguments public.  

The FC system does not engage all concerned departments and delegations, and 
not partner countries or cooperating organisations. Hence, the response system 
does not promote mutual accountability and responsibility, an overall objective of 
development cooperation.  

4.3 Sida 

4.3.1 Organisational context 
The Swedish Agency for International Development Cooperation (Sida) is the 
government agency that administers the bilateral component of the Swedish 
foreign aid budget. In 2006, Sida disbursed approximately USD 2.5 billion – more 
than half of Sweden’s total aid budget.  

The evaluation system at Sida consists of two parts: a decentralised system for 
evaluations carried out by Sida’s operational departments and Swedish embassies; 
and a centralised system for evaluations commissioned or executed by Sida’s 
Department for Evaluation (UTV). Evaluations of the departments and embassies 
focus on the implementation of activities within their respective responsibilities. 
UTV evaluations are normally of a thematic or strategic nature, and are frequently 
undertaken jointly with other donor agencies (Sida 2008:3). UTV is an independent 
organisational unit and reports directly to Sida’s Board of Directors, which also 
approves the annual Evaluation Plan and Report (Sida 1999:1).18  

From 2001 to 2006, Sida published 253 evaluations;19 UTV conducted 29 of 
these.  
                                                 
18 Until January 2008, UTV had an independent status within Sida, reporting directly to the 
Board of Directors. UTV was nonetheless subordinate to the Director-General who chaired 
the Board of Directors. UTV also had to follow the same procedures as other departments 
when applying for annual budget allocation, limiting its independence to some extent. From 1 
January 2008, Sida’s Board of Directors was replaced by an Advisory Board. The main 
difference is that the Advisory Board has no decision-making authority, but is intended only 
to provide advice to the Director-General. It is too early to assess the full consequences for the 
evaluation function, but it is clear that the independent role of UTV will be impossible to 
maintain as all decisions regarding evaluation are transferred to the Director-General. 
19 Reports presented in one of the two series of Sida Evaluations and Sida Studies in 
Evaluation. Other publications such as Evaluation Newsletters and Working Papers have not 
been included.   
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An important aspect of most evaluations commissioned by UTV is the 
reference group. A reference group normally consists of Sida staff with a high 
interest in the evaluation results and of independent experts. Its role could involve 
discussing and commenting on the terms of reference for the evaluation team, 
validating the evaluation questions and discussing and commenting on notes and 
reports produced. After completion of the evaluation, the reference group may also 
contribute to the feed-back process and ensure that the evaluation is discussed and 
its findings taken into consideration within the respective departments.  

4.3.2 Sida’s Management Response System 
Sida launched its management response system in 1999. As the assessment of Sida’s 
management response system was made in 2005 (Hanberger & Gisselberg, 2006), 
changes made to system after the end of 2005 have not been taken into account in 
this evaluation.  

In 1995 Sida was reorganised, resulting in a separate and independent 
Evaluation Secretariat. Before 1995 Sida (at that time SIDA) had a specific 
evaluation unit, which was part of the Planning Secretariat. 

The management response system is different for the centralised and the 
decentralised evaluation system. Irrespective of level of evaluation, the response 
process shall start with an overall assessment of the relevance, accuracy and 
usefulness of the evaluation and its findings. Sida shall clarify whether it accepts or 
rejects the recommendations and provide due explanations. Possible implications 
of the evaluation lessons and how they could be effectively utilised shall also be 
considered.20

An action plan shall then be drafted to explain Sida’s intended responses to 
each accepted recommendation. This shall include a completion date for each 
action and clearly stated responsibilities, detailing who will follow up what. The 
action plan shall normally be prepared by the concerned department or 
departments within six weeks of the completion of an evaluation.  
Table 8. Template for Sida’s action plans 
Summary of 
recommendations 

Agreed 
actions 

Responsible 
actor 

Period (timetable for 
implementation) 

Recommendation # 1    

Recommendation # 2    

Recommendation # 3    

All evaluations in the centralised evaluation system (UTV evaluations) shall be 
submitted directly to the Director-General, who issues instructions to the relevant 
departments or embassies. UTV has no responsibility for the response process, but 
shall be invited to comment on the draft response and action plan before it is 
                                                 
20 GD 158/98. 
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presented to Sida’s Board of Directors. Sida’s Director-General shall then approve 
the response and action plan, and the Board shall also be informed (Sida 1999: 6).21 
Implementation of the actions shall be verified bi-annually by the Director-General 
(or delegate), and the respective department or embassy notified if sufficient 
actions have not been taken. UTV shall regularly review the extent to which the 
agreed actions are implemented and shall be informed about the results of the 
monitoring process.  

For evaluations undertaken by the operational departments and embassies, the 
desk officer managing the evaluation is responsible for coordinating the response 
process. Heads of department or embassy counsellors are responsible for ensuring 
that the results of evaluations are taken into consideration in policymaking or in 
decisions about ongoing or new activities. The controller of the relevant 
department or embassy follows up implementation of the action plan bi-annually.  

4.3.3 Objectives and intended outcomes 
The primary purpose of Sida’s management response system22 is to strengthen 
learning and knowledge generation, and to ensure that findings and 
recommendations of evaluations are taken into account appropriately (Sida 1999: 6; 
Fallenius 1997: 6; GD 158/98). The system is further intended to meet a number 
of intermediate goals (in italics) through specific response activities (underlined):  
1. The response system forces Sida to assess the evaluation which clarifies Sida’s 

position, that is, whether or not it agrees with the conclusions and recommendations. For 
evaluations undertaken by UTV, the response clarifies Sida’s positions on issues 
of a strategic nature.  

2. By establishing an action plan a point-by-point response to each accepted 
recommendation is given, specifying responsibilities and deadlines which creates 
clear lines of responsibility for responding to the evaluation and for implementing the agreed 
actions. 

3. The follow-up of the implementation of decided actions is intended to hold 
management accountable for implementing the agreed actions.  

4. The system shall ensure that findings and recommendations are acted upon in an 
appropriate manner, and that knowledge about Sida’s activities increases.  

                                                 
21 Note that the Board of Directors has no decision-making authority regarding the content of 
management response; the decision is directly taken by the Director-General.  
22 The objectives are the same for the two systems. 
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Figure 4.  Sida’s response system - activities and expected effects 
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evaluation 
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evaluation 
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recommendations  
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implementation  
-timetable for implementation  

Lines of responsibility clarified 
-it is clarified what actions to take and by 
whom (working procedures are structured) 

Follow-up on 
implementation 
-Implementation status is followed 
up bi-annually 
-the entire follow-up process is 
recorded 

Expected Effects 
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- desk officer is held accountable to head of 
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Enhance Sida’s overall effectiveness 

Response Activities 
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The response system is expected to enhance Sida’s overall effectiveness The 
response activities, and the corresponding expected effects, of the system are 
shown in figure 4. The purposes of the two management response systems are 
almost identical; the main difference is that the intended effects of the system on 
the departmental level should have a considerably smaller impact and involve fewer 
people. 

4.3.4 The system at work 
For evaluations commissioned by UTV, the response process follows the 
administrative procedures well. Over 90 per cent of the evaluations have a 
corresponding response, and most include an action plan. UTV-initiated 
evaluations are of relatively high quality and time is given to discuss the findings. 
The action plans are generally followed up.  

The decentralised system has not been as successfully implemented and is not 
well known among Sida staff. Only one-third of all evaluations during the period 
1999-2003 had a formal response attached, although this has improved over time; 
in 2003 over 50 per cent of all evaluations had a response. There are considerable 
differences in how comprehensively departments have implemented the system, 
but no differences were found between evaluations of differing type, quality or of 
different size and scope.  

The response documents prepared by operational departments and embassies 
provide limited information about how Sida assesses the relevance, accuracy and 
usefulness of the evaluation. In contrast, almost all responses contain a detailed 
action plan about how the accepted recommendations are to be implemented, 
although they do not always clarify who is responsible for the follow-up.  

The follow-up of the action plans is probably the weakest part of the whole 
system. Follow-up appears to be ad hoc, and if implementation failures occur, they 
rarely lead to any critique or sanctions. Only 15 per cent of the responses are 
published on Sida’s website, and this lack of documentation further limits the 
extent to which actions can be followed up. 

There appear to be several reasons for the slow and partial implementation of 
the decentralised system. The most important is the lack of commitment from 
management. Compared to other administrative procedures at Sida, the 
management response system receives little attention, and managers endeavour to 
minimise the added workload it creates. A second explanatory factor is that the 
system was introduced with unclear guidelines and regulations regarding the 
administrative procedures. This created confusion among staff and is likely to have 
reduced the number of responses. High staff turnover rates and inexperienced staff 
could also have impacted upon implementation. Moreover, there is no specific unit 
with the responsibility of publishing and documenting response documents. These 
procedures are handled individually by each department, and the lack of 
coordination could explain the lack of documentation to some extent.   
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4.3.5Achievement of the objectives 
Sida’s position is clarified: Evaluations carried out by UTV are generally 
responded to, the overall assessment is quite detailed, and the response documents 
often include a review of the quality and validity of the recommendations. This 
objective is mainly achieved for centralised evaluations. The responses to decentralised 
evaluations, however, contain limited information and often lack sufficient 
explanations about why recommendations were or were not accepted. Since only a 
small number of evaluations are responded to, the objective of clarifying positions on 
evaluation findings and recommendations is not met for the decentralised system.   

Clear lines of responsibility for how to act: The responses to evaluations carried 
out by UTV usually include detailed action plans that identify specifically what 
actions to be taken, by whom, and when. The Office of the Director General is 
responsible for following up on implementation, which in most cases is done. 
Hence, this objective is largely achieved for centralised evaluations. 

For the decentralised response system, insufficient guidelines of the 
administrative procedures creates confusion among staff about who is responsible 
for writing the response and whether the system is compulsory. Controllers at the 
departments are unaware of the requirements of their roles, and at what stage of 
the process their participation is relevant. The majority of action plans identifies 
deadlines for implementation and clarifies responsibilities. For the relatively large 
number of evaluations where no response is given, there are consequently no 
responsibilities clarified. Hence, responsibilities for the decentralised system are not 
sufficiently clarified; neither for the system itself, nor for individual action plans.  

Enhanced accountability: Elementary conditions exist to increase accountability 
through the follow-up of management responses; in particular the cross-checking 
of the extent to which the action plans are implemented. This is done in most cases 
for evaluations carried out by UTV. Since the Office of the Director-General is 
responsible for the follow-up, attention is usually paid to the implementation of the 
actions by the concerned departments. There are however no sanctions if decided 
actions are not implemented. The accountability objective has partly been achieved for 
centralised evaluations. 

For evaluations carried out by the departments and embassies, action plans are 
not routinely followed up and used. Management does not request response 
documents, and response documents are not recorded and filed properly, which 
reduces the extent to which they can be followed up and the organisation held 
accountable. The accountability objective has not been achieved to the same extent for 
decentralised evaluations. 

Appropriate actions are taken in response to the evaluation: Neither of the two 
management response systems has been well integrated with existing decision-making forums. 
There are no explicit channels for using evaluation findings in decision-making, and 
responses are not being used systematically in forums where important decisions 
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are made. Some decentralised evaluations, such as mid-term evaluations, do 
however feed into decisions about the continuation of the project or programme. 

Strengthened learning and knowledge generation: Evaluations carried out by 
UTV contribute to learning to a certain extent. The evaluations are of relatively high 
quality and more time is devoted to discussing the findings. Evaluations carried out 
the central level are sometimes subject to a broad discussion about issues of 
strategic relevance and some evaluations receive attention from a large number of 
stakeholders. Most evaluation processes have a reference group attached, which 
could facilitate discussions and learning. However, the contribution of the management 
response to the learning that is taking place is marginal; that depends more on the type of 
evaluation carried out.  

Sida’s decentralised response system does not incorporate the conditions necessary to 
strengthening learning. Firstly, many evaluations do not fulfil minimum quality 
requirements. This study indicates that approximately half of the sample of 
evaluations from Sida’s departments and embassies were of low quality.23 The 
weakest section of the evaluations is invariably the analysis and methodology; the 
conclusions and recommendations are generally of higher quality. Further, there is 
no mandatory quality control mechanism built into the evaluation and response 
system, and consequently, subsequent actions risk being based on incorrect 
evaluation findings.  

Secondly, staff are rarely given sufficient time to reflect upon the evaluation 
findings and recommendations. Often the time devoted by staff members is limited 
and only a relatively few people are involved in the process.  

Finally, the response documents may contain distorted or incomplete 
information; the limited information contained in the responses renders them 
inadequate for sharing knowledge on the evaluation to Sida staff.  

4.3.6 Overall assessment 
When assessing Sida’s management response system it is important to make a 
distinction between the centralised and the decentralised systems. Evaluations 
carried out by UTV are responded to in most cases, and Sida’s position is clarified. 
Often the evaluation contributes to a broader discussion about issues of strategic 
relevance and responsibilities are clarified to a high extent. The follow-up by the 
Office of the Director General adds accountability, and improves the propensity 
for staff members to act upon the recommendations.  

Within Sida’s operational departments the objectives of the system are only 
partially met. This is mainly explained by implementation failures, but also by 
unrealistic objectives. Although it may be desirable for all responses to contribute 
to learning, this is probably neither possible nor feasible.    

                                                 
23 Another study found that approximately 20 per cent of Sida’s evaluations were of low 
quality (Forss & Carlsson, 1997). 
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The more immediate objectives of the systems – to clarify positions and 
responsibilities, increase accountability and ensure that adequate actions are taken – 
are still relevant and feasible. However, as this evaluation has indicated, none of 
these objectives were satisfactorily achieved.  Since the system has not become 
sufficiently institutionalised, effective implementation depends upon the use of 
experienced staff and interested management – and not on the system as such.  

Since Sida aims at incorporating partners in all its activities it is surprising that 
the management response system, at any level, does not engage partner countries 
or cooperating organisations. None of the response systems is effective in 
facilitating the use of evaluation as an input to the dialogue between Sida and its co-
operation partners and other stakeholders. Partners are rarely involved in the 
follow-up discussions and the response is often drafted by Sida staff – even if the 
recommendations are directed towards a partner organisation. The response system 
is designed for evaluations initiated and monitored by the evaluation unit or the 
operational departments and does not promote mutual accountability and 
responsibility.  
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5. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS  
This chapter first compares the objectives of the three aid organisations’ MRE-
systems (5.1). The comparison concerning how the three systems work in practice 
that follows (5.2) focuses on the implementation of the response system, the quality 
of evaluations and MREs. The report also discusses lessons from reading MREs 
and seeks explanations to variations in quality of MREs. In section 5.3 the report 
compares how the pre-requisites of different system functions have been met in 
practice. After that the impact and consequences of the MRE systems for the 
organisations and their partners are compared and discussed (5.4). Finally, an 
answer to the question “What is good practice regarding MRE?” is given (5.5). 

5.1 Objectives and intended outcomes 
The analysis of the three management response systems reveals that, although they 
operate differently, their overall objectives largely coincide. The main common 
objectives, although articulated differently in each case, are to increase the use of 
evaluation findings and to guarantee that evaluations are considered in ongoing or 
future decision-making processes. All three organisations also consider 
accountability to be an important objective. 

In addition to these broad objectives IFAD’s system also pays considerable 
attention to increased commitment by management and consensus by all concerned 
stakeholders and partner countries. EuropeAid and IFAD underscore the 
importance of enhancing awareness of evaluations as necessary for achieving the 
subsequent objectives. EuropeAid’s system gives emphasis to the importance of 
openness and that the response system should enhance transparency.  
Table 9. The objectives of IFAD’s, EuropeAid’s and Sida’s MRE-systems 
Aid organisation The MRE-systems are expected to 

enhance/promote/strengthen: 
IFAD - awareness of evaluation 

- consensus and shared commitment  
- accountability  
- uptake of evaluation knowledge 

EuropeAid - awareness of evaluation 
- personal and organisational responsibility 
- transparency and accountability 
- uptake of evaluation recommendations 

Sida - clarification of Sida’s response to recommendations 
- learning 
- working procedures and accountability  
- Sida’s overall effectiveness 

The system at Sida aims, more than the others, to strengthen learning and to 
generate knowledge in a more general way. The objective of improved learning is 
less explicit in the case of the two other organisations. Sida also places more 
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emphasis on clarifying Sida’s position in relation to the evaluation findings and on 
clarifying responsibilities. 

In theory, the organisations should be able to achieve most of the objectives. It 
is, however, optimistic to assume that a follow-up system itself could contribute to 
substantial learning, as this depends upon the entire evaluation system – for 
example, issues related to staffing and other tools for organisational learning.  

5.2 The MRE systems in practice 

5.2.1 Implementation of MRE-systems 
Table 10 indicates that IFAD’s and Sida’s MRE systems were introduced in 1999, 
although IFAD’s system came into full effect only in 2003. EuropeAid’s response 
system has been in place since 2002. Thus, the time that the different systems have 
been in use varies.  
 
Table 10. Implementation of MRE-system in three aid organisations 
 
 In place 

since: 
Applied for the 
following 
evaluations: 

Number of 
evaluations 
produced 

Percentage of 
MREs of all 
evaluations  

IFAD 
 

1999 
(2003)24

- country 
- project 
- thematic 
- corporate level 

On average  
15 per year 

100 % 

EuropeAid 2002 - joint  
- country and regional 
- sector and thematic 

On average  
10 per year 

100 %  

Sida 1999 - joint  
- country and regional 
- sector and thematic 
- programme and 
project25

On average  
40 per year26

< 50%  
(UTV’s > 90%) 

 
The MRE-systems are mandatory in all three aid organisations, that is, for all 

evaluations initiated and monitored by the organisations’ evaluation unit, and in the 
case of Sida also including evaluations initiated by other Sida departments and 
embassies, a management response should be compiled. 2002-2003 less than 50% 
of all Sida’s evaluations were completed with MREs (see Hanberger & Gisselberg, 
2006, Annex 5). Sida’s more comprehensive system has not yet been implemented 
fully in the organisation. One factor explaining why Sida has a lower proportion of 
                                                 
24 2003 the Office of Evaluation was granted full independence by the Executive Board and the 
MRE (ACP) system’s position also increased. 
25 Including embassy evaluations 
26 Sida/UTV produced on average 5 reports a year. 

 41 



 

MREs compared with the three other organisations is the larger number of 
evaluations produced and that the comparison includes decentralised evaluations. 
For evaluations initiated and monitored by UTV roughly 90% of the evaluations 
were completed with MREs. 

EuropeAid’s response system is applied for country, regional, sector and 
thematic evaluation. All of the Joint Evaluation unit’s evaluations, on average 10 
per year, were finalised with MREs (FCs). Likewise, all of IFAD’s project, country, 
thematic and corporate evaluations, on average 15 per year, were finalised with 
MREs (ACPs).  

As indicated, the response systems have been successfully implemented if 
measured as percentage of MREs of all evaluations at IFAD, EuropeAid and 
UTV/Sida, but not for decentralised evaluations at Sida.  

5.2.2 Quality of evaluation reports 
Before an MRE is compiled the evaluation report has been quality assessed in all 
three evaluation systems. The standard procedure differs somewhat between the 
organisations even though the evaluation systems generally apply OECD/DAC 
principles and DAC Evaluation Quality Standards (DAC, 2006). However, the 
DAC standards are not binding.27 Table 11 indicates that the quality assessment has 
been carried out in different ways. 
 
Table 11. Quality assessment standards and quality of evaluation reports 
produced by the three aid organisations 
 Quality assessment of 

evaluation reports 
Quality of evaluation reports 

IFAD 
 

No explicit standard or 
quality criteria.28  

All evaluations of “sufficient 
quality” after assessment of the 
Office of Evaluation. 

EuropeAid 
 

Commission standards for 
evaluation.   

On average “good” after 
assessment of evaluation managers 

Sida Sida’s evaluation criteria. 
 

All “acceptable” after acceptance 
from the department responsible 
for the evaluation 

 

                                                 
27 The DAC Evaluation Quality Standards identify the key pillars needed for a quality evaluation 
process and product. They have been prepared by DAC members in order to define member 
countries expectations of evaluation processes, and evaluation products. The Standards are not 
binding on member countries, but a guide to good practice and aim to improve the quality of 
development intervention evaluations. They are intended to contribute to a harmonised approach 
to evaluation in line with the principles of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (DAC 
Evaluation Quality Standards, 2006). 
28 IFAD is a member of UNEG, the United Nations Evaluation Group which have their own set 
of norms and standards. The DAC Evaluation Quality Standards are also applied but not 
explicitly. 
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Evaluation managers at UTV/Sida undertake the quality assessment and decide 
when an evaluation can be accepted for publication and for management response. 
This is a professional approach which takes into considerations terms of reference, 
pre-requisites for the evaluation, comments from stakeholders and the evaluation 
manager’s own judgments. IFAD’s Office of Evaluation assures evaluation quality 
through internal reviews and  peer review assessments. 29 EuropeAid has adopted a 
standardised procedure for quality assurance of evaluation reports. The responsible 
evaluation manager at EuropeAid undertakes a quality assessment in relation to 
nine quality criteria.30 The quality assessment is mainly methodological. Interviews 
with stakeholders, however, indicate that although all evaluations hold an 
acceptable quality some reports are considered problematic and not good enough 
for feeding into programming. 
 

5.2.3 Quality of MRE documents 
In 2005 Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research (UCER) began to develop criteria 
for assessing the quality of MRE-documents for the study of Sida’s MRE-system. 
At that time there were no such criteria reported in the evaluation literature.  For 
the purpose of this study these criteria have been refined and adopted to match 
different response system. The quality assessments of these three organisations’ 
MREs have been carried out based on 13 criteria whereas Sida’s MREs were 
assessed based on 14 criteria.31 For each criterion a 4-grade scale has been used in 
both cases (see Annex 2 of this report and Annex 9, Hanberger & Gisselberg, 2006 
for the criteria used in the assessment of Sida’s MREs).  

Four evaluators have carried out the quality assessment of the three 
organisations’ MREs. Although the evaluators applied the same criteria there is an 
element of subjectivity that the reader should be aware of. A critical reader could 
question the reliability of the comparison. However, the key differences of the 
organisations’ MREs that become visible could be considered enough consistent 
for an overall comparative analysis. What is considered most important here is not 
if the assessment is made exactly in the same way, but to find out if there are any 
major system differences. The comparison is not made for ranking but for the 
purpose of understanding how different systems, and system components, work in 
practice. Obviously, to get the whole picture of a management response these 
documents are not sufficient. There is also a need to take into consideration the 

                                                 
29 IFAD Evaluation Policy: “OE will use peer review from within the Division to ensure quality 
standards. When undertaking a complex evaluation, it may also engage an ad hoc advisory 
committee to provide expert advice and feedback. 
30 The nine criteria are: meeting needs; relevant scope; defensible design; reliable data; sound 
analysis; credible findings; valid conclusions; useful recommendations; and clear report. For 
each criterion a 5-grade scale is used (excellent, very good, good, poor, unacceptable). An 
overall rating of the report is based on these nine criteria.  
31 Two follow-up criteria are included and a few criteria considered relevant to Sida’s MRE 
system have not been included in the assessment of EuropeAid’s and IFAD’s MRE documents. 
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experiences of those engaged in the response process (which has been done). The 
quality of the MRE documents, however, is of major interest in a response system 
regardless of whether they reflect the actual responses in a fair way. What is and 
what is not included in the documents have implications for knowledge transfer 
and accountability. 

The first observation made is that MRE-documents do not generally hold an 
acceptable quality according to the applied criteria.  One explanation to this result 
could be that the evaluators  are rather critical, another that guidelines for 
compiling MREs are open and permit a variety of responses. Yet another 
explanation could be that not all criteria applied in each MRE-assessment refer to 
components included in the MRE-system. If an overall assessment of the 
evaluation is not requested one could not expect to find it in the MRE. 

The organisations’ MRE documents differ significantly on different 
components. A majority can be criticised for lack of clarity and limited content as 
regards expected information. No more than two of eleven of Sida’s MRE 
documents (18%) produced 2000-2003 maintain acceptable overall quality (scores 
> 2.5 on a 4-grade scale, follow-up not included). Similar, no more than one of ten 
MRE-documents (10%) compiled for EuropeAid’s evaluation reports, produced in 
2004, maintain acceptable quality. Regarding IFAD’s MREs one of six documents 
(17%) under scrutiny scored more than 2.5.  
 
Table 12. Quality assessment of 6 IFAD, 10 EuropeAid and 11 Sida MRE-
documents 
 Overall 

assessment 
of 
evaluation 

Response  Action 
plan 

Follow-up Overall 
quality 
of  
MREs 

IFAD 1,1 2.1 2.8 3 2,2 (2,6) 
EuropeAid 1.9 2.4 1.7 2.3 2.1(2.1)  
Sida 1.9 1.9 2.9 - 2.232  
Key: Management Response documents are assessed on a 4 grade scale: 1=not acceptable or 
absent; 2 = partly acceptable but can be criticised for incompleteness or vagueness; 3 = 
acceptable in terms of comprehensiveness and clarity, only minor criticisms raised; 4 = 
excellent in terms of comprehensiveness and clarity.  
The measures indicate average of each organisation’s MRE-documents.  
In brackets the overall assessment of evaluation (first column) is excluded. 

Many of Sida’s MRE documents are short and provide limited information. 
However, the three MRE documents worked out as a complement to UTV/Sida 
evaluations were more elaborate. EuropeAid’s and IFAD’s MRE documents 
generally consist of more information. 

                                                 
32 The assessment is based on 11 MREs and 14 indicators (not including follow-up) produced 
2000-2003.  
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Another observation is that the content and quality of single MREs vary 
significantly. For example, some maintain acceptable quality in one respect (eg. 
response) but not in another (eg. follow-up).  

Looking into these documents the strong and weak components of the systems 
become visible. The overall assessment of the evaluation33, not to be confused with the 
quality assessment of evaluation reports made by evaluation mangers, is generally 
insufficient or absent in the MREs. All three organisations score low on this 
criterion (1.1-1.9). If this criterion is excluded in the assessment of EuropeAid’s 
MREs, it changes the overall quality of some MRE-documents but does not alter 
the general picture. However, the picture changes significantly when this criterion is 
excluded from IFAD’s MREs. Then four of six MREs (67%) maintain acceptable 
quality.  

An argument for excluding this criterion could be that the evaluation already 
has been quality assured and that there is no demand for such assessment in 
IFAD’s and EuropeAid’s response systems. However, at EuropeAid some 
managers made this assessment as part of the response. How concerned 
units/departments consider the relevance, accuracy and usefulness of the 
evaluation may influence the rest of the response and is therefore an assessment 
that should be accounted for. IFAD and its partners assess the quality of the 
evaluation report at the final workshop. The outcome of this assessment could be 
reported in the MRE-document (ACP) to inform all stakeholders and facilitate the 
interpretation of the MRE. 

The second category of criteria deals with the response to the recommendations.34 
As indicated, EuropeAid’s MREs are a bit stronger than the others in this respect. 
Four of ten MREs score more than 2.5. However, a majority of MREs compiled in 
all three organisations hold an unacceptable quality on the key component 
“response”. Although EuropeAid scores somewhat higher on “response”, the 
majority of EuropeAid’s responses could be criticized for incompleteness or 
vagueness. Very often the response consists of a reference to ongoing 
programming or strategy work and it is not clear if the referred action is an action 
taken to a specific recommendation. The response often indicates that the 
recommended measures are done anyway: “this is taking place on a regular basis” 
or “this is already applied”, are but two examples. Obviously, a majority of MREs 
could be criticised for lack of clarity in this respect.  

The third category of criteria examines the action plan35. As indicated, Sida’s 
MREs are doing well on this criterion. All Sida MREs except three consist of a 
clear and inclusive action plan. Three of IFAD’s MREs have strong action plans. 
Important in IFAD’s response system is the forums for arriving at consensus and 
commitment with partners to take action in response to recommendations. 
                                                 
33 Measured as assessment of relevance, accuracy and usefulness of evaluation and findings. 
34 Measured as comments and responses to findings and recommendations, motivation of 
agreement or disagreement and learning. 
35 Measured as unambiguousness and concreteness of action plan, accountable person and time 
plan for implementing the action plan, and date for follow-up of action plan. 
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However, in practice not all of IFAD’s action plans are clearly developed. None of 
EuropeAid’s MREs hold an acceptable quality in this respect; it is not clear what 
the decided actions are and there is no specification about who is accountable 
(person or unit).  

The fourth quality assessment of MRE documents is the follow-up.36 
EuropeAid’s MREs consist of a lot of information about action taken in the 
follow-up column, but the examined documents are unclear regarding whether 
actions have been implemented as a response to the recommendations or if they 
were done anyway. In practice the follow-up of implementation of decided actions 
are carried out in a timely manner by  IFAD. EuropeAid’s follow up, however, tend 
to take much longer than expected and Sida’s action plans are followed up ad hoc.  

5.2.4 Lessons from reading MRE documents 
The quality of the MRE documents varies within and between organisations as well 
as within single MRE-documents. The quality varies first of all within the 
organisations. There are also apparent differences between organisations. As 
regards the overall quality IFAD scores higher than the others when the criterion 
“overall assessment of evaluation” is excluded.  

The observed variations within organisations could be explained by the human 
factor and unclear instructions for compiling MREs. The person responsible for 
compiling the MRE has a significant impact on the quality of the MRE. His/her 
attitude to the response system in general, the perceived need for the evaluation 
and for compiling an MRE in a particular case impact on the quality. 

The variations between organisations could be explained by differences in the 
design and implementation of the systems. Shared commitment to make evaluation 
recommendations actionable and to implement them is an objective of IFAD’s 
MRE-system which could explain the relative high score on the “action plan” 
criteria (2.8). IFAD also scores high on the follow-up criteria (3.0) which could be 
explained by the accountability objective and that the follow-up (PRISMA) works 
as intended. Likewise, Sida scores high on action plan (2.9) and this system demand 
and facilitate action plans. Sida’s objective to “give structure to the working 
procedure” is associated with accountability and a pre-requisite for accountability. 
Most of Sida’s response documents also score high on the criterion “accountable 
person”.  

There is a gap noticed between intended and actual outcomes of the response 
systems when examined on the bases of the MRE-documents. Interviews support 
this conclusion. One explanation to this gap could be that the MREs are compiled 
because there is a demand to do so, but staff persons and managers do not show 
any real interest in the content of MREs. The interviews indicate that the MREs are 
not viewed as important documents in the organisations when compared with 
other documents. Another explanation is methodological. The MRE documents do 

                                                 
36  Measured as explication of implementation of action taken and description of action taken in 
relation to recommendation/decided actions. 
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not always represent the actual response process in a fair way. Although an MRE is 
ambiguous and consist of limited information the actual response could be more in 
line with the system’s intentions. Interviews indicate that an overall assessment of 
the evaluation is often made before the formal response process starts. Possibly the 
pre-responses may not be fully reported at the time of formal response. At this 
time the interest for the evaluation has gone down and so has the motivation to 
elaborate a comprehensive response to remaining disagreements with the 
evaluation. 
 

5.3 How the MRE systems meet the pre-requisites of different functions 
The comparison of how the MRE-systems’ meet the pre-requisites of different 
functions is tentative, interpretive and reflects the evaluation team’s understanding 
and observations of how the systems work in practice. The purpose of this 
assessment is first of all to illuminate significant differences regarding the pre-
requisites of the three aid organisations’  functions, to enhance the understanding 
of the response systems implications and to look for reasonable explanations to 
why the systems’ function as they do. To what extent the pre-requisites have been 
met in practice is a question raised in the synthesis report and the empirical material 
does not allow for far-reaching conclusions in this respect.  

The assessment of Sida’s response system focuses on centralised evaluations 
carried out by UTV. The pre-requisites for decentralised evaluations are not met to 
the same degree and excluded from the analysis. 

The assessment of the MRE-systems’ functions takes into considerations the 
six functions that a MRE-system could have. While comparing the objectives of the 
MRE-systems it was noticed that IFAD’s response system was the only one that 
included the main stakeholders’/partners’ arguments and responses and 
accordingly placed more emphasis on consensus building and to achieve collective 
commitment. EuropeAid’s system emphasized improved decision making, 
transparency and accountability whereas Sida’s response system emphasized 
learning, clear motivations to Sida’s standpoint to the recommendations, for 
example. Obviously, the three MRE systems have many and overlapping objectives 
and functions. 

What organisations plan and hope for is one thing, how things work in practice 
is another. What functions do the response systems actually have? The comparison 
will go through the six functions one by one and assess whether the function’s pre-
requisites stipulated in the beginning of this report have been met in practice. The 
following five classifications are used when probing whether the pre-requisites have 
been fulfilled: 
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Table 13. Assessment of fulfilment of pre-requisites  
 
Is the pre-requisites 
fulfilled? 

The empirical material indicates that 

Yes/Always  
 

the pre-requisite without doubt is fulfilled  

Often  the pre-requisite is fulfilled in many cases and not 
fulfilled in a few cases 

Sometimes  the pre-requisite is fulfilled in some cases and not 
fulfilled in some cases 

Rarely  the pre-requisite is fulfilled in one or few cases and 
not fulfilled in most cases 

No/Never  
 

the pre-requisite is not fulfilled in any case 

- No empirical evidence available for assessment 
 

Key: When the pre-requisite is expressed as a dichotomy the options yes and no are used 

5.3.1 Policy improvement 
Policy improvement, the first function a MRE-system could have, is highly 
associated with instrumental use of evaluation. In a rational policy process, the 
draft of the final report of the evaluation should be presented prior to important 
policy decisions, and the MRE should feed into the policy process when a policy’s 
or programme’s future is under discussion or revision. The timing of the evaluation 
should occur when the policy window is open. The MRE should consist of a clear 
and anchored action plan indicating what action should be taken and when. The 
managers should also be committed to implement the action plan and devote the 
required resources. The appropriate time for follow-up is when actions have been 
implemented and a reasonable time has passed which varies depending on the 
measure or action. To what extent have these pre-requisites, all essential for 
obtaining the policy improvement function, been fulfilled in practice? 

In practice the pre-requisites of the policy improvement function have mostly 
been met at IFAD whereas the pre-requisites 5-8 of this function have not, to the 
same extent, been met at Sida and EuropeAid (Table 14). This could be explained 
with a combination of theory and implementation failures. The last pre-requisite (8) 
is critical for the uptake of evaluation recommendations and a partial fulfilment of 
this pre-requisite indicates implementation failure.  
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Table 14. Fulfilment of pre-requisites for the policy improvement function  
 
 IFAD EuropeAid Sida 
1. Evaluation conclusions and recom-
mendations are aimed at decision 
making, and should be  feasible and 
realistic 

Often  Often   Often  

2. The information should correspond 
to the management’s mandate, 
discretion and freedom of choice 

Often  Often   Often  

3. The evaluation should be 
trustworthy and based on empirical 
findings 

Often  Often  Often  

4. The quality of evaluation should be 
considered at least acceptable by the 
main stakeholders 

Often  Often  Often  

5. The recommendations should be 
theory or experienced based  

Often Sometimes Sometimes 

6. The timing of the evaluation should 
match the policy process and be 
presented at a time when the policy 
window is open 

Often  Sometimes  Sometimes 

7. The MRE should consist of a clear 
and anchored action plan indicating 
what action should be taken 

Often Rarely  Often  

8. The management level should be 
committed to implement the action 
plan and devote the required resources

Often  Sometimes  Sometimes 

 

5.3.2 Internal accountability 
A second function of a MRE-system is to maintain and improve internal 
accountability. The management response should focus on the formal side of 
policy making and implementation of decided actions. The right timing for MRE is 
the same as for policy improvement, but it should also come prior to occasions 
when managers are held accountable. The follow-up could be done once a year and 
the follow-up report should indicate whether the time table for decided actions is 
followed. 

In comparison to the fulfilment of the pre-requisites of the policy improvement 
function not so many pre-requisites have been met in practice in this case. Even 
though the follow-up has had a general support in all three organisations (pre-
requisite 5), the pre-requisite of controlling the implementation of decided action 
(pre-requisite 7) has generally not been met in practice. Although there are 
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measures (response activities) that promote the internal accountability function, the 
MRE-systems are not sufficiently implemented to achieve this function. 
 
Table 15. Fulfilment of pre-requisites for the internal accountability function 
 IFAD EuropeAid Sida 
1. Evaluation conclusions and 
recommendations are aimed for 
implementation of action, and should 
be feasible and realistic  

Always  Sometimes  Sometimes  

2. The MRE should consist of a clear 
action plan indicating decided actions 

Often  Rarely  Often  

3. Actions for implementation should 
be empirically observable  

Sometimes Sometimes  Sometimes  

4. There should be an accountable 
person or institution for implementing 
the decided actions 

Often  Rarely  Often  

5. The follow-up of MRE 
(implementation of decided actions) 
should be anchored and authoritized 
by the organisation 

Yes  Yes  Yes  

6. The follow-up should be dealt with 
seriously and inaction or obstruction 
should lead to some kind of measure 

Often  Rarely  Rarely  

7. The follow-up should be monitored 
in terms of achieved results of 
implementation of recommended 
action and control of the 
implementation of all decided actions 

Rarely  Rarely  Rarely  

 

5.3.3 Democratic and external accountability and legitimatisation 
A MRE-system could contribute to democratic and external accountability of 
foreign aid policy and/or the development organisation. Legitimacy for aid policy is 
also associated with ethical commitment to fight poverty, and the collective 
responsibility to promote peace and development, for example. If the response 
system should have a legitimatisation function the same pre-requisites as for 
external and democratic accountability must be fulfilled. Critical for all three 
functions is openness and transparency. To what extent have the pre-requisites for 
the accountability and legitimatisation functions been met in practice? 
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Table 16. Fulfilment of pre-requisites for the democratic and external 
accountability and legitimatisation function. 
 IFAD EuropeAid Sida 
1. Evaluations (and synthesis reports) 
provide insight into aid policy (and 
programmes) and how it performs 

Often  Often  Often  

2. Evaluations (and synthesis reports) 
present assessments of how aid policy 
(and programmes) performs and its 
results 

Often/Alwa
ys  

Often  Often  

3. Evaluations and management 
responses to evaluations should be 
easily accessible and open to public 
scrutiny 

Always  Always  Sometimes  

4. Public access to elected 
representatives accountability 
discussion concerning aid policy (and 
programmes)  

- - Yes  

5. Forums for public deliberations 
concerning performance of aid policy 
(and programmes) 

Yes *, ** 
 

Yes *, ** 
 

Yes *, ** 

6. Follow-up of MRE should be easily 
accessible to the public 

Yes  Yes  No  

Key: *= parliament; **= media 
The pre-requisites of these three functions are often or always fulfilled. 

However, Sida’s response system does not quite meet the pre-requisites of 
providing easy public access to MREs and follow-up of MREs (pre-requisite 3 and 
6). Even though the pre-requisites are fulfilled the actual impact on these functions 
may not be considerable. 

5.3.4 Learning 
The learning function implies that the evaluation should provide knowledge and 
insights for long term and sustainable aid policy. The evaluation should be 
trustworthy and based on empirical findings but also critical. An evaluation and 
MRE should be taken into consideration whenever presented and all types of 
documents and feed-back should be recognized by a learning organisation. A 
learning organisation must be open for ongoing revision of all its activities. 
Furthermore, the management should support the staff to implement the action 
plan and provide required resources and time if this function should be facilitated. 
To what extent have the pre-requisites for (organisational) learning been met in 
practice? 
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Table 17. Fulfilment of pre-requisites for the (organisational) learning 
function 
 IFAD EuropeAid Sida 
1. Conclusions and recommendations 
are aimed for a better understanding 
and conceptual use 

Sometimes Sometimes  Sometimes 

2. The evaluation should consist of 
knowledge and insights in support of 
long term and sustainable aid policy  

Sometimes Sometimes Sometimes 

3. Evaluations provide insights into 
how policies (and programmes) 
processes work in combination with 
performance results 

- Often  Often  

4. The evaluation should be 
trustworthy and based on empirical 
findings and also critical 

Often  Often  Often  

5. The evaluation and MRE should be 
taken into account whenever 
presented and recognized as vital for a 
learning organisation 

Often  Sometimes  Sometimes  

6. The MRE should also consist of a 
clear and anchored action plan 
indicating what action should be taken 
and in a learning organisation it is 
open for ongoing revision. 

Often  Sometimes  Sometimes 

7. The management level should 
support the staff to implement the 
action plan and devote the required 
resources  

Often  Sometimes  Sometimes  

The pre-requisites 1 and 2 which are critical for the learning function have not 
been met sufficiently. Organisational learning also requires time for deliberation 
concerning evaluation findings and for developing action plans. In practice, 
however, not enough time has been provided. Forums for organisational learning 
are first of all developed for and used in the evaluation process. Reference groups 
at EuropeAid and at Sida and the CLP groups at IFAD facilitate learning during 
the evaluation process. However, learning at the stage of the response process 
appears to be less important, except perhaps for IFAD’s final workshop (although 
learning seems not to be extensive at this event). 

5.3.5 Ritual/symbolic 
The response system could also have a ritual or symbolic function. The ritual and 
symbolic function is loosely associated with rationality. But, besides a superficial 
interest in rational planning there is no real interest in evaluations and MREs. This 
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function could perhaps be justified and maintained because we live in a time when 
evaluation and follow-up is a dominant norm, something that a modern, rational 
organisation is supposed to build up and do repeatedly. The MRE-system is treated 
as an artefact in its own right and single MREs and the MRE-system is used in a 
distanced manner.  

Three criteria have been used to indicate the prevalence of this function: the 
content of MREs is not considered thoroughly; the MREs are published and easily 
accessible; the MRE-system is a device that managers argue the organisation needs 
but which they mainly show a superficial interest in. The way that the systems have 
worked in practice indicates that they also have filled a symbolic function. 

5.4 Impact of MREs and consequences for development organisations and 
partners 
The third research question, “What are the consequences of single responses and 
the response system for the organisation and its partners?”, has not yet been 
answered explicitly. The impact and consequences of single MREs for the 
development organisation depends on many factors, for examples, type of 
evaluation, intended outcomes, quality of evaluation, timing, reference groups’ 
engagement, MRE process and quality of the MRE.  

5.4.1 Impact of single MREs 
The majority of evaluations and MREs are intended for policy improvement, but in 
practice, even though action plans and follow-up indicate uptake of 
recommendations, evaluations and MREs do not contribute so much to improved 
policy making. A critical reading of MRE-documents and interviews indicate that 
the extent to which recommendations have been taken on board in programme, 
policy and strategy work, as a result of the evaluation, is often overestimated. 
Recommended actions that are in line with overall objectives and endeavours of 
development assistance can easily be taken on board. However, such actions have 
often been taken anyway and there is not a clear connection between reported 
actions and the recommendations. Policy makers rely on evaluations as one source 
of information, but use evaluations in a more open way together with other 
information and considerations (indicating an interactive use of evaluation). 

Management responses, action plans and follow-up of MREs have had a 
positive impact on the development organisations’ internal accountability. However, 
this effect only occurred if the decided actions were clear, if someone could be held 
responsible and the implemented actions could be controlled. If not the MREs 
mainly filled a symbolic function for internal accountability.  

Open access to evaluations and MREs implies a positive effect for democratic and 
external accountability. However, this effect is mainly associated with synthesis of 
evaluations and follow-up of MREs. Still, single MREs compiled for 
comprehensive evaluations of development assistance policy could be helpful to 
citizens and external stakeholders in coming to judgement about accountability.  
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A legitimatisation effect on current programmes, policies and strategies and on 
the development organisation is also recognised as an impact of some MREs. This 
impact can not easily be separated from the impact of the evaluation and the MRE-
system as such. A pre-requisite for this to happen is that the evaluation and MRE 
can be used for promotion, to gain legitimacy, in one way or another. The 
legitimatisation function is mainly strengthened when the evaluation and the MRE 
communicate some positive results for the aid organisation.  

Individual and organisational learning from evaluations appeared in different 
ways and quite often before an evaluation was finalized. This is a positive and 
expected consequence of evaluations for sustainable development work and for the 
organisation. However, the added value of an MRE for organisational learning is 
not extensive. First of all, an MRE serves as a reminder of the evaluation. And 
enhanced awareness of an evaluation could promote learning if there is a felt need 
for the information and knowledge which the evaluation brings up at the time 
when the MRE is presented.  

5.4.2 Impact and consequences of the MRE-systems 
Consequences can also be observed on the system level. The MRE-systems have, 
to a certain extent, strengthened all six functions which imply positive 
consequences for the organisations. The existence of the response system as such 
indicates a rational and professional organisation. Generally speaking the response 
systems have contributed to strengthen or maintain organisational legitimacy.  The 
MRE-systems’ other functions (policy improvement, internal and 
external/democratic accountability, learning and symbolic functions) have also 
contributed to the development organisations’ legitimacy. Besides this more generic 
impact, the various MRE-systems have had varying impact and consequences for 
the organisations. 

The response system’s design and the support for the system in practice have 
been critical for the consequences for the organisation. Management support, 
human resources, evaluation quality, relevance and the timing of evaluation have a 
significant impact on the MREs’ contribution to policy improvement and learning. 
In general, the consequences of the MRE-systems for the development 
organisations were associated with the fulfilment of the pre-requisites for the 
functions. If these were met, the systems had positive consequences, if not, very 
few positive or even negative consequences were noticed. 

One negative consequence noticed was the extra time spent on compiling 
responses. The demand to compile MREs was perceived as a burden by 
programme officers because of an excess of evaluations, reviews, follow-up, audits 
etc. that should be read and considered. Hence, the response system added to the 
workload and took time from other important tasks. This also indicates that the 
organisations did not provide the necessary time for the response system to work 
as intended. 
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Another negative consequence observed was that staff members that engaged 
in compiling MREs became disillusioned when their work was not taken seriously, 
for example when MREs (and evaluations) were put away on shelves. 

IFAD’s response system is designed to include stakeholders and partner 
countries but in practice this has been difficult to accomplish. Partners have not 
been actively involved in the response process and the consequences of the 
response system for IFAD’s partners has not been scrutinised in this study but 
interviews indicate that partners do not think the response system is an important 
device. 

The evaluation of Sida’s MRE-system shows that partners in a few cases have 
compiled responses for themselves (Hanberger & Gisselberg, 2006). A 
consequence of Sida’s response system for its partners became visible for one of 
Sida’s partner organisations. This organisation took the evaluators 
recommendations addressed to them seriously and, in line with the 
recommendations, refined its theoretical basis in their application documents for 
the next round. However, Sida showed no interest in this work. Hence, from Sida’s 
point of view it was a waste of time, but perhaps it contributed to strengthen the 
partner organisation in the long run. 

The fourth and last question, “How can and should a response system be 
designed to contribute to learning, improvement and accountability?”, has not yet 
been answered explicitly. While answering the third question, however, an answer 
to the fourth question was indirectly given. If the pre-requisites for the functions 
are fulfilled, a desired contribution to learning, policy improvement and 
accountability could be expected. Hence, a proper design is associated with the 
functions’ pre-requisites, and system designers should provide the necessary 
conditions for the intended outcomes and functions they wish the system to have. 

5.5 Best practice 
What is good or best practice regarding MRE? The answer depends on what one 
wants to achieve with the MRE-system. None of the MRE-systems seem 
outstanding in relation to the objectives, outcomes and functions they intend to 
have. However, when the different components of MREs are compared there are 
minor system differences that indicate good practice. On the “response” criteria 
EuropeAid attained the highest average, but EuropeAid’s MREs are not 
exceptional on this component of MRE. Based on the MRE documents one could 
say that Sida’s and IFAD’s action plans and IFAD’s follow-up indicate better 
practice than the others. However, one could question the rationality in clear action 
plans if the quality of the evaluations is low and if the response to the 
recommendations is undeveloped or absent, as in some of the evaluations.  

A few MRE-documents scored high on most quality criteria.  However, a high 
scoring MRE-document does not imply general acceptance of an evaluation and 
such MREs are first of all good examples of documentation. Very few MREs 
consist of an “overall assessment of the evaluation”, including those that scored 
high. At present the response systems rely on evaluation managers’ 
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(methodological) assessment of the quality of evaluations. However, in practice 
stakeholders judge the quality and relevance of the evaluation differently. Good 
practice regarding MRE in a multi-actor context can not let evaluation managers be 
the only quality assessors. The overall assessment of the evaluation is a critical and 
so far partly overlooked component of the MRE. Sida is the only organisation that 
underscores the significance of this component of the MRE. 

The MRE-documents are not the only source to be considered when searching 
for best practice. The examination of various response processes and stakeholders 
experiences of these indicate that the evaluation and response processes vary both 
between and within the three organisations. IFADs response system represents 
best practice regarding partners’ involvement. However, when it comes to achieve 
an authentic and well-working response process (good practice) in general there is a 
need for an active and committed reference group and a relevant and valid 
evaluation. Examples of this can be found in all three organisations. 
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6. CONCLUSIONS  
Four main conclusions have been drawn from this evaluation study. 
Firstly, each of the three MRE-systems is intended to achieve different objectives, 
but the systems are not sufficiently developed to achieve all of the objectives.  

The response systems have many and different objectives and intended 
functions. For the most part the MRE-systems intend to improve decision making, 
awareness of evaluations, (organisational) learning, internal and external 
accountability.  However, the intervention logics and response activities belonging 
to the systems are not quite sufficient to facilitate policy improvement and learning. 
The MRE-process and MREs have not been designed to be well integrated in 
EuropeAid’s and Sida’s programme and policy processes and this is also the case as 
regards the integration of IFAD’s responses in partner countries’ policy processes. 
(Organisational) learning requires time and forums for deliberation and for 
developing responses and action plans. This is not considered sufficiently in the 
systems’ design, except in IFADs’ response system. 

 

Secondly, there is a gap between how the MRE-systems are intended to work and 
how they actual contribute to achieving the objectives and intended outcomes. In 
practice, a contribution to external accountability can be observed but the 
contribution to policy improvement, internal accountability and learning is meagre. 

There are many factors that could explain this gap. The main factors are: bad 
timing of evaluation in relation to the policy process; insufficient resources and 
time set off; few persons actively involved; low status of MREs in policy making; 
vague and uncommitted MREs; insufficient follow-up. 

A critical reading of the MRE documents indicate that the MREs tend to 
overestimate the use of recommendations for policy improvement and the 
implementation of decided actions. One could question the value and reliability of 
the MRE-document as a source of information for knowledge transfer regarding 
the organisation’s standpoint and response and as institutional memory because of 
frequently insufficient, overvalued and vague content.  
Thirdly, the MRE-systems have contributed to maintain and strengthen the aid 
organisations’ legitimacy and the legitimacy for aid policies and programmes.  

Although this impact is limited it is interpreted as a generic contribution of the 
systems. In practice, the response systems as such are perceived more important 
than single MREs. Very few read and remember an MRE, but still managers, in 
particular, have a liking for the system. Hence, the MRE-systems are also used in a 
symbolic way which implies a support for organisational legitimacy.  
Fourthly, the different objectives and intended functions are not sufficiently 
considered in the design and application of the response systems.  
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The response systems request the same response information and provide the 
same instructions for all evaluations although evaluations have different objectives 
and intended functions. However, the pre-requisites of the different functions have 
to be fulfilled. As illuminated in this study, the pre-requisites are not the same for 
all functions.   

6.1 Recommendations  
The three recommendations are based on the assumption that some kind of 
response system is justifiable for organisations undertaking evaluations frequently. 
It could be assumed that a revised response system saves time through allocating 
resources more effectively if MREs are not compiled for all evaluations (see Annex 
4), and that it prevents damages caused by low quality evaluations. In order to 
promote effectiveness in development policy the evaluation should be considered 
relevant and accurate, not only by evaluation managers but also by concerned 
partners and policy makers. 

The cost for developing an MRE is difficult to estimate and varies depending 
on the evaluation, but it is small compared with the total cost for the evaluation, 
regardless of how it is measured. 

There is a need to discuss whether the response system should be exclusively 
for the aid organisations or a system that engages concerned partners as well. At 
present, the partners’ responses to recommendations addressed to them or to the 
aid organisation are not considered by two aid organisations. In all development 
cooperation, however, ownership and mutual responsibility are fundamental 
principles.  
Recommendation 1 suggests developing the current MRE-systems to include partner 
organisations’ responses and to develop the response activities.  

The recommendation has most in common with IFAD’s response system. 
IFAD’s system is designed for integrating partner organisations, but IFAD’s 
system37 could also be developed a bit further. Inclusion of partners is suggested 
when conclusions and recommendations are directed to partners. The evaluation 
and mainly the conclusions and recommendations determine whether partners 
should be included or not. The proposed guidelines for administrative dealing with 
MREs and extended responses, here called Joint-REsponses (JointREs), are briefly 
described in Annex 4.  
Recommendation 2 suggests extending the response systems to include decentralised 
evaluations and to support the development and implementation of the 
decentralised system. 

                                                 
37 The strong role of IFAD’s evaluation unit in compiling draft responses is not quite logical if 
considered from a partnership and a pluralistic knowledge perspective. The conditions for the 
CLP and stakeholder workshops need to be developed to facilitate the achievement of the 
objective to reach consensus and commitment. 
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Sida’s response system already includes decentralised evaluations. The 
decentralised response system has not been implemented fully. There is, however, a 
need for organising the responses to evaluations at lower level of governance as 
well. There may not be a need for compiling responses to all decentralised 
evaluations, but a motivation for not doing it would be justifiable. The responses to 
decentralised evaluations could be brief. The proposed guide-lines, briefly 
described in Annex 4, indicate how MREs should be compiled for both centralised 
and decentralised evaluations. Examples could be provided to show how much 
information an MRE for a centralised and decentralised evaluation should include. 
Recommendation 3 suggests developing the instructions for compiling responses to 
match different evaluations.  

An MRE compiled for an evaluation intended to contribute to policy 
improvement should meet the pre-requisites of the policy improvement function 
and demand relevant information for this function whereas an MRE initiated for 
organisational learning should meet the learning function’s pre-requisites, for 
example. A revision and development of the instructions could be an effective 
measure to improve the response system and to avoid unnecessary work. There are 
a few examples of fairly good MRE-documents which could be considered. If the 
instructions for compiling responses are developed, the documents become more 
useful and the significance of the responses could be expected to increase. The 
quality of MRE- (JointRE-)documents could be assessed against explicit criteria 
such as those applied in this study.  

It would be feasible, for example, if the response sheet consists of fixed 
response alternatives such as: 

- Overall assessment of evaluation: “relevance”, “accuracy” and “usefulness of 
evaluation and findings”, followed by the main arguments. 

- The response: “agree”; “partly agree”; “disagree”, followed by the main 
arguments. 

- Action plan: “action already taken”; “no action decided”; “action decided to 
take”; followed by a motivation or specification of the decided action; 
“responsible person for implementing decided action”; “action implemented 
no later than…”. 

- Follow-up: “action not implemented”, “action partly implemented”, “action 
implemented”, “action has been changed”, followed by an explanation or 
specification. 

The aid organisation has to develop instructions to match its particular needs 
and specify the MRE-information to request for different evaluations. 

 The main advantages of following the recommendations are that it would 
enhance rationality in collective action, facilitate collective and inter-organizational 
policy making, avoid unnecessary work whereas the main disadvantages are that the 
evaluation processes may be prolonged in some cases which could be time 
consuming if not monitored effectively. 
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7. DISCUSSION  
How the three MRE-systems are adjusted to match the policy and programme 
cycle varies. However, there is reason to question whether it is possible to plan and 
achieve a perfect timing for delivering evaluation results and recommendations to 
feed into all relevant decision making processes. It must be accepted that some 
evaluations can not feed into all pertinent decision making processes, in particular if 
the policy process of partner organisations are included.  

Furthermore, the evaluation process can not be monitored with the one and 
only goal of presenting the final report in time. If a report is not thoroughly 
processed and quality assured, it is not justifiable to use it for decision making. The 
timing of the evaluation and MRE is important and if it is right in relation to the 
policy cycle the value of the evaluation for decision making increases. If policy 
decisions could be post-phoned while waiting for the evaluation to be finalised, this 
could be an option to consider. If policy decision can not be post-phoned, input 
from an evaluation which has not yet been finalised could still be requested. Both 
of these measures could improve the use of evaluation in decision-making. When 
evaluation recommendations have been taken on board before the MRE-process 
starts this should be clearly indicated in the response. 

 As indicated, MREs and follow-up of actions taken are sometimes compiled 
for the sake of reporting something back. There is a liking for the MRE-system 
because it is associated with rationality, that is, something that a modern 
organisation should have. When managers, in particular, refer to the existence of 
the MRE-system it also maintains existing institutions for rational policy making 
and legitimatise the rational policy making model. Whether a response system 
actually meets its expectations may not be so important as long as it gives an 
impression of maintaining organisational rationality.  

A MRE-system could be understood as a device to maintain the dream of the 
rational organisation (Brunsson, 2006). The “mechanism of hope” could explain 
why policy makers remain faithful to rational models and evaluation instruments. 
“The difference between what we want, say, and do seems to endure and so 
reforms continue. And the hope for a better world remains, despite the fact that it 
is not realised” (ibid, 28). Policy makers and organisations can continue to live with 
poor goal achievements, policy failures and organisational deficiencies, and 
continue to argue for promoting rationality to preserve the dream of the rational 
model of policy making and organisation. 
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Annex 1. Methodology used for case studies 
The evaluation of each case is designed as a programme theory evaluation with 
elements of a stakeholder evaluation. The first step of the evaluation describes the 
organizational context in which the MRE-system is supposed to feed into. After 
that the main characteristics of the MRE-system are described. The second step 
consists of a reconstruction of the intervention logic and an assessment of this. The 
methodology is programme theory evaluation, a well known and established 
methodology for this type of evaluation. An intervention, and as in this case a 
system of intervention, is built on assumptions, or best guesses, of how the 
intervention (system) should work in order to achieve intended effects. These 
assumptions, generally referred to as the programme theory or intervention logic, 
are explicit or implicit in the programme (or system). The MRE system’s 
intervention logic can be understood and interpreted in the same way as 
programme interventions. The intervention logic is based on the MRE-designers’ 
assumptions on how to achieve intended outcomes. The intervention logic can be 
understood as a package of interventions causing direct and indirect effects. The 
third step includes an analysis of the implementation of the MRE-system, an 
analysis of how the system performs, that is, how it works in practice. It also 
includes an analysis of the use of evaluations, single MREs as well as the system as 
such, and the system’s outcomes. 
 
Figure: Evaluation of aid organisations’ management response system 
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Annex 2. Criteria for assessment of the quality of MRE-documents 
 1 not acceptable 2 3 4 excellent not applicable Average  

Overall assessment of evaluation       
Assessment of relevance of evaluation and findings      
Assessment of accuracy of evaluation and findings      
Assessment of usefulness of evaluation and findings      

 

Response        
Comments and response to findings and 
recommendations 

     

Motivation for agreement or disagreement      
Description of learning for improvement of 
programme/project work 

     

 

Action plan       
Unambiguousness of the action plan      
Concreteness of the action plan      
Individual accountable for implementing the plan      
Time plan for implementation of the action plan      
Date for follow-up of action plan      

 

Follow-up       
Explication of implementation of action taken       
Description of action taken to recommendations/ 
decided action 

     Total 

 

Number of responses to which the Aidorg: Number of decided actions Number of actions taken 
Agrees    
Partly agrees   
Disagrees   
Total   

 



Key for assessment of the quality of MRE-documents: 
 
1. not acceptable or absent 
If the document does not consist of any information on the measured qualities or if the text does 
not include fundamental information this is classified as not acceptable or absent (1). 
 
2. partly acceptable but can be criticised for incompleteness or vagueness 
If the document does not include enough relevant information on measured qualities it is 
assessed as partly acceptable (2).  The response could for example refer to ongoing work and 
procedures with a weak connection to the actual recommendation or it is not clear what action is 
decided to take or the action is described on a general level or in a vague way. 
 
3. acceptable in terms of comprehensiveness and clarity, only minor critique can be 
raised 
If the document does include relevant and easily understandable information on measured 
qualities even though it is not complete it is assessed as partly acceptable (3).   
 
4. excellent in terms of comprehensiveness and clarity 
If the document includes clear, relevant and easily understandable information on measured 
qualities it is assessed as excellent (4).   
 
The aggregated measure (total) is based on the average grade of “overall assessment of evaluation”, “response”, 
”action plan” and “follow-up” is 
Key for counting number of responses, decided actions and actions taken 

The first column “Number of responses to which the aid organisation agrees…“ counts 
main recommendations listed in the first column of the MRE document . This means that 
recommendations not included in the document but which could be found in the evaluation 
report is not counted. 

 

The second column “Number of decided actions” counts action that are decided to be taken, 
not action already taken or vaguely expressed statements concerning actions or ongoing work.  
However, if it is stated that the organisation will intensify or expand a course of action already 
taken this counts as an action. 

 

The third column “Number of actions taken” counts actions implemented, taken or followed 
up without considering the connection to recommendations and decided actions. How well the 
implementation of action taken is described and whether actions taken are related to 
recommendations and decided action is assessed separately under “follow-up”. 
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Annex 3. Evaluation use 

This annex presents a brief summary of existing research on evaluation use and is 
an extension of the introduction. In an extensive review of the literature on 
evaluation use, published between 1986 and 1997, Shulha et. al. (1997) recognise 
that the research and experience of evaluation use has expanded in several ways. 
Basically, one can distinguish between different notions of evaluation use on the 
one hand and factors or conditions that promote or explain various uses on the 
other.  

Notions of evaluation use 
The concept of evaluation use is multi-dimensional, referring to different uses such 
as instrumental (decision support and filling a problem-solving function), 
conceptual (filling an educative function) and symbolic (filling a political function). 
These notions of use can be referred to as traditional notions. Recently, new ways 
of understanding evaluation use have been presented in the literature (see Mark and 
Henry, 2004; Schaumburg-Müller, 2005). Quite a few scholars introduce and 
discuss different kinds of process use (Cousins, 2003; 2007; Forss et al. 2002; 
Green, 1988; Patton, 1997). Cousins also talks about the use of findings, which can 
be understood as a form of instrumental use (Cousins, 2003). Further, the 
interactive use of evaluation is distinguished as a special type of use, referring to use 
of evaluation findings in conjunction with other types of information and 
knowledge such as research, common sense, intuition, and one’s own first-hand 
experience (Weiss, 1979:206f.; Vedung, 1997:274f.). Vedung (ibid) among others 
identifies the legitimatizing use of evaluation, referring to the justification of 
established positions or endeavours. First of all this kind of use occurs after the 
evaluation has been finished. However, an evaluation can also be used to 
legitimatize a planned programme or a programme under way (Hanberger, 2001; 
Hanberger et al 2005). Tactical use, finally, refers to using evaluations to gain time 
or avoid responsibility, for example (Vedung, 1997:276). The main uses paid 
attention to in the evaluation are listed in Table 1 of the main report. 

Evaluation use takes place in multi-actor contexts. In this case the context is 
Sida’s organization, including field offices, collaborating partners such as 
governments, civil society organizations, and other donors, and the general public. 
If evaluations are to be used to improve decision-making and learning, there is a 
need for settings and meeting places in which stakeholders can discuss and interact 
openly (Boyle and Lemaire, 1999: 10). By contrast, when the purpose is 
accountability, there is no need for this. Boyle and Lemaire conclude that the 
challenge in building evaluation capacity in government deals with “how to get the 
balance right between supply of and demand for evaluation, and how to mix 
resilience [to withstand the changing pressures of public governance (author’s 
explication)] and flexibility [from multiple markets within the system (author’s 
comment)] (ibid. 198). Large public organizations seem to be facing the same 
challenge.  
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Notably, all types of evaluation use implicitly refer to the use of evaluations. 
However, as evaluation capacity is built up and evaluation systems are 
institutionalized, there is a need to elaborate understanding and discussion of 
evaluation use to include the use of the evaluation system as such and in this case 
the subsystem, the MRE system. Although the same notions of use can be 
accounted for in relation to evaluation systems, it is helpful to distinguish between 
the use of  evaluations and MREs on the one hand, and systems on the other. 
Organizations faced with a high degree of uncertainty tend to engage in more 
ritualistic and regulatory behaviour to control uncertainty (Hofstede, 1980). 
Standardized evaluations in rationally designed evaluation systems can be 
understood as one way to respond to uncertainty. An assumption one can make is 
that, in organizations where evaluation systems exist, managers faced with 
abundant information (policy documents, follow-up, reviews, studies, research and 
evaluation reports) tend to use the evaluation system as such rather than  
evaluations to legitimatize the organization and its undertakings. Such use of 
evaluation systems and MREs is intended to help uphold an image of a rational and 
learning organization. 

A specific issue highlighted in the evaluation use literature is misuse. Evaluation 
misuse or misutilization is more of an issue in the context of evaluation compared 
with knowledge and research utilization (Shulha et al 1997). This indicates that 
evaluation use and misuse, in contrast to research use, take place in situations 
where different interests and powers are at stake. 

Some scholars have paid attention to evaluation use in existing organizational 
structures and processes. What is emphasized is the complexity of an organization 
in terms of administrative levels. Attention is paid to “lines of communication 
within and across these levels”, and also what is important in organizational use. 

Patton is one of the best-known scholars in support of evaluations for 
“intended use of intended users”. His utilization-focused approach to evaluation is 
intended to maximize intended utilization in a programme context (1994, 1997). 
Process use, according to Patton, implies four things: enhanced communication 
within an organization based on information emerging from evaluation findings, 
data collection that improves the programme while examining it, enhanced and 
ongoing reflection improving the programme development or implementation, and 
single and/or organizational learning. By contrast, collective learning implies social 
processing of evaluation results and shared interpretations. The intended user’s 
learning is more limited in scope.  

Forss et al. (2002) distinguish five categories of process use, categories which 
are based on Patton’s work on process use, and link these to different information 
needs. Evaluators and commissioners will benefit from “learning to learn”, the first 
type of process use, according to the authors. “Developing networks” and 
“boosting morale”, two other categories of use, would primarily be helpful to 
evaluators. Those who furnish information will benefit from “creating shared 
understanding” and project managers would first of all gain from using evaluation 
to “strengthening the project”. Although the authors make links between specific 
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process use and actors, one could view this as an empirical question. Project 
managers and stakeholders, for example, could benefit from creating shared 
understanding. 

Factors enhancing use 
Utilization research has not only dealt with the various notions and manifestations 
of evaluation use but also the factors that affect different types of use. There are a 
great number of conditions and factors, paid attention to in the literature, affecting 
evaluation use. The list of factors includes: relevance, credibility, user involvement, 
quality of evaluation, contextual factors, to name the most common factors 
discussed in the literature (Shulha et. al. 1997). Recently, the importance of 
considering contextual factors in relation to use has been highlighted by many 
scholars.  

How use is conceptualized is also related to what is considered to be important 
factors to enhance and facilitate use. Symbolic use and credibility factors, and 
process use and contextual factors are related to each other, for example. 

Empirical studies searching for the relative importance of different factors 
affecting evaluation use have arrived at different conclusions. Cousin and 
Leithwood (1986) suggest that ‘quality’, ‘sophistication’ and ‘intensity of evaluation 
fulfilledhods’ are the most influential factors, whereas Levin (1987) has found 
contextual factors which explain evaluation use. Some studies of evaluation use 
show that evaluators working in close collaboration with stakeholders tend to 
generate more positive feedback to evaluation findings (Cousins & Earl, 1995; 
Green, 1988).38 The type of evaluation undertaken as well as the adopted role of 
the evaluator has implications for use in general and process use in particular.   

Although Forss & Samset (1999) do not explicitly discuss the use of evaluation 
systems, they pay attention to how evaluations in the context of evaluation systems 
are used or not used by development organizations while dealing with uncertainty. 
The information provided by evaluations was found to be “weak, mixed and 
routine.” The accuracy and legitimacy of the findings were weak, evaluations sent 
mixed signals because of an overload of questions leading to inconsistent and 
incoherent messages, and when diminishing pay off and programme failure become 
routine, alarm reports are considered to be normal with reduced impact. 

Apparently, in the 1990s there has been a contextual orientation in research on 
evaluation use. There are also differences among context-oriented scholars, 
primarily concerning the epistemological, political and structural (or process) 
assumptions. Guba and Lincoln (1989), advocating a constructivist approach to 
evaluation, view evaluation use as knowledge construction. From their perspective, 
evaluation use takes place in the evaluation process of constructing knowledge. 
                                                 
38 A major concern in advocacy approaches to evaluation is the risk of undesirable influences 
and bias. In other words extensive use can be related to unjustifiable influence on the evaluation. 
Some scholars suggest that collaborative approaches should be limited to formative evaluation 
(Ayers, 1987; Cousins & Earl, 1995). Other scholars, however, do not agree with such limitation 
(Fetterman, 1994). 
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Green (1990) and King (1988), inspired by Weiss (1998), draw attention to the fact 
that evaluation is embedded in specific political contexts which in turn influence 
evaluation use. Evaluations take place in administrative and political settings where 
stakeholders compete to influence the programme under scrutiny as well as the 
evaluation. Use in multi-actor contexts becomes a matter of utilizing evaluation for 
one’s own course of action or as support for collective action.  

Models to understand and examine evaluation use 
In order to understand and examine evaluation use, it is also helpful to use some 
kind of framework. The use can be understood and examined in relation to a 
political-administrative context, for example. Vedung (1997:268 ff.) refers to the 
Engineering Model for utilisation of evaluation. In this model politicians develop 
programmes and set goals. They also commission evaluation research into means. 
Evidence-based knowledge about means is used to make rational decisions. In the 
next step the decisions and programmes are implemented through a hierarchical 
implementation chain. This model is based on an assumption of a rational 
organization, and evaluation use is used instrumentally in this model as a means in a 
“goal-directed problem-solving process” (ibid: 269). 

Evaluation use can also be interpreted in the light of learning and action 
theories. According to a dominant learning theory (Devine and Hart, 1989; Vedung, 
1997:270f.), learning follows three logical steps: knowledge – attitudes – action.39 
By contrast the so-called dissonance-attribution theory assumes that the process of 
learning goes the other way around, i.e. action – attitudes – knowledge. 

Mark and Henry (2004) address the fact that shortcomings still exist in research 
on evaluation use. In their view the underlying mechanisms influencing use have 
been paid inadequate attention. Therefore they have developed a programme 
theory for evaluation itself, referred to as the theory of evaluation influence. This 
theory pays attention to “the change process through which evaluation influences 
attitudes, motivations and action”. It is their firm intention to understand the 
mechanisms which can explain changes initiated by evaluations. The theory 
assumes that a number of general mechanisms can explain evaluation influence, i.e. 
elaboration, heuristics, persuasions, justification, policy discussion, for example. 
The theory also assumes the pathways through which evaluation lead to cognitive, 
motivational and behavioural changes, on an individual, inter-personal (group) and 
organizational level. In other words they combine evaluation use with the factors or 
mechanisms that can explain evaluation influence. 

Henrik Schaumburg-Müller (2005) provides a theoretical framework for 
evaluating foreign aid from different organizational perspectives. He discusses how 
one can understand and evaluate foreign aid in general and Danida’s programmes 
and policies in particular. One of the perspectives is the rational perspective, which is 
similar to the engineering model mentioned above. This perspective is based on the 

                                                 
39 These scholars use the terms cognitive for knowledge, affective for attitudes, and conative for 
action or conduct.
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assumption of a well-informed and goal-oriented organization. Evaluation can also 
be viewed from a learning organization perspective, i.e. “a flat organization that is 
focused on learning and sees evaluation as an integrated part of its operation” 
(p.210), or a political organization perspective where stakeholders’ interests and 
power structures influence evaluation use (p.212). The institutional approach directs 
attention at norms, values, procedures, routines, etc. which matter more than 
narrowly defined results. He argues for an eclectic use of perspectives in order to 
do justice to the uses of Danida’s evaluations. 

To summarize, the theoretical discussion about what is meant by evaluation use 
and factors/conditions influencing use comprise the following shared 
understanding:  
a. evaluation use is a multidimensional concept referring to different types of use 
(conceptual, tactical etc.),  
b. many conditions and factors affect use  
c. there has been a shift towards emphasizing contextual conditions affecting use 
d. empirical research have arrived at different conclusions about which factors are 
most important for explaining use  
e. there are frameworks within which evaluation use can be interpreted 
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Annex 4. Proposed guidelines for administrative dealing with MREs and 
Joint-REsponses. 
 
Guidelines for administrative dealing with MRE (evaluations directed to the aid organisation) 
 
Step 1: A response committee is set up for each evaluation. The first decision is to 
develop or not to develop MRE in each case. If the aid organisation decides not to 
work out an MRE some of the following arguments could justify such decision: the 
evaluation is not validated, holds an unacceptable quality, findings have no 
implications, or all suggested recommendations have been implemented. A formal 
decision is taken by the committee not to develop an MRE, including the aid 
organisation’s arguments. The decision is filed together with the evaluation. If a 
decision is made to work out an MRE, the response committee then has to decide 
what kind of MRE to develop. A limited response could be reasonable when the 
evaluation has limited scope and implications, and a complete MRE in all other 
cases.  

Step 2: The committee gives a person the commission to administrate the 
dissemination of evaluation reports together with a response sheet to compile the 
following information: an assessment of evaluation quality, relevance, accuracy and 
usefulness of evaluation, agreement/disagreement to conclusions and 
recommendations and the arguments for that, suggested actions to take. The 
committee decides to whom the evaluation report and MRE sheet should be sent. 
(A limited response implies that the response is not so elaborated and the response 
sheet is sent to one or two of the most concerned.) 

Step 3: The responsible person for administrating the MRE at the aid 
organisation collect responses and brings them together into one document. The 
manager (Head) who owns the evaluation has the responsibility for developing the 
aid organisation’s draft response and the action plan (comprising responsible 
departments, persons, time plan for implementation of actions and follow-up). 
Once the “draft MRE” is developed it is disseminated for comments. The draft is 
sent to all concerned departments for comments. A decision is made whether a 
response seminar should be arranged. A MRE decision is then taken in the 
response committee and signed by the responsible Head of department. Next, the 
MRE is disseminated to those concerned together with the evaluation report.  

Step 4: The MREs are systematically linked into existing system for planning 
and decision making. The MRE and evaluation reports are published on the 
organisation’s website and filed together. 

Step 5: MREs are followed up once or twice a year. The Board (or 
corresponding body) is presented a summary report on evaluations, MREs and 
follow-up once or twice a year. The Board keeps an eye on how the response 
system works, checks system dysfunctions, standardisation effects, role conflicts, 
and requests quality controls. 
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Guidelines for administrative dealing with Joint-REs (evaluations directed to partners as well) 
 
Step 1: A joint aid organisation-partner response committee is set up for 
evaluations also directed to partners which consists of representatives from the 
most concerned and affected by the evaluation. The first decision is to develop or 
not to develop a Joint-REsponse (Joint-RE). The committee decides not to work 
out a Joint-RE when the evaluation is not validated, holds an unacceptable quality, 
findings have no implications, all suggested recommendations have been 
implemented. If this is the case a formal decision is taken by the committee not to 
develop a Joint response, including the arguments. If a Joint-RE is found 
worthwhile the most concerned aid organisation manager in dialogue with partners 
take responsibility for the next step (by giving two persons the commission to 
administrate the second step). 

Step 2: Disseminate evaluation report together with a response sheet to compile 
the following: an assessment of evaluation quality, relevance, accuracy and 
usefulness of evaluation, agreement/disagreement to conclusions and 
recommendations and the arguments for that, suggestions for actions to take. The 
committee decides to whom evaluation report and Joint-RE sheet should be sent. 

Step 3: Responsible manager for the Joint-RE at the aid organisation and the 
partners collect responses and synthesis, in collaboration, the pieces into one 
document “a draft Joint-RE”. Once the draft Joint-RE is developed it is sent back 
for comments to the responsible unit and partners. The committee decides whether 
a response seminar should be arranged. A decision is taken on the Joint-RE 
(comprising an overall assessment of evaluation, the joint-response, an action plan 
with responsible departments/ persons, time plan for implementation of actions 
and follow-up). The Joint-RE is disseminated to those concerned together with the 
evaluation report. If no consensus can be achieved without violating basic 
principles of the aid organisation, it has to use its veto and end the process and 
switch to developing its own MRE. 

Step 4: Joint-REs are systematically linked into existing organizational planning 
and decision making forums. The Joint-REs and evaluation reports are published at 
the website and filed together. 

Step 5: Joint-REs are followed up according to decisions made by the response 
committee. 
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Annex 5. Interviewees 
IFAD 
Office of Evaluation 
Ashwani Muthoo Sr. Evaluation Officer, OE, IFAD            X2 
Caroline Heider Director Evaluation Office, WFP (former deputy director 

IFAD Office of Evaluation) 
Fabrizio Felloni  Evaluation Officer (Office of Evaluation, IFAD) 
Mark Keating Evaluation Officer/Information Officer, OE, IFAD 
Michael Carbon Evaluation Officer, OE, IFAD (focus group) 
Miguel Torralba Evaluation Officer, OE, IFAD (focus group) 
Chase Palmeri Evaluation Officer (Office of Evaluation, IFAD) 
Thuy Thu Le Evaluation Officer UNIDO (Former research Analyst OE, 
Roger Slade Evaluation Team Leader (consultant) 
Roger Blench Evaluation Team Leader (Consultant) 
Elliott Hurwitz Evaluation Team Leader  
 
Programme Management Department 
Mohamed Béavogui Director, Central and Western Africa Division,  
Ides de Willebois Directors, Africa Division I 
Shyam Khadka Sr. Portfolio Officer, PMD, IFAD X 2 
Theresa Rice  Portfolio Officer, PM, IFAD 
Luigi Cuna Consultant PMD, IFAD 
Edward Heinemann PMD 
Nigel Brett  Country Portfolio Manager (Asia Division, IFAD) 
Henning Pedersen  Country Portfolio Manager, IFAD 
Youqiong Wang Country Portfolio Manager, Asia Division, IFAD 
Rasha Omar  Country Portfolio Manager, Asia Division IFAD 
Mattia Prayer Galletti Country Portfolio Manager, Asia Division IFAD 
Rossella Bartoloni Associate Country Portfolio Manager, PMD, IFAD 
Mohamed Manssouri Country Portfolio Manager (Western and Central Africa Div.) 
Abdelhamid Abdouli, CMP Near East and North Africa Division 
Sylvie Marzin CPMs Africa Division 
Hubert Boirard CPMs Africa Division 
 
Others 
Lennart Båge President IFAD 
Gunilla Olsson Head of Action Plan Secretariat  
Shantanu Mathur Technical Support 
Alessandro Meschinelli Technical Support 
Ann Uustalu  Swedish MFA 
Roy Ayariga  UWADEP project manager  
Jebun Nahar  Project manager, Micro-finance and Technical 
  Support Project 
Government Counterparts 
Hashibul Alam Government of Bangladesh 
Endah Murtiningtyas Government of Indonesia (answered by email) 
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EuropeAid 
Heads of Unit 
Mr Jean-Louis Chomel, Head of the Evaluation Unit (3 interviews). 
Mrs Dominique Dellicour, Head of unit of Governance, human rights, democracy and 
gender 
Mr John Caloghirou, Head of Unit DG DEV 
 
Evaluation managers  
Mrs. Chambel Figueiredo Evaluation Unit of the EuropeAid Co-operation Office 
Mrs. Kusina-Pycinska  Evaluation Unit of the EuropeAid Co-operation Office 
Mr. Hicham Daoudi  Evaluation Unit of the EuropeAid Co-operation Office
 
Programme officers and evaluators 
Mrs. Daniela Concina,  International Relations Officer at DEV/E2 
Mr. Gianluca Azzoni,  EuropeAid, Quality Management Officer ,AIDCO/E6  
Mr. Guido Carrara,  International Relations Officer, DEV/D2  
Pierre Lejeune  AidCo (A/01) 
Stefan Schleuning  Aid Co (A/02) 
Fredrik Svedäng Relex (E/01) 
Steve Bullock Relex 
Roger Short Team leader of evaluation 
Mr Tangay de Biolley,  Team-leader of evaluation 
Mr Odoardo Como,  a desk officer from AidCo C/3   
Mr Peter Ashton  programme managers at the Delegation in Trinidad-Tobago 
Mrs Tehri Karvinen,  programme managers at the Delegation in Trinidad-Tobago 
Mr Stylianos Christopoulos DG DEV responsible officer for coordinating FC  
Mr Jose Soler,  International Aid/cooperation officer AIDCO/C2 
Mr Gaeteno Viti,  Desk officer AIDCO 
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Sida 
Bengt Ekman Chief-controller  
Ann-Marie Fallenius Former Head of UTV  
Bo Göransson Former Director General  
Eva Lithman Head of UTV  
Stefan Molund  UTV  
Bengt Ekman  Chief Controller  
John Weeks  Evaluation team leader, SOUS  
Bertil Odén  Swedish Embassy, Tanzania  
Maria Stridsman,  Swedish Embassy, Kenya  
Marianne Kronberg,  AFRA  
   
Bengt Ekman Chief Controller  
Gun Eriksson-Skoog UTV  
Åsa Bjällås, NATUR  
Kjell Havnevik Evaluation team leader, SLU  
Mikael Söderbeck  INEC  
    
Frederik Frisell Programme  officer  
Ove Klevemark Practical Solidarity  
Lennart Peck Evaluator  
Kerstin Nordvaller Controller  
    
* Yasmin Zaveri-Roi  Programme  officer   
* Renu Khanna  Evaluation team leader   
* Satyajit Bhattacharya Coordinator, RCH network  
Owe Andersson Embassy counsellor  
    
Teresa Rovira  RELA 
Göran Holmqvist  Head of RELA  
Marie-Louise Bruselius SEKA  
Ulrika Modén  Diakonia  
Peter Ottoson Diakonia  
Anna Tibblin, Evaluator, Context  
   
Rolf Samuelsson,  NATUR, Embassy Vietnam   
Jerker Thunberg, Head of NATUR  
Ola Möller,  Swedish Embassy Vietnam  
Claes Lindahl, Team leader for the evaluation  
   
Stefan Molund UTV  
Gun Eriksson-Skoog UTV  
Stefan Dahlgren UTV  
Joakim Molander UTV  
    
 
Ann Stödberg Embassy counsellor  
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Per Lundell Embassy counsellor  
    
Karin Ringberg Controller  
Anders Öhrnström Controller  
    
Ylva Tärnby Head of unit  
Anders Hedlund Head of unit  
    
Per Svensson Programme  officer  
Karin Metell-Cueva Programme  officer  
Johanna Palmberg Programme  officer  
M. Hägg-Liljeström Programme  officer  
Elinor Ekman Programme  officer  
 
* Interview questions distributed and answered by e-mail 
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Evaluation Reports at Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research 

1. Hanberger, Anders (1999) www.infomedica.nu. Slutrapport från utvärderingen av det 
medicinska informationssystemet InfoMedica. (www.infomedica.nu. Final report from the 
evaluation of the medical information system InfoMedica.) Evaluation Reports No 1. 
Umeå: Umeå University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research. 

2. Björklund, Jan (1999) Förstudie inför utvärderingen av Svenska institutets Östeuropa 
verksamhet. (Prestudy for the evaluation of the Eastern Europe activities carried out 
by the Swedish Institute.) Evaluation Reports No 2. Umeå: Umeå University, Umeå 
Centre for Evaluation Research. 

3. Segerholm, Christina (1999) Utvärdering – att styra och styras. En granskning av 
Högskoleverkets utvärdering 1996 av de medellånga vårdutbildningarna. (Evaluation – to 
govern and to be governed. An examination of the evaluation in 1996 of the care 
and nursing programs in higher education carried out by The National Agency for 
Higher Education.) Evaluation Reports No 3. Umeå: Umeå University, Umeå 
Centre for Evaluation Research. 

4. Hanberger, Anders et al. (2000) Korttidsvårdens framtid. Slutrapport från utvärdering av 
försök med korttidsvård i Luleå. (The future for short-term care. Final report from the 
evaluation of experimental work with short-term care in Luleå.) Evaluation Reports 
No 4. Umeå: Umeå University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research. 

5. Hanberger, Anders et al. (2000) Rehabilitering i hemmet. Slutrapport från utvärderingen 
av primärvårdens försök med ”hemrehab” i Luleå. (Rehabilitation at home. Final report 
from the evaluation of experimental work with rehabilitation at home in Luleå.) 
Evaluation Reports No 5. Umeå: Umeå University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation 
Research. 

6. Schild, Ingrid & Hanberger, Anders (2000) Industrial research schools – a real-time 
evaluation of the Swedish Knowledge Foundation’s research school programme. Evaluation 
Reports No 6. Umeå: Umeå University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research. 

7. Hanberger, Anders, Schild, Ingrid & Hamilton, David (2001) Academy – Industry 
collaboration. A mid-term evaluation of the KK-Foundation’s knowledge exchange programme. 
Evaluation Reports No 7. Umeå: Umeå University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation 
Research. 

  



 

8. Lindqvist, Rafael & Nylén, Ulrica (2002) Bassjukvårdsförsöket. Slutrapport från 
utvärdering av försöksverksamhet med lokal vård, omsorg och social service i fem Västerbottens-
kommuner. (Final report from the evaluation concerning the development of locally 
based health care and social services.) Evaluation Reports No 8. Umeå. Umeå 
University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research. 

9. Segerholm, Christina (2002) Kunskapslyft och vuxenutbildning. Slutrapport av en treårig 
utvärdering i Umeå kommun. (The national adult education initiative. Final report from 
an evaluation in the Municipality of Umeå.) Evaluation Reports No 9. Umeå: Umeå 
University, Umeå Center for Evaluation Research. 

10. Hanberger, Anders et al. (2002) Lokala investeringsprogram – en förstudie inför 
utvärderingen. (Pre-study for the evaluation of Local investmentprogram.) Evaluation 
Reports No 10. Umeå: Umeå University, Umeå Center for Evaluation Research. 

11. Wågman, Leif & Strangert, Bo (2002) Utvärdering av försök med arbetstidsförkortning 
och ökad sysselsättningsgrad. (Evaluation of an Effort with Reduced Working Hours 
and with Increased Level of Employment) Evaluation Report No 11. Umeå: Umeå 
University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research. 

12. Berglund, Elisabet & Hanberger, Anders (2003) LIP och lokalt miljöarbete. En 
jämförande studie mellan kommuner som fått och inte fått statligt investeringsstöd. (Evaluation 
of a national investment-program for local sustainable development with focus on 
environmental work.) Evaluation Report No 12. Umeå: Umeå University, Umeå 
Centre for Evaluation Research. 

13. Dahlgren, Lena & Hanberger, Anders (2003) Kommunala avtryck – en utvärdering 
av Svenska Kommunförbundets FoU-råds forsknings- och utvecklingsverksamhet (Evaluation 
of the Swedish Association of Local Authorities R & D activities). Evaluation 
Report No 13. Umeå: Umeå University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research. 

14. Gisselberg, Kjell, Ottander, Christina & Hanberger, Anders (2003) NOT-
projektet 1999-2003 – en utvärdering. (Evaluation of a project fostering science and 
technology in Swedish schools). Evaluation Report No 14. Umeå: Umeå 
University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research. 

15. Sköllerhorn, Erland & Hanberger, Anders (2004) LIP och lokalt miljöarbete – en 
fördjupad studie av sju kommuner. (Local investment program for local environmental 
work – a thorough evaluation in seven municipalities). Evaluation Report No 15. 
Umeå: Umeå University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research. 

 



 

16. Forsberg, Björn (2005) I skuggan av lokala investeringsprogrammet – kommunerna som 
inte beviljades stöd samt synen på staten i LIP:s efterföljd. (In the Shade of the Investment 
Programme – The municipalities that have not been granted support). Evaluation 
Report No 16. Umeå: Umeå University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research. 

17. Hanberger, Anders & Gisselberg, Kjell (2006) Sida´s Management Response System. 
Evaluation Reports No 17. Umeå: Umeå University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation 
Research. 

18. Mårald, Gunilla & Westerberg, Pernilla (2006) Nätuniversitetets studentnytta - 
slutrapport I från en 3-årig utvärdering. Evaluation Reports No 18. Umeå: Umeå 
University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research. 

19. Westerberg, Pernilla & Mårald, Gunilla (2006) Attityder till och erfarenheter av 
Nätuniversitetets IT-stödda distansutbildningar hos studenter, lärare och prefekter 2003-2006 - 
slutrapport II från en 3-årig utvärdering. Evaluation Reports No 19. Umeå: Umeå 
University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research. 

20. Forsberg, Björn (2007) Hållbarhetens lokala horisont. Forskning om kommunernas 
arbete med miljö och hållbar utveckling. Evaluation Reports No 20. Umeå: Umeå 
University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research. 

21. Hansson, Johan (2007) Utvärdering av Jobba friskt.  Slutrapport 2007. Evaluation 
Reports No 21. Umeå: Umeå University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research. 

22. Fahlén, Josef & Forsberg, Björn (2008) Näridrott i skolmiljö, etapp 2. En utvärdering 
av användningen av Tegs Näridrottsplats i Umeå. Evaluation Reports No 22. Umeå: 
Umeå University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research. 

23. Hanberger, Anders & Gisselberg, Kjell (2008) IFAD’s, EuropeAid’s and Sida’s 
Management Response System – a comparison of the systems’ design and practice. Evaluation 
Reports No 23. Umeå: Umeå University, Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research. 

 

 



IFAD’s, EuropeAid’s and Sida’s 
Management Response System

For all evaluations initiated and monitored by IFAD’s, 
EuropeAid’s and Sida’s evaluation unit a Management REsponse 
(MRE) should be compiled. This study looks into how the 
response systems work in theory and practice. One conclusion 
drawn from this study is that there is a gap between how the 
MRE-systems are intended to work and how they actual 
contribute to achieving the objectives. Factors explaining this 
gap are bad timing of  evaluation in relation to the policy process, 
insufficient resources and time set off  and few persons actively 
involved, for example.

A number of  MRE-documents compiled for evaluations have 
been assessed according to criteria developed for this study. 
Although there are a few MRE-documents that hold high 
quality, that is, they are informative and unambiguous this study 
indicates that a majority of  the MRE-documents are not. The 
evaluation recommends developing the instructions for compi-
ling the management response document to match different 
evaluations. A revision and development of  the instructions 
could be an effective measure to improve the response systems 
and to avoid unnecessary work. The report provides examples 
of  how the response documents could be developed.

The Swedish Agency for Development Evaluation (SADEV) 
and Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research (UCER) have in a 
cooperation project carried out case studies of  IFAD’s, 
EuropeAid’s and Sida’s MRE-systems. UCER has in this 
synthesis report compared the three response systems. 
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