


Results Based Management (RBM) in Finland's Development Policy – Managing for Sustainable Development Results - Guiding Document	Comment by Author: Overall, very good to see the positive developments that have taken place since the 2015 guidance. The emphasis on the value of simplicity, flexibility, fit-for-purpose approaches and adaptiveness in RBM are most welcome and reflect the Ministry’s good understanding on the need to adjust to the realities of complex operational contexts.
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Background


Results based management (RBM) in development cooperation has been at the core of the international development policy since the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (2005), where managing for results was agreed as one key element of effective development cooperation. The latest international understanding is from 2019 when the OECD Development Assistance Committee adopted Guiding Principles for Management for Sustainable Development Results. 

Finland has paid increasing importance to this topic since the 2012.  After two Action Plans (2012-2014 and 2016-2018) as well as management decisions based on related strategic evaluations (2011 and 2015), a first generation of project and policy channel RBM practices were developed, a Guiding Document approved in 2015 and development policy level RBM system set up. A clear threshold was achieved in 2018. It was possible for the first time to present a comprehensive Results Report of Finland’s Development Cooperation that was based on reliable data and information on inputs and aggregated results across countries and aid modalities per priority area - as well as conclusions on the basis of their analysis.  

Then, the results reform was integrated into the development cooperation management reform KETTU[footnoteRef:2], with a clear focus on strategic leadership at the comprehensive/corporate level.  [2:  Kehitysyhteistyön toimintatapauudistus] 

Finland’s development policy decisions aims to be informed by results knowledge, understood as data, information and experience (so called tacit knowledge) combined. This has also been in line with the most recent relevant strategic evaluation in 2019, on knowledge management. 


[bookmark: _Toc92897810]Purpose 	Comment by Author: Clarity is needed about how this relates to MFA's multiple funding mechanisms. For example how this relates to INGOs and other partners- will this be brought to action in separate funding instruments and agreements?

This paper is an outcome of the reform work done since the 2015 Guidance note. Its purpose is to update the basic definitions, objectives and principles of RBM to reflect the adopted reforms as well as the OECD/DAC Guiding Principles for Management for Sustainable Development Results. It also clarifies Finland’s approach in some challenges that have been highlighted in recent evaluations, such as to manage adaptiveness in fragile contexts. 	Comment by Author: Tässä olisi hyvä selkeästi mainita, että ilmeisesti viitataan hauraiden maiden evaluointiin. Muussa tapauksessa on AM:n yhteydessä parempi viitata kompleksisuuteen (ei haurauteen). 
 
Lisäksi koskien kompleksisuuden käsittelyä ohjeistuksessa, erit. kohdissa missä käsitellään tulostavoitteita, olisi hyvä puhua kompleksisesta muutoksesta (tai muutosprosesseista/-tavoitteista) JA kompleksisesta kontekstista (ei vain kompleksisesta kontekstista). 

This paper provides a common framework and basic guidance for measures to further strengthen management for results in Finland’s development cooperation. 

Its purpose is also to outline the theory of change approach, which Finland has started using in its development cooperation. The paper also includes a description of how Development cooperation risk management policy contributes to effective result management. 	Comment by Author: Jos tulkitsemme tätä muotoilua oikein, tässä uudessa ohjeistuksessa tulosperustaisen lähestymistavan painotus muuttuu tulosketjulähestymistavasta (”result chain approach”) muutosteorialähestymistapaan (”theory of change approach”). Olisi hyvä, että ohjeistuksessa avattaisiin tätä painotuksen muutosta ja sen seurauksia. 
 

This guidance takes effect immediately upon its publication. It is applied in the planning of all new aid interventions, development cooperation modalities and at corporate level. More specific guidance and tools are provided in various manuals and tools, including in the KETTU work space. 	Comment by Author: Guidance on what - RBM in practice? Also for partners like NGOs and private sector?	Comment by Author: This and the reference to the KETTU guidance note (pp. 10) below seem to be internal aspects to the MFA. If the target group of the policy will include partners and organizations funded via different instruments, these will not likely be understood by external readers. Hence, good to be clear on these (or to leave purely internal references out)
	Comment by Author: What is expected from CSOs, private investments? 
Ministry’s staff and partners apply this general guidance according to their capacities and by using the Ministry’s advisor services. 

[bookmark: _Toc92897811]PART I: Results Based Management aims for better results - Concepts

[bookmark: _Toc92897812]What is Results Based Management in Development Cooperation? 

The RBM concept is often used as a name for an organizational management approach, common in public sector organizations, by which is usually meant that all actors in the organization should ensure that their processes, products and services contribute to the achievement of the agreed results objectives and targets. 

The Finnish government manages its administration through RBM.[footnoteRef:3] This is coordinated through the Ministry of Finance, which emphasizes the role of RBM to ensure a balance between available resources and achievable results while developing the quality and economic efficiency of the services provided. RBM is seen as a mechanism to ensure the political objectives of the government are implemented through set objectives and budgets and constant dialogue between the leadership and the administration staff.  [3:  https://vm.fi/ohjausjarjestelmat] 

 
In development cooperation and policy, a public policy field of the Finnish government, this is also true. Ensuring the right amount of resources are put for the policy objectives in high quality and efficient manner, is a key element in development policy management. However, the key emphasis in Finland’s development policy RBM is on effectiveness.. As development policy aims to achieve intended changes that translate into long term positive impacts, RBM supports knowledge based decisions to maximize the contribution to the intended change. This entails including result and effectiveness knowledge in decision-making concerning resources, but also concerning the approaches or practices utilized and partnerships selected. In Finland, several governments have emphasized the need to further develop the result focus of Finland’s development cooperation. 	Comment by Author: This could be still clarified a bit. What is main purpose of selecting the RBM as approach?  Is learning and/or accountability key drivers for it?	Comment by Author: What is the definition of effectiveness? E.g. achieving maximum impact with the resources available? Assumably the main reference point is the OECD-DAC evaluation criteria – however, it would be useful to clarify key concepts.	Comment by Author: "without causing unintended negative effects in short or long term" could be added here in line with do no harm.	Comment by Author: Supports strategic decision-making too? 
Internationally, managing and focusing on results in development policy has been described as follows: “Managing for results means managing and implementing aid in a way that focuses on the desired results and uses information to improve decision making.”[footnoteRef:4]   [4:  The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, 2015 ] 


A key focus is that actors in development organizations know the expected contribution to the desired change and, use information, evidence and knowledge on for achievingved results. Information, evidence and knowledge is, collected through monitoring and evaluation, dialogue and analysis, and it informs to inform decision making on during (and after the implementation for) the design, resourcing and delivery of programs and activities or development policy and organisation. The focus on results supports also learning of staff and the organization and is important for accountability and communication purposes. 	Comment by Author: This raises a key question of how focus on results supports learning. Could be rephrased in a way that learning is seen as important as accountability in RBM.

In Finland’s development policy Results Based Management is seen as an overall concept that involves shifting management approach away from focusing on inputs, activities and processes to focusing more on the desired results. 	Comment by Author: Maybe specify "longer lasting results" this can be long-term outcomes and impact.


Results Based Management in development cooperation is simultaneously: 

· An organizational management approach, based on a set of principles;
· An approach utilizing results based tools for planning, monitoring and evaluating the performance of development projects and programs. 

There are various ways to implement results based management in development policy, also various schools of thought, concepts and practices. Management for results, Management for sustainable development results, Adaptive management, Outcome Mapping or Doing Development Differently (and other) are all simultaneously used by various development actors. 	Comment by Author: Below sections introduces very important "line of thinking" that bring the RBM the much required "space" for meaningful implementation. However, these concepts are from very different levels. E.g. Outcome mapping can be understood as a very specific methods. It is thus an application of adaptive management and DDD that is codified with practical guide and application for 20 years behind it. 

Management for results is currently seen in the light that it reflects some of the earlier approaches of many development actors – quantitative results, aggregation and attribution for accountability or communication purposes etc. 

Management for Sustainable Results (MfSDR) is the current overall concept, highlighting the Agenda 2030 as a collective result framework of the international community. It also emphasizes learning from results as well as directing on the basis of result information, and thus puts its emphasis on improving effectiveness rather than – or in addition to - accountability to the public. Additionally, creating a result culture and setting up only necessary mechanisms for managing for results, are emphasized. The MfSDR can be seen as a reaction to criticism on some of the (earlier) MfR/RBM approaches. It encompasses some elements of such schools of thought that are more clearly alternatives or reforms of the previous RBM  approaches. 

Adapative management is seen especially crucial in complex and fragile contexts, where an important share of development policy is implemented these days. It highlights the need to modify and direct implementation throughout an intervention in frequently alternating situations. This is done on the basis of knowledge created on results, assumptions or risks. Adaptive management approach emphasizes and accepts the uncertainties in any planning from the outset. “Theories” of change, “assumptions”, “political economic analyses”, MEL plans to capture learning along the programme are all tools that highlight and acknowledge this uncertainty. 

Outcome mapping as a management approach highlights the limited spheres of control and influence of any development actor has to the issues that are in its sphere of interest. It understands results thus always as a contribution. It also highlights qualitative information through benchmarks (rather than quantitative indicators/measurements) and monitoring of actions of identified boundary partners. 	Comment by Author: Ehdottaisimme vaihtoehtoista kuvausta, jolla OMn perusajatukset tulisivat paremmin esiin: “Outcome mapping (OM) is oriented towards social transformation. It highlights interrelation of the actors in complex social systems and provides a set of participatory tools to design and gather information on the outcomes, defined as behavioural changes, of the change process. It helps a project or program learn about its influence on the progression of change in their direct partners and adaptively manage variations in strategies to bring about desired outcomes. OM puts people and learning at the centre of development and accepts unanticipated changes as potential for innovation.”


Doing Development Differently aims most clearly at countering an existing/the previous RBM culture in development policy. It highlights adaptability, flexibility, trust to partners and in some interpretations brings attention back to inputs, as it is often used by international development actors who emphasise their role as supporting and financing their partners, who manage for results themselves. 
 
Finland does not define what school of thought or RBM approach its partners should utilize, but it encourages and supports a result culture that supports the effectiveness of development policy. In this document, it highlights the approach it uses at the MFA of Finland. 	Comment by Author: Hyvä, ettei yleisohje lähde tiukasti rajaamaan UM:n yhteistyökumppaneiden tulosperustaisuuden lähestymistapoja.	Comment by Author: What will this mean in practice? Currently CSOs are required to submit theory of chain and a logframe. Are these considered compulsory also for adaptive management, outcome mapping and doing development differently approaches? Can they be adapted to these approaches?

[bookmark: _Toc92897813]What is a Result? 

In general, a result is something that arises as a consequence. UNDP defines results as “changes in a state or a condition that derive from a cause-and-effect relationship[footnoteRef:5].”  It is important to note that changes can be intended and unintended as well as positive or negative. In development cooperation and policy the aim is to achieve intended “changes” that ultimately translate into long term positive impacts related to reduction of poverty or in improvements of lives of men, women and children.  	Comment by Author: Incomplete sentence.	Comment by Author: In the spirit of leaving no one behind you might want to check that the terminology is consistently inclusive to all genders. Here maybe "men, women, gender-diverse, and children"? 	Comment by Author: ...and do not cause harm or any unintended negative effects in short or long term. (this would be a good clarification of the earlier point that our work can also have unintended effects, and those effects may be positive or negative.) [5:  United Nations Development Group RBM Handbook, 2011.] 


Results can be direct outputs resulting from the inputs, or outcomes and impacts to which the inputs and their outputs contributed. The OECD/DAC defines outputs, outcomes and impact as three different levels of results.[footnoteRef:6]  [6:  Glossary of Key terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management”. OECD/DAC, 2010. Note, this is under revision. ] 


The focus on results is on all three levels of results, but in reality, the intention of RBM is to focus on outcome results especially and to seek strengthening their contribution to the desired impact. 

[image: resultschain_new_3004]
Source: RBM in Finland’s development cooperation – Guidelines, MFA, 2015

The challenge with this result chain approach is the linearity of the results, which in many sectors and contexts is far from the reality. To address this, more adaptive approaches have been established. They use a variety of tools. For instance, a theory of change (see below) acknowledges more clearly that other matters should occur for this linearity to take place. 

In any case, the three layered understanding of results is useful. Outputs are results that are directly linked and attributable to the development actor’s actions, eg. the project. These in an Outcome Mapping approach are understood to be in the sphere of control of the development actor(s) concerned. The outcomes (defined as behaviour changes in key actors the intervention works with), however, are - in addition to the direct effects of the project - also a consequence of factors beyond the control of the development actor(s), i.e. the outputs contribute to an outcome. They are, in the sphere of influence. This is even more so in the case of impacts. Impacts are also a consequence of many other factors than those that the development actors  can directly control or even influence, although they are the intended, desired change, the ultimate objective of the development actor(s), and thus in the sphere of interest. Those factors that are external to a project and may have an effect on the output – outcome – impact linkages need to be taken into consideration when setting results objectives and targets. In a theory of change, they are named as assumptions or risks. 	Comment by Author: Maybe should not limit this section to just "outcome mapping". Even good old strict RBM approach had the spheres of control.	Comment by Author: .. and during the intervention in readiness for adaptation. 

[image: ]


[bookmark: _Toc92897814]What is the link between RBM and other approaches or guidance? 	Comment by Author: Does the MFA have an approach or guidance related to Accountability to Affected Populations (AAP). Would it be relevant to also make connections between RBM and AAP?
[bookmark: _Toc92897815]Human rights based approach (HRBA) 

Finland considers the HRBA and the RBM complementary and compatible. There is no inherent conflict between rights-based and results-based approaches when their roles and relationships are clear and potential tensions kept in mind during application.[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  See for instance, Theresa Albero ’A Human Rights-and Results-Based Management Approach to United Nations Development Cooperation at the Country Level’ (2015), OHCHR. ] 


While the HRBA is a framework that helps to define the actual result objectives, i.e. its content (the ‘what’), and the process through which the results are achieved (‘the how’), RBM is an organizational management approach and process that helps to reach desired results, improve their effectiveness and report them. The aim of HRBA is to both to strengthen and further the realization of human rights in terms of expected development results and to place the focus on how we are doing development (the process of development). 

When the content of the interventions are planned a human rights assessment should be conducted either independently or as a reinforcing part of a broader context analysis. An HRBA assessment should identify root causes of development problems and systemic patterns of discrimination; help to define who owes what obligations to whom, especially with regard to the root causes identified; and to identify the interventions needed to build right-holders’ capacities and improve duty-bearers’ performance. This should guide the translation of the assessment into concrete impact, outcome and output objectives.  

HRBA can thus be seen as constituting a broad framework for the Theory of Change. The top of the ToC, as identified by the UN Common Understanding on HRBA, is then the “realization of human rights as laid down in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and other international human rights instruments”. In other words, the overall impact should focus on the needed changes in the realization of human rights or in the quality of life and should place the human being at the center of development. 

The intermediate results (the outcomes) should be defined as a change in the capacity and performance of the duty-bearer and/or the rights-holders. The outputs, in turn, relate to those results, which jointly can be seen as elements of improved capacity and performance, such as various goods and services, products, systems, knowledge, motivation etc. 

In setting the expected results, it is recommended to use the rights- and sector-specific quality criteria (such as accessibility, acceptability, availability, affordability and quality) elaborated by international and regional human rights mechanisms.[footnoteRef:8] The Human Rights mechanisms also provide recommendations on how human rights can be strengthened in a specific country: these should be utilized when setting targets for development interventions in a specific context.  [8:  It has to be noted, however, that this kind of quality criteria is in most cases are only applicable in relation to ESC rights and has to be interpreted specifically for each human right (for instance the definition of “adequacy” for the right to adequate food or the right to adequate housing has to be based on more detailed standards elaborated by the Human Rights mechanisms).] 


Furthermore, the SDG framework may be useful when formulating objectives. The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development strongly reflects human rights principles and standards: it links most SDGs directly with the relevant human rights provisions and in many other cases progress in the SDGs can serve as a proxy for the related human rights[footnoteRef:9].   [9:  https://www.humanrights.dk/tools/sdg-human-rights-data-explorer ] 


Outcomes can also be advocacy -related. This may be the case in institutional, legislative or behavioral changes related to politically sensitive or difficult areas. For instance, where a specific group may be subject to structural or systematic discrimination and exposed to certain vulnerabilities. In such cases, an attempt should be made to define realistic intermediate results such as “the increased recognition of the problem by the government”, “the inclusion of the issue on the political debate or agenda” or “the increased involvement of civil society actors on the issue”. It should also be noted that, ‘a result’ can be defined not only as a change but also as the prevention of a negative change, when it operates to prevent the deterioration of compliance with international human rights standards.

In sum, HRBA can support the creation of a good result framework for RBM and - vice versa - having a human rights based result framework support the implementation of a human rights based development policy. 	Comment by Author: This below graph is great. 

[image: ]
(MFA of Finland. An example of how HRBA can be integrated in a results chain) 

[bookmark: _Toc92897816]Quality assurance
Finland has defined ten quality criteria for development cooperation. They are the basis for centralized quality assurance and decentralized quality management across the development policy management of the MFA. Assessing quality is not straightforward task. Quality criteria provides a gateway to more in-depth analysis and the best quality assurance can be achieved when criteria are pollinated. For example, effectiveness is assessed in connection with the administrative model of the project and the clarity of objectives.
The Quality Assurance (QA) Group of the MFA ensures compatibility of projects and programmes with Finland’s development policies and requirements for quality assurance. The QA Group assesses the basic solutions made when planning an intervention, ensuring that the result based targets of the intervention are appropriate (relevance), sustainable (sustainability) and that they can be reached (effectiveness). It also assesses the cost effectiveness of the intervention's activities and outcomes (efficiency). Project documents must include a framework / theory of change for results-based management that includes expected outputs, outcomes and impacts and the means for measuring progress. 	Comment by Author: Ei koske ohjelmatuki-instrumenttia. Hankedokumentaatiota ei jaeta UMn kanssa. 
All new projects and programmes must also answer a checklist of questions on how they contribute to gender equality, reducing inequality and climate sustainability. The requirements are same for all partners.	Comment by Author: Ollaanko aiemmat erilliset tavoitteet climate resilience ja low carbon emission yhdistämässä yhdeksi läpileikkaavaksi tavoitteeksi climate sustainability?	Comment by Author: Mitä tämä tarkoittaa? Ohjelmatuki-instrumentin alla ei jaeta muuta hanketason tietoa kuin DAC-suunnitelmassa lyhyt hankekuvaus.	Comment by Author: Similarly to the comment made above on effectiveness, it would be useful to define these quality criteria more clearly (especially in relation to what they mean in this context). If and when the OECD DAC criteria is the reference point for most of them, it would be useful to make it clear. The others might need further clarification or a reference to other relevant documentation of the Ministry?
Finland’s ten quality criteria are based on and directly interlinked with RBM and effectiveness principles. [bookmark: _Toc92897817]The Quality Criteria of Finland’s Development Policy
1. Administrative and legal minimum criteria of the MFA of Finland
2. Broad ownership
3. Relevance
4. Coherence
5. Effectiveness
6. Efficiency
7. Impact
8. Sustainability
9. Transparency and mutual accountability
10. Economic and institutional feasibility

Their application is defined prior to decision-making and during implementation per main cooperation modality at KETTU guidance notes, the so called quality matrices. 

[bookmark: _Toc92897818]Risk management 

Risk management is an essential part of MFA’s performance management system. It enables systematic identification, assessment, and management of factors that may threaten the achievement of Finland´s Development Policy goals. Risk management is embedded into the regular planning, management, and operational processes, guided by the MFA´s risk management policy 2020[footnoteRef:10]. Specific instructions steer risk management in particular risk areas, including information and cyber security, personnel risks, and development cooperation.  [10:  Ulkoministeriön riskienhallintapolitiikka 09.10.2020] 


Risk management is a mandatory function. The annual activity report on operations of a state agency must include an assessment of the appropriateness and adequacy of the internal control and the risk management.[footnoteRef:11] Furthermore, state agencies are recommended to apply international standards[footnoteRef:12] and Government’s risk management framework[footnoteRef:13]. The Development Cooperation Risk Management Policy 2021[footnoteRef:14] defines the purpose, principles, responsibilities, and operating model for risk management and applies to all operations ministry is responsible. It fulfills the mandatory function of risk management and aligns with international commitments and best practices for development cooperation[footnoteRef:15]. [11:  State Budget Decree 1243/1992]  [12:  ISO31000]  [13:  https://vm.fi/documents/10623/21717469/suositus+valtionhallinnon+riskienhallintapolitiikkamallista.pdf/9a4ca10d-74db-f747-63ec-4668556b2aef/suositus+valtionhallinnon+riskienhallintapolitiikkamallista.pdf?t=1585910689000 ]  [14:  Kehitysyhteistyön riskienhallintapolitiikka 8.6.2021]  [15:  OECD etc.] 


The operating model for risk management applies to the entire life cycle of development cooperation. At the strategic level, the ministry will decide which risks are acceptable and how risk management is organized. Strategic directions will steer the selection of appropriate implementation channels and the choice of partners. All units will identify the most significant internal and external risks during the operational planning stage and consider mitigation measures. The risk assessment will contribute to the risk management plans, which are mandatory for all financing decisions. During the implementation stage, risk monitoring and reporting are an integral part of adaptive result management. 	Comment by Author: Ulottuuko tämä päätäntävalta myös ohjelmatukijärjestöjen riskienhallintajärjestelmiin myönnetyn tuen osalta? Tuleeko tästä järjestöille tehtäväksi yhdenmukaistaa riskienhallintajärjestelmiä ja arviointikriteereitä UM:n ohjeistuksen mukaisesti? 

MFA will monitor and report risks on a regular basis, and, if necessary, revise the risk analysis and management plans. Reporting on materialized risks and near misses contribute to annual reporting and continuous learning and improvement of risk management practices for development cooperation.	Comment by Author: The risk management approach could also make note of our responsibility to assess, monitor and mitigate risks of unintended negative effects to the communities targeted by development programs, in line with Do No Harm principle. This includes potential harm to individuals' safety, security and dignity, the environment, local markets, conflict dynamics, gender relations... not necessary to go into detail, but just to recognize that risk management should go beyond the risks to development actors and their ability to reach their objectives.

[bookmark: _Toc92897819]Evaluation	Comment by Author: Tämä arviointia koskeva osuus olisi hyvä päivittää ajantasaiseksi. Olisi hyvä ainakin huomioida ulkopuolisen riippumattoman arvioinnin rinnalla myös muita arvioinnin menetelmiä sekä työkaluja (esim. itsearviointi, kehittävä arviointi), etenkin kun oppiminen mainitaan tässä osuudessa ja muualla ohjeistuksessa. Lisäksi ohjeistuksessa olisi hyvä mainita arviointi etämenetelmin pandemiatilanteen jatkuessa ja työtapojen vakiintuessa online-ympäristöön.

Evaluation is an essential part of results-based management and steering towards results. It produces one type of evidence used for management, namely independent and impartial information on the merit and worth of interventions or policies. It typically examines progress made or any results and impacts achieved, effectiveness and efficiency of interventions as well as their relevance, coherence and sustainability.[footnoteRef:16]  [16:  For the OECD DAC evaluation criteria and their application see:  https://www.oecd.org/publications/applying-evaluation-criteria-thoughtfully-543e84ed-en.htm ] 


Evaluation is an essential step in the RBM cycle. Evaluations are a critical management tool for achieving better results, and a quality assurance tool during the RBM process cycle. Evaluation often take place during mid-term and/or at the end of a programme phase. Evaluations have three functions: 1) programme improvement, 2) accountability and 3) organizational learning. In addition, evaluations serve evidence-informed advocacy and policy dialogue activities. 
Evaluation and result management are complementary yet distinct functions. They both support learning and management for best possible results and effectiveness. Results-based management draws on many sources of results information and evidence, evaluations being one.    

Evaluation is an external, triangulated and methodologically sound impartial assessment conducted by evaluation experts.  Evaluations also draw on the results-based management system of the organization including information and evidence on theories of change, result frameworks, results monitoring and reporting and management information systems.
 
[bookmark: _Toc92897820]PART II: Guiding Principles for MfSDR	Comment by Author: Would be good to clarify the difference of adhering to these principles while leaving the use of RBM approach open as stated earlier 


Finland’s development policy endorses the OECD/DAC Guiding Principles for Management for Sustainable Development Results (2019)[footnoteRef:17]. They are meant to serve as a reference point to DAC members and development actors more widely while they develop result based approaches fit for the Agenda 2030. It is expected, that through applying these principles, development actors contribute better to sustainable development results and collaborative approaches. Applying the principles should lead to more harmonized results systems and thus ease the burden on partners to provide result data and information.   [17:  https://www.oecd.org/publications/managing-for-sustainable-development-results-44a288bc-en.htm ] 


[bookmark: _Toc92897821]Principle 1: Support sustainable development results and desired change 
MfSDR approaches should maximize the impact of efforts towards achieving social, economic and environmentally sustainable development that leaves no one behind. Key elements of this principle include focus on sustainable development outcomes, seeing Agenda 2030 as whole (SDGs and LNOB and linked with the Paris Agreement on Climate Change), utilizing SDG aligned indicators as well as supporting coherent, cross-sectoral, cross-disciplinary approaches in line with the integrated nature of the SDGs.

· For Finland, this principle means understanding the systemic nature of results and ensuring interlinkages between its priority area theories of change, linking its human-right-based development policy objectives with the SDG targets, monitoring with SDG aligned indicators and disaggregating result data with gender, age and disability, to ensure LNOB. 
  
[bookmark: _Toc92897822]Principle 2: Adapt to context
MfSDR systems, methods and approaches should be flexible to allow for tailoring to different operational contexts, modalities of engagement and types of partnerships. A key element of this principle is recognition of context specificity and rapidly evolving situations. Other key elements are the balance between compliance with internal requirements and local relevance, focus on long-term outcomes with flexibility to adjust and possibly iterative methodologies in very complex situations. Flexibility does not mean vagueness, however, as the principle emphasizes documentation to monitor progress and facilitate learning. 	Comment by Author: Below seems to miss this point about iterative approaches

· For Finland, this principle means a culture where context analysis is done systematically using a variety of methods, risk analysis is updated regularly and scenarios are drawn to support policy decisions. Thus, pathways of change are understood as theories based on best understanding of the context and how change could take place through Finland’s contribution, where collective analysis of factors behind effectiveness is continuous and where acceptance or even expectance of adjustment is prominent.    	Comment by Author: Olisi hyvä korostaa eri toiminta- ja lähestymistapojen mukauttamista ja adaptaatiota , ettei "adapt to context" -periaate jää vain kontekstin analysoinnin ja ymmärtämisen tasolle.	Comment by Author: This is a bit unclear. This section could offer something slightly more practical that helps to grasp Finland’s take on adapting to the context. This is extremely important for partners operating in fragile contexts. 

[bookmark: _Toc92897823]Principle 3: Enhance country ownership, mutual accountability and transparency
MfSDR approaches should foster development effectiveness by strengthening and using partner countries’ systems for strategic planning, monitoring and statistics, and promoting participatory happroaches to enhance ownership, mutual accountability and transparency. A key element of this principle is aligning indicators at partner country level to results frameworks of the partner, prioritizing national indicators that are aligned with the SDGs. It entails also harmonizing and sharing result frameworks, use of and support to country statistical systems, broad involvement and mutual learning to ensure broad-based participation, as well as understanding each parties’ contribution to the common outcomes and shared risks.

· For Finland, this principle means an endorsement of the approach it has already: basing cooperation and expected results on partners’ development priorities whenever possible, or partnering and engaging with different stakeholders (including governments at national and sub-national levels, civil society, private sector and academia). It is also an encouragement to seek ways to harmonise result frameworks even better among development partners, support capacity and use of country systems even more broadly as well as analyse and manage for results collectively – with local partners, stakeholders and international development actors - in settings where this is currently not the case. 

[bookmark: _Toc92897824]Principle 4: Maximise the use of results information for learning and decision-making 
While responding to communication and accountability needs, results information should be systematically used for learning and decision-making in order to improve delivery and enhance impact. Key elements are understanding results information as both qualitative and quantitative information (data and evidence) from monitoring and evaluations and that learning and decision-making take place at every level, from project to corporate levels. 

· For Finland, this principle means deliberate processes on annual basis at project, programme, priority area, aid modality and corporate level, where result knowledge is brought together, analysed, debated and learned from as well as used for decision-making to adjust and direct for better results (outcomes and impacts). 

[bookmark: _Toc92897825]Principle 5: Foster a culture of results and learning
A culture of results should be promoted and sustained through consistent leadership, and supported by appropriate guidance, tools and capacity building as well as proper incentives. Key elements include leadership communicating the purpose of results and using result information in management decisions, appropriate guidance, tools and resources to support the effective implementation of the results approach, capacity development of both provider’s and partners’ systems and enough space for experimentation in support of innovation, analysis and peer learning. 

· For Finland, this principle means continuous efforts by the leadership and others, to strengthen and keep up a culture that supports the realization of a result focus, that supports experimentation and acknowledges complexity, risks and assumptions and emphasizes sharing of information and data among relevant stakeholders. Space and time for collective analysis of factors behind (in-)effectiveness is ensured in the annual and electoral cycles. The capacity to manage for results and to learn from good practice as much as from challenges is gradually developed in-house and with partners.  
	
[bookmark: _Toc92897826]Principle 6: Develop result systems that are manageable and reliable 
While providing credible results information that can be used by all partners, results frameworks, measurement and reporting systems need to be suitable to each organization’s needs and capacities. 
Key elements include a balance between simplicity and utility, ensuring a clear purpose for any data that is collected, supporting communication between partners and minimizing the reporting burden, appropriate feedback loops to ensure evidence is being used, as well as appropriate information systems. The key is to keep the result system fit-for-purpose, user friendly and lean.   

· For Finland, this principle means a clear understanding that voluntary, SDG aligned aggregate indicators with an IT-based collecting system are for accountability purposes at corporate level and that management and learning loops at each cooperation modality and programme level are for-purpose. Finland supports the idea of Agenda 2030 as a collective result framework as well as joint/collective/cooperated result monitoring and learning at country level. 

The OECD/DAC Results community has discussed challenges and good practices for each principle and works to support DAC members to implement them.[footnoteRef:18]  [18:  See OECD/DAC on good practice documents: https://www.oecd.org/development-cooperation-learning ] 


The 2015 guiding principles for RBM in Finland’s development cooperation[footnoteRef:19], are still valid and in many ways included in the new Guiding Principles for MfSDR above. However, the following principle is not, although it is very important, and therefore is highlighted additionally here:	Comment by Author: This part is not very clear. In a way it says that the principle is not valid but is very important? What does this mean in terms of how it should be considered in planning, implementation and monitoring? [19:  Base results targets on national priorities and ownership, Collect reliable result information, Use result information for learning and managing, as well as accountability, Promote and support a mature result oriented culture] 


[bookmark: _Toc92897827]+ Set clear results targets at all levels

It is important to set out specific results targets for organizational priorities, country programs and interventions. A target means often a numeric expected result at various times during the implementation of the intervention, but it can also be a benchmark of a more qualitative nature, that supports monitoring of and management towards the total expected results. A project, or another aid intervention, needs to include results strategies and frameworks outlining the intervention logic, including its assumptions and risks. 	Comment by Author: Onko tämä pakollinen? Mietin miksi sekoitetaan organisaation tavoitteiden asetanta ja ohjelmataso.

[bookmark: _Toc92897828]PART III: Results Based Management in Practice – Tools	Comment by Author: Ovatko nämäkin valinnaisia vai ei? Vai pakollisia osia. Tämä vaivaa kautta linjan - mikä on pakollista ja mikä valinnaista?

[bookmark: _Toc92897829]A Theory of Change (TOC) 	Comment by Author: Tämä muutosteoriaa koskeva kappale on hyvä ja ajantasainen. Kappaletta ja muutosteorian ideaa voisi vielä selkeyttää sillä, että kappaleessa viitattaisiin selkeästi lineaariseen ja epälineaariseen kausaliteettiin, jotta lukijalle käy selväksi, että ”kausaliteetti” ei aina tarkoita lineaarista kausaliteettia. Tämä on tärkeää kompleksisien muutosten ja kontekstien muutosteoria-ajattelussa. 
 
Lisäksi olisi hyvä vielä selvemmin tuoda esiin, että muutosteoria ei ole sama asia kuin logframe tai muutosketju, eikä käytännön työssä niitä tulisi hyödyntää niin. 
 
Olisi hyvä myös mainita, että muutosteorian olettamusten tarkastelu toimeenpanosyklin aikana saattaa johtaa muutoksiin logframessa/tulosketjussa. Kompleksisissa toimintaympäristöissä tämä on odotettavaa. 

TOC is a theory in the sense that it represents the best available hypothesis on how change happens, and how we assume we contribute to these changes. We recognize that these ideas need to be regularly tested and refined so that we can increasingly develop a more plausible and realistic theory.

TOC is a conceptual model that articulates the linkages between policy/strategy goals, impacts and outcomes - and other results - that support the expected change. It emphasizes the underlying assumptions that we consider as necessary pre-conditions for change. A TOC is useful tool for development policy and cooperation as it recognizes that change is complex, systemic and non-linear. 

It shifts the emphasis from heavy planning and compliance in implementation, to constant monitoring and revisiting of the chosen pathway, and as such is in line with adaptive management and learning approach of results based management. (see below) A TOC is typically presented as a graphic supported by a narrative detailing the contextual conditions and underlying assumptions about how the change is supposed to take place.

Importantly, TOC is a flexible, iterative process and a tool for 
(1) critical reflection as part of strategic planning, 
(2) communicating the intended contribution, 
(3) reflecting results, assumptions and risks vis-à-vis the theory and therefore the adopted strategy, as part of monitoring, evaluation and learning (MEL) plan, and 
(4) reflecting the underlying causal assumptions, the strategy and the theory as part of learning. 

Note: The TOC can beis similar to the Logical Framework or Result Chain (see above) in terms of describing the logical steps for achieving our intended results, i.e. from inputs and outputs to outcomes and impacts. However, a TOC pays more attention to causalities and assumptions within the results chains, and it allows for systemic and non-linear relationships as it is not necessarily fixed to the three layers of results. 

An analysis of causal assumptions and the TOC should help reflect the extent to which the development results are realistic. They should also help to choose actions that are considered best to deliver results.	Comment by Author: i.e. theory of action

A theory of change process guides teams in thinking through the underlying causes and factors of development challenges and how they influence each other. A Political Economy Analysis (PEA), context analyses or specific Human Rights or conflict/fragility analyses provide support to the TOC process. System analyses or scenarios may support the development of a TOC.
The process of making theories of change and related assumptions reveals gaps in evidence and knowledge. These needs have to do with the better understanding of the context, validation of the assumptions and understanding and mitigation of related risks.  A Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning Plan (MEL plan) supports the management of the knowledge needs required to understand relevant issues throughout the implementation and result management.  An MEL plan is a tool for the team to think strategically and plan what kind of evidence and M&E activities is needed. 

[bookmark: _Toc92897830]Assumptions

Assumptions define our understanding on the relation between the changes that we expect to see as a result. Assumptions include conditions in the context that need to be in place for the change to happen. In other words: What works? For whom? Under what conditions? 

Assumptions at different levels of the TOC are different in their nature. Assumptions between outcomes and impact often relate to direct benefits or improved wellbeing, assumptions between outputs and outcomes often relate to changes at the institutional level (changes in enabling environment and in capacity and behaviour of organizations).

Many of the causality and implementation-related assumptions depend on our understanding of the capabilities, motivation and opportunities affecting the behavior of our counterparts and partners, which might be ill-informed. Therefore, it is advisable that consultations and discussions with counterpart organizations, local and international stakeholders or at the least with main implementing partners take place. Additionally, system analysis or scenario setting may be useful tools to identify the relevant assumptions. 	Comment by Author: what is meant by counterparts?	Comment by Author: This should perhaps be more than just advisable. 

Reviewing the validity of the assumptions throughout the implementation is an important element in results based management, that is based on a TOC.[bookmark: _Toc92897831]Different types of assumptions
· Causality assumptions. Key assumptions concerning the linkages between events and conditions necessary for the causal link to work. 
· If X changes, will Z really happen? Under which conditions? 
· Are our assumptions about causality valid for all stakeholders? What about women, persons with disabilities or other disadvantaged groups? 
· What evidence do we have that supports our assumptions about causality and the effectiveness of strategies (or do we need more evidence in form of analyses, studies)?
· Implementation-related assumptions. Assumptions concerning implementation including needed financial and human resources and partnerships. 
· Does this fully explain what is thought to happen? What factors might hinder achieving the planned changes? What conditions must be realized before the result is achieved? 
· Under what conditions does capacity building lead to changed behavior of a stakeholder (certain assumptions regarding motivation and opportunities)?  
· What is the capacity of Finland’s implementation partners and other stakeholders to enable outputs and the causal linkages at different levels?
· Assumptions concerning external influences and factors. Assumptions about the events and conditions unrelated to the interventions that could facilitate or hinder the expected change.
· What are we taking for granted? What would challenge our assumptions?
· What are the complementary inputs from governments, other development partner actors, beneficiaries?
· In addition, assumptions should include interlinkages, causal relations or mutually reinforcing effects between different parts of the theory. E.g. if one part/pathway is related to changing laws, and the other related to building the capacity of law enforcement agencies, there is likely a host of issues connecting the two pathways, related to e.g. the effectiveness of capacity building interventions.
· For some assumptions, it may be unlikely that they happen, and these will be classified as at-risk assumptions. The identified at-risk assumptions will be further analyzed as part of risk analysis, and related mitigation measures will be factored in the risk management tools.


 
[bookmark: _Toc92897832]Indicators

Indicators are the mechanism with which progress towards the desired change can be monitored. They give an “indication” whether this is the case. Indicators are thus not equal to measurement tools. 

Indicators can be quantitative or qualitative. A quantitative indicator is represented by a number, measures of quantity, percentage or a ratio. In contrast, a qualitative indicator measures quality and is often based on perception and opinion. 	Comment by Author: There's another school of thought (e.g. INTRAC, which states that "Qualitative indicators are reported as words, in statements, paragraphs, case studies and reports. Note that it is not the way in which an indicator is worded that makes it quantitative or qualitative, but the way in which it is reported. If an indicator is reported using a number then it is a quantitative indicator.") In the mentioned case then, even many indicators that report, for example, level of satisfaction would be considered quantitative indicators, e.g. XX% of targeted population satisfied with the assistance provided. A suggestion thus to maybe ackowledge these different schools of thought and potentially lay out the reasons why MFA has chosen the definition of qualitative indicators as mentioned here.  

Examples of quantitative indicators: 		employment and education levels
Examples of qualitative indicators: 		level of satisfaction with a school 
perception of level of corruption

It is also common to use proxy or process indicators. Proxy indicators are used when results cannot be measured directly, for example when trying to monitor the level of governance in a particular country. Process indicators measure the performance of processes, such as the number of joint missions and joint evaluations, which are connected to the objective of increased harmonization. In many corporate result frameworks, key perfomance indicators (KPIs) are set, to support management of the organisation as a whole. For example, share of gender equality supportive programmes approved.	Comment by Author: Myös konteksti-indikaattorit on hyvä huomioida, niitä voidaan hyödyntää mm. AM-lähestymistavassa.

A baseline is the level of the indicator at the beginning of the project or program and the target is the level of the indicator that one hopes to achieve at the end of the project or program. Targets are also often set for each year to support monitoring of the progress towards the end target.

In Finland, projects and programmes define indicators that best suit the monitoring of the expected results of the programme with the best available data and monitoring systems, for the management for the expected outcome and impact results. The result framework and the capacity to manage on the basis of results are reviewed as part of the quality assurance of each programme. 

Aggregation of result data is used when wanting to demonstrate the contribution to the achievement of a certain expected result across several programmes, and is facilitated with the use of same indicators. Counting results together provides a bigger picture of results in one development goal/objective and is thus useful for accountability and communication. 

Finland has created Finland's aggregate indicator lists, based on its priority area theories of change. The list is aligned with the SDG indicators and the EU results framework as much as possible. It is expected that projects and programmes supported by Finland consider utilising these indicators, if suitable. However, their use by Finland's partners is not mandatory. Finland aggregates results at the corporate level on the basis of these indicators for accountability and communication purposes - based on those programmes that have utilised them.

Disaggregation of results is an important element in a RBM of a human rights based development policy. Differentiating the result data by different groupings allows for more detailed analysis of the progress, in addition to the total result. Disaggregation is considered a useful way to ensure monitoring of the LNOB principle in practice. In Finland's aggregate indicator lists, all person level indicators include disaggregation by sex, age and disability. This allows for monitoring of Finland's cross-cutting objectives of gender equality and non-discrimination. Often disaggregating by rural/urban or by ethnicity may be useful to highlight the differences in progress towards the expected result. 

It is expected that partners consider carefully, when setting indicators, what disaggregation would be the most relevant and how results divided to at least these three categories could be monitored. It is important, that in result frameworks, each indicator definition and monitoring plan include the expected disaggregation. It is important to implement this in a manner that does not do harm. 	Comment by Author: This is quite vague. Does it mean do no harm in collection of disaggregated data or where?

For an actor basing its approach on LNOB or HRBA, like Finland, it is also important to consider if the best indicator is targeted to the group left behind (for instance proportion of women undergone genital mutilation), general, with disaggregation (eg. number of jobs created, disaggregated by sex) or whether it specifically compares the situation compared to the whole population (eg. Growth rate of income per capita among the bottom 40% of the population and the total population). 

Finland prefers indicators that are SMART and human rights based. This means that whenever useful, indicators should be specific, measurable, attainable, relevant and time-bound, while they do not necessarily need to be easily delivered in a short time frame, or easily quantifiable. RBM or indicators should not lead to shying away from such key transformational changes that human rights based development cooperation should be aiming for or would likely prioritise. [footnoteRef:20]   [20:  P.22 https://hr.un.org/sites/hr.un.org/files/Human%20Rights%20%26%20Result-Based%20Management%20Approach%20to%20UN%20Development%20at%20the%20Country%20Level_0.pdf ] 


The aim is not to identify an extensive list of indicators. Rather, the primary interest is in identifying a few relevant features that could relate to an improvement in the realization and the enjoyment of the human rights, which the intervention aims to address. Alternatively, it may be in assessing the efforts being made by the duty bearer in meeting its human rights obligations.[footnoteRef:21]   [21:  The demand for specific indicators is reflected in the human rights normative framework. Some quantitative indicators are explicitly mentioned in the human rights treaties, and their type and role are further specified in general comments and recommendations adopted by the treaty bodies. For instance, article 10 of the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women, on the right to education, requires for the reduction of “female student dropout rates”. In the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, article 12 states that to achieve the full realization of the right of everyone to the enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of physical and mental health, the steps to be taken by the States parties shall include those necessary for the provision for the reduction of the stillbirth rate and of infant mortality.] 


In any case, the use of indicators should be planned, so that it is clear what the baseline is, what is the source of the data/information, who collects it and with what intervals. This is an important element in setting indicators as well as planning for the result based management of the programme. 


[bookmark: _Toc92897833]The conceptual framework for human rights indicators developed by OHCHR

Structural indicators monitor a State’s commitment to implementing the human rights standards it has accepted. They reflect the ratification or adoption of legal instruments, the nature of the domestic law or the existence or creation of basic institutional mechanisms deemed necessary for the promotion and protection of the human right. Structural indicators also need to look at the State’s policy framework and strategies as applicable to that right. 

Examples: 
· International human rights treaties relevant to the right to adequate housing, ratified by the State; 
· Time frame and coverage of national policy on vocational and technical education
· Date of entry into force of formal procedure governing the inspection of police cells, detention centres and prisons by independent inspection entities.

Process indicators assess a State’s efforts, through implementation of policy measures and programmes of action, to transform its human rights commitments into the desired results. Policy measures refer to public programmes, budget allocations and specific regulatory or redress interventions that a State is willing to take to give effect to its intent or commitments to attain outcomes associated with the realization of a given human right. At the same time, process indicators help in directly monitoring the progressive fulfilment of a right or the process of protecting a right. 

Examples: 
· Indicators based on budget allocations; 
· Coverage of targeted population groups under public programmes; 
· Human rights complaints received and the proportion redressed; 
· Incentive measures extended by the duty bearer to address specific human rights issues; 
· Indicators reflecting functioning of specific institutions (e.g., NHRI, legal system).

An outcome indicator consolidates over time the impact of various underlying processes (that can be captured by one or more process indicators). An outcome indicator is often a slow moving indicator, less sensitive to capturing momentary changes than a process indicator. A process indicator for one human right can also be an outcome indicator in the context of another.
Examples:
· Life expectancy or mortality rate;
· Accessibility to adequate nutrition; 
· Reduction in physical violence and crime; 
· Reported cases of torture or cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment.  


Finland supports SDG alignment in indicator selection, while recognising the challenges in with SDG indicators at development cooperation project and programme level. It also considers harmonisation of indicators among development partners useful, to facilitate data collection by the local partners. 

The selection of indicators should be considered also as a part of supporting country system strengthening and inclusive ownership. Result information should be based on national or local data systems, if possible and relevant. Not all relevant result information is data, however, nor collected from public sources - and thus result coordination and dialogue with various stakeholders and various development partners state or non-state can be an important manner to monitor progress.  

[bookmark: _Toc92897834]A Results Framework

A results framework brings together, often in a matrix form, the causal result logic and the monitoring system of the achievement of the expected results. The form and methodology with which the expected results are defined or presented in a matrix may vary, but the result framework (most often) includes 
· Expected results at various levels (often output-outcome-impact)
· Indicators (qualitative or quantitative) for each expected result, often with indication on how the result data should be disaggregated 
· A baseline for each expected result  
· Targets for certain time sequences (often annual) 

A results framework is a planning and management tool. Finland uses results frameworks at country programme and project levels. They are often practical matrices, tools that allow filling in data during the implementation, allowing for managers and overview of the progress achieved. 

[image: ]A result framework in Finland’s country programming. 

Result frameworks are often also set for organisations at corporate level. Corporate Result Frameworks (CRF) or Scorecards are used by many multilateral partners of Finland, including the EU . CRFs are a management tool for corporate management level. They are often structured to include indicators for a 	Comment by Author: organisational level a better term? Corporate brings to mind a business..
Tier 1 – Impact level results or change that takes place at global or developing country level; 
Tier 2 – Outcome and output level results or change that are clearly contributed by/attributable to the actor concerned; and
Tier 3 (and sometimes 4) – Performance of the organization. 

Finland does not have a corporate result framework for its development policy. However, a matrix for strategic, knowledge based leadership has been adopted. This includes information on results and organizational performance, with agreed sources of verification and some targets (for performance). The matrix is used for the annual strategic resource and action leadership process, which is described as part of the strategic leadership tools for development policy at KETTU as well as in the MFA annual planning (TTS) manual.  	Comment by Author: Ilmeisesti vain UM sisäinen työkalu? Tätä voisi tarkentaa. 

While desired results and Finland’s Theory of Change are set at corporate (and priority area) level to clarify its expected contribution to the Agenda 2030, aggregate indicators exist only for demonstrating a collection of aggregable results to the parliament and the public every four years. Finland does not create baselines nor set targets (eg. how many people is expected to receive services with Finland's overall support) at corporate level. 
  
[bookmark: _Toc92897835]PART IV: Good Results Based Management - Practices 
[bookmark: _Toc92897836]Annual management guidance 

For Finland it is important that programmes and partners agree on a mechanism and create space for analyzing the acquired result data, reflect the effectiveness vis-à-vis the baseline and targets, assess the information vis-à-vis assumptions and risks, and agree on changes that are considered necessary for a achieving the expected outcomes and impacts.  

A results framework is an important tool for monitoring, management and independent evaluation. The results in a results framework should be formulated in such a manner that it will be possible to monitor and verify whether the results have been achieved or not. This will require the setting of targets and agreeing on indicators, baselines and sources of verification for all results levels. 

A project should therefore include a monitoring system that produces information on progress towards results targets and on the final results. Evaluations provide periodically independent information on the achievement of results. The monitoring system i.e. ways in which results and other information will be collected as well as the evaluation(s) that are planned to take place should be described in the MEL plan for the intervention.  	Comment by Author: Could add: …intended and unintended.. 

Management on the basis of the information should take place regularly, consider and analyse the data, other information, tacit knowledge of staff and partners and review the TOC, risk management tools and need for further information. 

For Finland’s country programmes, multilateral cooperation, CSO or private sector support and other instruments, such analyses are expected on an annual basis. There are processes to discuss the findings and decide on changes identified and to document the learning. They support the understanding on effectiveness – whether and how the result objectives at outcome level have been or can be achieved. 

At comprehensive development policy level, the synthesis analyses are based on pools of reports and management responses of a particular cooperation modality/policy channel, to synthesize the main trends in findings on effectiveness and identified needs to develop or adjust work in the future. Analyses are also extended to thematic priority areas of Finland’s development policy. The management guidance at corporate level on development policy is also discussed at the management level on an annual basis - and recorded and integrated to the planning and decision-making of the MFA as a whole.[footnoteRef:22]     [22:  See KETTU guidance on strategic management ] 


[bookmark: _Toc92897837]Explicit effort on adaptive management to address complexity, uncertainty and fragility	Comment by Author: Olisi hyvä, että tässä kappaleessa korostettaisiin selkeämmin, että AM ei ole vain ”konsepti”, vaan johtamisen ja toimeenpanon (management) lähestymistapa. Tätä lähestymistapaa hyödynnetään erityisesti silloin, kun toimitaan kompleksisien muutosprosessien ja/tai kompleksisien kontekstien parissa. AM on tapa vastata ja toimia kompleksisuuden parissa, toivottujen tulosten saavuttamiseksi. AM:n ei tarvitse olla vastakkainen RBM lähestymistavan kanssa. 
 
On tärkeää tunnistaa, mitkä ”perinteisen” RBM-lähestymistavan periaatteet ja olettamukset eivät ole johdonmukaisia kompleksisuusajattelun kanssa. Samaan aikaan kun todetaan, että kompleksisessa toimintaympäristössä liittyy aina epävarmuutta muutospolkuihin ja tiettyjen tulosten saavuttamiseen, ei ole johdonmukaista asettaa tilivelvollisuuden vaatimusta vain tiettyjen, ennalta määrättyjen tulosten saavuttamiseen, vaan tilivelvollisuuden tulisi painottua oppimiseen, seurantaan ja dokumentointiin, tulosten lisäksi. AM toki pyrkii aina saavuttamaan tuloksia (ja on kiinnostunut tuloksia kohden otetuista askelista sekä niiden seuraamisesta), mutta tulostavoitteet voivat kompleksisessa ympäristössä muuttua toimeenpanon aikana ja/tai niitä on vaikea yksittäisen toimijan taata ennalta. Tämä olisi hyvä selkeästi tuoda esiin, jotta olettamukset ja odotukset kompleksisissa toimintaympäristöissä toimimisessa olisivat johdonmukaisia sekä realistisia.
 
On erinomaista, että tässä osiossa on huomioitu, että AM vaatii työkaluja ja resursseja. Tässä yhteydessä olisi hyvä edelleen painottaa (kuten kommentoitu yllä), että AM on tulosten johtamisen ja toimeenpanon (management) lähestymistapa, mihin sisältyy resurssien ja työkalujen huomiointi. Riittävät resurssit on huomioitava kompleksisissa toimintaympäristössä ja adaptiivisessa lähestymistavassa, ja se tulee ottaa huomioon toimintoja suunniteltaessa ja budjetoidessa. 
 
Käytäntöjä olisi hyvä painottaa ennen työkaluja. 
 
Lisäksi AM vaatii adaptiivista hallintoa (adaptive governance), mikä koskettaa tekstissä mainittuja kysymyksiä päätösvallasta (authority) sekä muutosten tekemisestä. Tässä tehokas ja adaptiivinen tuloshallinta vaatii uudenlaisia toimintatapoja ja yhteistyökäytäntöjä ministeriön sekä sen kumppaneiden kanssa, mikä olisi tärkeä huomioida ohjeistuksessa.	Comment by Author: It is great that the aspect of fragile contexts is covered in this document. However, the document could benefit of a better integration of the triple nexus thinking throughout the document, eg. mention of collective analyses and contribution of our results to collective outcomes in short and long term, etc. 

Result based management is founded on the notion of managing during implementation towards the expected outcome and/or impact level results. Finland emphasises the direction and learning function of its RBM in development cooperation, that is based on information and data concerning the context, results, factors behind effectiveness and other evidence and knowledge. Adapting is thus always a part and parcel of RBM. 
Adaptive management as a concept highlights the explicit need for this in situations of complexity uncertainty and/or fragility. Acknowledgement of the fact that it is uncertain how the expected outcomes and impact is best reached in these particular situations, is key. An explicit adaptive management approach emphasizes testing, innovating or experimenting as well as learning along the way. Accountability is placed on contributions to the outcome and/or impact, as well as on learning.
The adaptive nature of RBM is linked to the risk appetite of the development policy actor: when taking a risk of engagement is considered a smaller risk than not engaging, accepting the uncertainty of reaching the expected impact is also embedded in this decision.  
For Finland, an explicitly adaptive RBM approach is useful in highly complex programmes and/or uncertain or fragile contexts.
Adaptive management requires tools or practices for understanding the complex and volatile/fragile local context, its political economy, the results of the work so far, risks and the factors behind effectiveness. Tools often include scenario, system or political economy/fragility/human right analyses. 
It also requires explicit time, capacity and resources to analyze - together with partners and relevant stakeholders - what this should mean for the work ahead, tools to document both the adapted elements and the learning based on this collective knowledge, as well as authority to make directional management decisions. The focus of is to improve the probabilities of reaching the expected outcomes – until the next management round, which is often done more frequently than in “regular” cases. 	Comment by Author: Vaihtoehtoisesti: in less complex cases
Adaptive management should be transparent and accountable for the results, the adjustments made and the reasons/learning behind them. It should be documented. This supports also the evaluability of the outcomes and impacts. And thus learning for future programmes in similar contexts.
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