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I M P A C T  W O R K S H O P  E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y

Executive Summary
FAD’s Action Plan for 2000 to 2002 repeatedly calls for greater and more explicit impact in its

poverty alleviation projects. The insistence on more impact assessment and performance improvement

requires a mobilization of different skills and resources. And for innovations to be documented and

shared, a different priority on learning and dissemination is required.

In May 2000, the Fund’s Working Group on Impact Achievement throughout the Project Cycle was

charged with exploring ways to re-orient the project cycle to enhance impact. The working group

developed a framework for IFAD’s project cycle geared towards better achievement of impact in the

field. The framework also contributes to the Fund’s capacity to learn with its partners from the imple-

mentation and evaluation of IFAD projects, i.e. to enhance IFAD’s capacity to acquire and share rele-

vant knowledge. 

Certainly, the implications of this framework, and the many specific

recommendations that form it, require further analysis. One vehicle

for gaining a better understanding of the changes necessary for

achieving greater impact was the workshop on Participatory

Approaches for an Impact Orientated Project Cycle, held at IFAD from

14 to 16 November 2000. The objective of this workshop was to

analyse project management methods and approaches that support

the planning, monitoring and achievement of impact.

Discussions at the workshop centered around three themes:

increasing project impact through participatory approaches;

integrating management tools with the project management process; and

introducing greater impact orientation at the institutional level.

With respect to participatory approaches, participants agreed that participation means more than just

beneficiary contribution to project execution, rather that it should encompass all the stakeholders and

be formalized at all stages of the project cycle. Contribution of resources should not be equated with

participation; participation is about agreed outcomes and accountability, about negotiating and

developing a common understanding. Participation leads to empowerment, which implies a role in

decision-making.

On management tools, the workshop found that the process to

develop the logical framework is often more valuable than the prod-

uct itself and that the logical framework must be grounded in a par-

ticipatory process. The logical framework should be used as an

instrument for dialogue and negotiation with partners; it must

evolve in order to remain relevant. Monitoring and evaluation (M&E)

systems should emphasize learning; and indicators should reflect

the decision-making needs of all stakeholders, in particular the

intended beneficiaries.
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Turning to impact at the institutional level, participants observed that

one of the donor community’s most important tasks is capacity-build-

ing and creating fora for poor people to have their voices heard.

Capacity-building should lead to more cross-fertilization, within organ-

izations and in the field. The focus should be on organizations of the

people. Institutional cultures must shift towards transparency, account-

ability, openness and risk-taking. Institutions need to share lessons

learned about partnerships and promote networking for rural develop-

ment. 

The following pages summarize the findings of the workshop working groups and highlight important

messages from the plenary presentations. Excerpts from IFAD case studies provide an insight into the

application of some of the techniques described. 

5
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I M P A C T  W O R K S H O P  I N T R O D U C T I O N

Introduction
FAD’s focus on the poorest of the world’s poor – small farm-

ers, the rural landless, nomadic pastoralists, artisanal fisher-

men and indigenous people, and, across all groups, poor rural

women – presents enormous challenges. However, the chal-

lenges must be met if poverty is to be dramatically reduced. New

ways must be found to reach the poor, new and sustainable

solutions explored. Most importantly, the poor themselves must

be given the means and the opportunity to play the pivotal role

in the development process. Implicit in these challenges is the

ability to assess the impact of our efforts to eradicate poverty,

or to achieve measurable results.

Achieving better impact through development projects depends not only on the intrinsic merits of

the project, but also on global market conditions, on government policies and commitment to

poverty alleviation, on the performance of implementation partners, and on the characteristics and

commitment of the rural populations themselves. Within this frame-

work, IFAD has an important role to play. The issue is how to make

the best use of the Fund’s resources and capabilities in order to max-

imize its influence on, and knowledge of, impact achievement.

IFAD AND THE IMPACT PROCESS

Over the last year, IFAD has been discussing with member govern-

ments its future role in the context of the Consultation to Review the

Adequacy of the Resources Available to IFAD (its Fifth Replenishment).

The Consultation explicitly calls for IFAD to achieve and demonstrate

greater impact, improve knowledge management and develop new

partnerships. These discussions led to an important policy document,

which guides the Fund into the next millennium and which has been

compiled into an Action Plan for 2000 to 2002. As set out in the Action

Plan, the focus of IFAD’s efforts in the next few years will be on impact

assessment and performance improvement, knowledge management,

policy and institutional environment, and strategic partnerships.

The Action Plan carries with it a number of challenges: to create demand

for effective and monitored operations from in-country stakeholders,

especially beneficiaries; to mobilize skills and resources to allow more

emphasis on implementation/supervision/evaluation; and to articulate

clear and measurable linkages with global development targets (such as

those of the United Nations and the Organization of Economic Co-operation and Development).

In order to fulfil these requirements, IFAD will undertake the following actions over the next two

years: 

I

IFAD aims to be:

•  an innovator in the development of
effective rural poverty-eradication
instruments, models and know-how at
the grass-roots level;

•  a knowledge organization that builds
on its role as an innovator through a
process of mutual learning and lesson-
sharing with other stakeholders active
in the field;

•  a catalyst, by extending its outreach
through strategic partnerships so as to
influence policy and practices in
favour of the poor;

•  a leader in effective, sustainable
poverty-alleviation strategies.
- abridged from IFAD Annual Report 1999
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develop an improved methodological framework for impact

assessment during project implementation and at completion;

identify best practices and develop tools and a range of options

for M&E systems; and 

refine the set of common indicators currently used to assess

project and portfolio performance.

The challenges related to the achievement and assessment of impact are

not unique to IFAD, but are shared by agencies and implementers across

the broad spectrum of development initiatives. IFAD’s approach to project

design and implementation has evolved over the years. This new project approach needs more realis-

tic implementation periods, a more flexible design, more and better M&E and learning features, and

greater participation by – and communication among – stakeholders. Initial design is the starting

point from which assumptions and hypotheses will have to be tested, and most probably changed, dur-

ing the early years of project implementation. IFAD is indeed committed to change, committed to

improving its ability to help the rural poor, and committed to building partnerships that will work for

the poor, in which the poor themselves are the most important partners.

THE IMPACT WORKSHOP1

In order to address the elements of the Action Plan relating to the achievement and assessment of

impact, IFAD convened a workshop on Participatory Approaches for an Impact-Oriented Project Cycle

from 14 to 16 November 2000. The objective of the workshop was to analyse project management

methods and approaches that support the planning, monitoring and achievement of impact. Results

of this analysis will be synthesized into lessons learned for future application. Participants at the work-

shop: 

gained an overview of methods and procedures for organizing participatory processes;

explored practices to combine participatory processes with management tools (e.g. logi-

cal framework, M&E); and

suggested ways to optimize institutional and organizational aspects of achieving impact.

Participants included IFAD staff and managers as well as representa-

tives of management teams from IFAD-financed projects, other donor

agencies, cooperating institutions and non-governmental organiza-

tions (NGOs). Action-research academics and practitioners also

attended2.  

Plenary Presentations
The plenary sessions provided an overview of different project man-

agement approaches and how the results of participatory approaches

have been accommodated in project design and implementation to

achieve impact.

Presentations were given by IFAD; by the German Agency for Technical

Cooperation (GTZ) on the evolution from objective-oriented project planning to project cycle man-

From an institutional standpoint, the
workshop was very timely. IFAD has
recently embarked on a Process
Re-engineering Programme whose goal
is to make the Fund more effective
in reaching as many poor people as possible
and to increase the impact of its mandate.

1 For the complete agenda, see Appendix 1. 2 For a complete list of participants, see Appendix 2.
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The Northern Sayabouri Rural Development Project
(NSRDP) seeks to improve the income and alleviate
poverty of the local poor population. Perhaps the most
important output of the project will be the building and
strengthening of community-based institutions and the
establishment of strong institutional linkages, for which
mainstream institutions will also have to be enabled and
strengthened. Therefore, broad-based participation is criti-
cal to the impact of the project.

In 1999, IFAD fielded a mission to assist the project man-
agement unit in assessing the direct impact on target
communities by using participatory methods, and to train
project staff in these approaches. An initial participatory
self-assessment exercise of the NSRDP was carried out to
enable the project staff to reflect on the strengths, difficul-
ties and areas for improvement in the project. An assess-
ment of the project was then undertaken using participa-
tory methods.

The PRA techniques were seen to improve communication
between the project staff and the target group, and to con-
tribute significantly to the project staff’s understanding of
the constraints facing the poor. In this regard, the most
valuable learning methodologies were the wealth ranking
and food security ranking exercises. The PRA techniques
also enabled beneficiaries to identify those interventions
that are most important/useful to them.

The qualitative information gathered through these partici-
patory techniques will enable project staff to target the
very poor more aggressively with acceptable and useful
programmes.

CASE STUDY
USING PARTICIPATORY METHODS  in Laos



Participatory Methodologies in the Northern Sayabouri Rural Development Project in Laos
Enables the beneficiary community/individual to identify events of impor-
tance in year by year sequences. Time lines provide a snapshot of what the
community considers important interventions.

Makes a comparison of events, relationships, problems, etc., before and
after the project; time series can also be obtained using this method.

Records changes in the status of a variety of items such as awareness, con-
fidence levels, gender equality, participation, food security, productivity,
health and education status, well-being status, etc. Scale indicates high,
medium or low status of the variable. In the Laos PIA, two sets of ladders
were used for before and after. The left side of each ladder indicated women
and the right side indicated men.

Commonly used in the impact study and problem analysis of various sectors,
women, and the village as a whole. They were also used to indicate chang-
ing relationships. 

Identifies various economic categories (rich, average, poor and very poor)
and can also be used to map members of different groups, e.g. water users’
associations (WUAs), women's credit groups, families benefiting from the
project for different programmes, etc. 

Used to identify income sources, wealth and food security mapping, needs of
horticulture species, etc. It was also used in combination with the seasonal-
ity diagram to indicate percentages of migration, workloads, difficult peri-
ods, credit needs, etc.

Used to identify the number of families under various categories such as food
security for 0-3 months, 3-6 months, 6-9 months, 9-12 months and >12
months. It can also be used in combination with the social mapping and
wealth-ranking exercises. 

Used to identify rich, average, poor and very poor families in the study vil-
lage, using 100 seeds to indicate a rough percentage, or the exact number
of seeds to indicate the exact number of families in each category. Can also
be combined with social mapping and food security ranking exercises. 

Used to identify credit needs, annual work distribution, patterns of human
and livestock diseases, difficult times of the year, etc.

I M P A C T  W O R K S H O P  I N C R E A S I N G  P R O J E C T  I M P A C T  T H R O U G H P A R T I C I P A T O R Y  A P P R O A C H E S

Time Line
Records events in a chronological
order

Trend Diagram
Variation of the time line exercise

Ladder Exercise
A series of ladders of three to ten
rungs indicating scores; one ladder
for each variable is used to identify
changes in those variables, on a
scale of three to ten

Chappati Diagram
Different sizes of paper cut-outs
(chappati) are used to indicate the
relative importance of various items,
events, problems, institutions, etc.

Social Mapping
Map of the village indicating the
layout of the village and different
households

100 Seeds Method
One hundred seeds are used to
quantify various items according to
rough percentages

Food Security Ranking
Identifies the number of families
under different food security
categories

Wealth Ranking
Identifies the various wealth
categories in the village

Seasonality Diagram
Gives seasonal patterns of activities
and various other processes

14
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BSF PLENARY PRESENTATION
Comprehensive Participatory Planning and Evaluation –
Participatory Approach to Project Design and Implementation

The Belgian Survival Fund (BSF): The Belgian Parliament created the BSF in
1983. The BSF Joint Programme, the main channel for BSF assistance, is oper-
ated in partnership with five United Nations agencies: IFAD, the World Health
Organization, the United Nations Children’s Fund, the United Nations
Population Fund, and the United Nations Development Programme, and the
Popular Coalition to Eradicate Hunger and Poverty. BSF aims to improve the
food security and nutrition at household level, in African sub-Saharan countries
or regions suffering from a chronic food deficit.

In 1992, BSF first applied its CPPE approach to its project development and implemen-
tation. In collaboration with the Institute of Tropical Medicine in Antwerp, CPPE was fur-
ther refined in the context of the IFAD/BSF partnership.

CPPE was developed on the basis of other participatory planning methods such as the logical frame-
work and ZOPP. CPPE responds to the need to change planning paradigms from a centralized planning
approach to one of reaching consensus among actors, or pluralistic planning. CPPE is an implementa-
tion-oriented approach, not a method. It is operationalized by convening workshops throughout the
project cycle. These workshops facilitate the participation of all stakeholders in ongoing evaluation and
help make projects more responsive to the realities of the field.

CPPE workshops promote participation; i.e. stakeholders participate fully in the decision-making
process – from diagnosis and identification of a problem to selection of interventions, planning and
project evaluation. All actors have an equal voice.

CPPE is fully integrated and covers the entire project cycle. Results from CPPE workshops can be inte-
grated into project planning, annual workplans and budgets, and ongoing evaluation processes. The
CPPE approach can be used to establish a project monitoring system, including indicators to be mon-
itored and data to be collated. Evaluation through CPPE is based on the situation analysis performed
at the planning stage and on the monitoring system built into the project. The dynamic model per-
mits a comprehensive visualization of the project and helps assess how well the project is function-
ing. It enables structuring and correct interpretation of the available information and a proper focus-
ing of evaluation questions. 



I M P A C T  W O R K S H O P  I N T E G R A T I N G  M A N A G E M E N T  T O O L S  W I T H  T H E  P R O J E C T  M A N A G E M E N T  P R O C E S S

Integrating management   
tools with the

project management process
FAD has begun to introduce a range of flexible projects in which the

period of implementation is more realistic (they tend to be longer) and

the decision-making power of the local stakeholders and beneficiaries

is much greater than in the more traditional projects. Flexibility in

project design, however, requires greater management control – and

corresponding tools – during implementation. This is essential to

guard against the danger of flexibility leading to inertia and to ensure

that activities financed by the project are actually contributing to the

achievement of impact.

Two of these management tools – the logical framework and effective

M&E systems – were examined at the workshop.

LOGICAL FRAMEWORK

The logical framework (or Logframe) aims to promote good project

design and implementation through a systematic analysis of causal

relationships within a project intervention.

In terms of achievement of impact, a three-tiered definition was

adopted:

super goal level relating to achievement of the Development Assistance Committee  (DAC)

development targets;

goal level relating to improvements in well-being; and

purpose level relating to sustainable changes in behaviour.

The usefulness of the “super goal” level as a management tool was questioned: the DAC targets

could be more for political consumption than for their substantive and operational relevance in

poverty reduction. Impact is achieved (or not) at the goal and purpose levels, and it is at these lev-

els that the efforts of all stakeholders must be directed.

The logical framework is a dynamic process; to be effective, it must

be updated and revised to reflect and accommodate new informa-

tion, changes to the external environment and experience gained

in the course of the project intervention. The logical framework

should not be seen as a blueprint that indicates how to go from one

point to the next, but rather as a snapshot (at one point in time)

of the shared understanding that makes up the project.

The working groups offered a balanced, pragmatic view of the log-

key considerations...

...the role of the logical framework (or
similar management tool) in promoting
transparency and accountability...

...the strengths and weaknesses of the
logical framework during
design/implementation and ways of
linking it to other processes...

...the basic requirements for an M&E
system to be impact-oriented and the
ways it can be used to steer a project...

...ways in which local
implementers/clients are involved in
(impact) monitoring...

I
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ical framework as a management tool:

The logical framework is not a panacea. It is a tool, and an important one

that is the result of much trial and error and that has been validated for

many purposes (planning, implementation and M&E).

The process to arrive at the logical framework is more valuable than the

product itself. This is especially true when the logical framework is used as

an instrument for dialogue and negotiation with partners.

The logical framework must be used flexibly and imaginatively. The process should not be domi-

nated by the need to “fill in the boxes”. Rather, one must “transcend the boxes”. People should not

be discouraged from using other planning tools; in fact, the logical framework should be comple-

mented with other tools so as to meaningfully assist project management in decision-making (e.g. it

does not fully capture the processes leading to impact, particularly as far as institution-building is

concerned).

The logical framework must evolve in order to remain relevant. The very design process should con-

tinue into the early years of the project, and the logical framework matrix should be revisited regu-

larly, with greater attention paid to the indicators and assumptions. There is a tendency to shy away

from the issues behind the assumptions, particularly those related to institutions and policies. If pol-

icy is to be influenced in some way, actions to this end should be built into the project itself, which

may require shifting some “assumptions” into the first column.

The logical framework can be useful as a tool to promote communication and enhance accounta-

bility. Initiatives to communicate and build consensus must be supported through the allocation of

funds, both within donor agencies and government institutions and at project level. The logical frame-

work matrix must be flexible enough to adjust to local conditions, and it needs to be revisited and

revised regularly. The logical framework should be viewed as a living document that is an essential ele-

ment of the project cycle and as supportive to the knowledge management in that cycle.

CIDA PLENARY PRESENTATION
Results-Based Management

The Process

The Matrix

Organize ideas

Spaces, times and
procedures facilitate
communication,
negotiation,
decision making

check internal
logic, define
responsibilities

Uses of Logframe Approach
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I M P A C T  W O R K S H O P  I N T E G R A T I N G  M A N A G E M E N T  T O O L S  W I T H  T H E  P R O J E C T  M A N A G E M E N T  P R O C E S S

The Participatory Irrigation Development Programme in the
United Republic of Tanzania seeks to increase production
and income of small-scale farm households through the con-
struction of irrigation schemes operated and managed by
WUAs. Farm households are seen as the key change agents
supported by district and private-sector organizations. 

A participatory approach is used to assist small-scale farm
households in analysing their present situation, to assess
their problems and potentials, to identify their objectives
and to define the steps necessary to achieve these objectives.
Participatory planning of future farming activities and the
identification of necessary change processes at farm house-
hold level generate information needed by the farmers to
enter into the process of developing their farms and WUAs.
Similar participatory analyses are undertaken with district
councils/administrations. This process provides detailed
information for each district about the support services
required by farmers.  It also enables the district to define its
services in terms of type, quality, quantity, time and location,
which is necessary for the planning and delivery of support
services. A further compilation of this information occurs at
programme level when annual work programmes are formu-
lated. Clearly defined objectives and indicators at farm, WUA,
district and programme coordination unit (PCU) levels form
the basis for participatory M&E activities.

A logical framework, developed from objectives defined by
the farm household, supports programme implementation.

These objectives in turn determine the outputs provided by
the districts and the activities organized or financed by the
programme. The participatory approach, combined with the
use of a logical framework, establishes a dynamic manage-
ment process driven by the beneficiaries’ demand and guid-
ed by their objectives.

CASE STUDY
PARTICIPATORY APPROACHES AND THE LOGICAL FRAMEWORK 

in the United Republic of Tanzania

O

A l Ass

Ovl MoV AssO

A l Ass

Ovl MoV AssO

A l Ass

Ovl MoV Ass

CHANGE PROCESS IMPLEMENTED

WUAs & INFRASTRUCTURE ESTABLISHED

CAPACITIES IMPROVED

CHANGE PROCESS SUPPORTED

Farm Households 

Water Users'
Associations 

District Councils 

PIDP-PCU
MoAC 

Living standards improved

Production and incomes increased

Irrigation water provided and
schemes operated and maintained

Change at farm husehold and
community/WUA supported

G

P

O

O

Analysis/setting
objectives 

Change process/
capacity building

Service delivery/
production

O

A l Ass

Ovl MoV Ass

A Participatory Process, Owned by Farm Households
and Supported by Districts



The Canadian International Development Association (CIDA) is a Canadian government
agency, operating under the Minister for International Cooperation. CIDA supports sustain-
able development activities in more than 100 of the world’s poorest countries. Results-based
management (RBM) was introduced in CIDA during the mid-1990s. RBM is a comprehensive
framework for managing development projects. 

The framework of RBM encompasses the planning, implementation, M&E, and reporting of develop-
ment projects. RBM introduces the concept of expected results. Within the context of RBM, develop-
ment results are the consequences of actions taken to meet certain purposes – with a “measurable
change” taking place in a given development situation. Like the logical framework, RBM is premised
on a cause-and-effect chain that links inputs/activities, outputs, outcomes and (in the longer term)
impact at the programme level.

The results chain:

•  inputs (resources and activities) produce outputs (first-level results)

•  outputs collectively lead to outcomes

•  the combination of outcomes addresses the purpose

•  the combination of outcomes (in several projects) contributes to achievement of impact

RBM is used at both the planning and design stages and during implementation. Stakeholders par-
ticipate in RBM by setting results and indicators, continuously monitoring the project, conducting an
annual performance review and making adjustments throughout the term of the project. Under the
RBM model, the goal, purpose and outcomes do not change; however, activities, inputs and outputs
will need to be modified. If the activity does not produce/achieve results, then the activity needs to
be changed.

Results-oriented Logical Framework
Narrative Summary Expected Results Performance Measurement Assumptions/Risk

Assessment

Project Goal Impact Performance indicators Assumptions
(Country/ Qualitative and quantitative Risk assessment
sectoral-level goal) measures of results (high, low, medium)

Project Purpose Outcomes Performance indicators Assumptions
Who is to be Logical consequence Qualitative and Risk assessment
reached and what of combination of quantitative measures (high, low, medium)
is to be achieved? outputs of results

Inputs (Resources Outputs  Performance indicators Assumptions
and activities) Logical consequences Qualitative and Risk assessment

of activities, required quantitative measures (high, low, medium)
to achieve purpose of results

MONITORING AND EVALUATION SYSTEMS

19
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One of the merits of the logical framework is that it draws attention to M&E requirements. For an M&E

system to be impact-oriented, it must:

be operated as closely as possible to the project beneficiaries;

have clear, objectively verifiable indicators – it is important to determine whose needs the

indicators respond to; and

allow for M&E training for all stakeholders – there should be enough investment in

human resources and at the local level so that M&E training benefits both project

staff and beneficiaries in charge of field monitoring.

Involvement of staff and beneficiaries will increase the relevance and effectiveness of

the system. Its usefulness derives above all from the application of the outcomes of M&E

by project management and not from its intrinsic capacity as a data-collection system.

In this regard, the working groups suggested that the role of M&E move away from mere

data collection and be redirected towards providing analyses of the effects of project

interventions. M&E needs to become more of a learning process and not primarily a process of control.

M&E units must consider not only if something happens but, more importantly, why it has happened

(or why not) – were the original assumptions wrong? What changes have occurred?

The objectives of the M&E system should be clear to all project stakeholders. From the early stages of

project design, there needs to be agreement on what is expected from an M&E system, including:

Definition of impact

- From whose perspective?

- For whom? Project managers or donors?

- At what level does it occur?

- What time frame after the project?

Information analysis

- Who needs what for which decisions?

- What are the monitoring assumptions? Are they correct?

The M&E system needs to be supported by both human and financial resources. Specialized training

should be provided to both project staff and beneficiaries in charge of field monitoring.

CARE PLENARY PRESENTATION
Design, Monitoring and Evaluation

I M P A C T  W O R K S H O P  I N T E G R A T I N G  M A N A G E M E N T  T O O L S  W I T H  T H E  P R O J E C T  M A N A G E M E N T  P R O C E S S
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CARE (UK) is an independent development organization supporting poor rural and urban com-
munities to make positive and lasting changes in their lives. It is part of the CARE International
confederation, a worldwide humanitarian organization that works in 65 developing countries.
CARE’s design, monitoring and evaluation (D,M+E) process has been adapted to support a
livelihoods framework.

CARE has progressively introduced the livelihoods framework to all stages of the project cycle. The
use of the livelihoods framework throughout the project cycle emphasizes the importance of plan-
ning for impact achievement from the earliest stages of a project. The model begins with the house-
hold, focusing on intra-household as much as inter-household needs and capabilities. The livelihoods
model serves as a road map to organize assessments, and project D,M+E processes, with an empha-
sis on partnership and participation.

In order to support projects and partners in the D,M+E of programmes, CARE has developed a set of
standards, guidelines and tools. CARE projects develop their M&E plans in workshops with stake-
holders, who have an opportunity to revisit the logical framework and indicators and re-negotiate or
revise them. This process is essential in establishing the proper links between data collection and
impact. Operational indicators are proposed, the most relevant tools for data collection identified, and
responsibilities for data collection and analysis are agreed upon as well as the periodicity for collec-
tion. D,M+E processes establish a project learning and knowledge management system, beginning
with the initial project idea.

Introducing greater impact

4
REFLECTIVE PRACTICE:
Participatory M&E
Evaluation
Lesson learning 
and sharing

1
IDEA:
Secondary data analysis
Lesson learning
Participatory needs/
opportunity analysis
Pilot project review

3
LAUNCH:
Partnership consolidation
Coherent information
system

2
DESIGN:
Goal definition
Cause/effect analysis
Hypothesis formulation
Activity sequencing
Indicator selection
Benchmarking

LOGFRAME

Project cycle

Knowledge Management in the Project Cycle
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orientation of projects
at an institutional level

o promote a greater impact orientation at the institutional level,

four general areas were considered to have the highest priority: a

focus on local institutions; enhancing partnership; facilitating

learning for impact achievement; and the role of incentives for improv-

ing performance.

FOCUS ON LOCAL INSTITUTIONS 

There is a strong need to focus on assisting local institutions (including

grass-roots organizations) to collect information and to take a more

prominent role in the management of projects and programmes to

ensure local ownership and commitment to impact achievement.

Concretely, this involves:

investing in creating capacity and empowerment;

promoting accountability and transparency (including introducing

mechanisms for beneficiaries to hold service providers accountable);

ensuring that decisions are taken at the appropriate level;

emphasizing the development of sustainable institutions focusing on community needs;

improving physical and managerial working conditions; and

introducing more “user-friendly” procedures and processes.

ENHANCING PARTNERSHIP

In general terms, the key areas for enhancing partnership revolve around working together to

strengthen planning and management processes at all levels (sectoral, regional, district, village, etc.).

Examples of how this can be accomplished include:

establishing joint multi-donor/national partner strategic/policy approaches, diagnostic

studies and evaluations (“upstream” collaboration is essential to ensure decision-maker

commitment within collaborating agencies); 

developing common parameters and indicators on impact

measurement at country level;

agreeing on common approaches and management/com-

munication tools to make the work of local stakeholders

and donors easier;

encouraging institutional cultures to move towards

reflection, openness and risk-taking (in the absence of

this, it is always easier and less threatening for every-

body to work in isolation); and 

key considerations...

...priority areas where organizations need
to strengthen their impact orientation...

...types of individual and management
incentives to strengthen impact
orientation...

...areas for working with partner
organizations to strengthen impact
orientation...

T
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sharing lessons learned about partnering (partnering does not come naturally, and differ-

ent approaches have varying degrees of success).

FACILITATING LEARNING FOR IMPACT ACHIEVEMENT

Investment projects and programmes need to be increasingly viewed as learning processes for a vari-

ety of stakeholders.  In this regard, learning needs to be systematized, as opposed to the “acciden-

tal” learning that typically occurs. While accidental learning is useful, it does not result in efficient

and timely adaptation and uptake of new ideas. The systematized learning needs to capture project-

level lessons in order to replicate successes and avoid repeating mistakes. At the same time, it is also

important to fully understand the context of lessons learned and adapt them appropriately to other

contexts. Different learning strategies and tools must be developed for different categories of stake-

holders. It is also necessary to recognize and respect the value of local knowledge and build upon it.

Knowledge should also be operational and pertain to all dimensions (technical, social and manage-

rial).

ROLE OF INCENTIVES

In order to enhance impact achievement, organizations will need to change their ways of operating,

which implies the need for different incentive systems. This will be an essential component of modify-

ing, in the mid-term, institutional and cultural norms, such as the approach to community develop-

ment and poverty reduction. Incentive systems should be equitable (i.e. rewarding and sanctioning

those actually responsible), applied in a timely manner, and recognized as part of the policy frame-

work of the organization.

To this end, agency processes and procedures need to be reviewed (and where relevant streamlined)

in light of their contribution to enhancing impact.  There is a need to further develop and implement

impact-oriented tools and approaches.  Managers and staff need to look beyond the project level to

higher levels and adjust incentives and behaviour accordingly.  Incentives to promote partnership,
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Partnerships
Common Issues

Project
WORK ON INCENTIVES
AND CAPACITY-BUILDING

1 Intermediate targets
   in project rationale
2 Remuneration/linked
   to results
3 Competition between
   service providers

IFAD
MANAGE RELATIONSHIPS
FOR IMPACT

1 Impact accountability
   in lending policies
2 Compliance with loan agreements
3 Concrete policy recommendations 

4 Competitive/transparent
   recruitment
5 Assessment of client
   satisfaction
6 Traininig

Community
PRIORITY TO ENHANCING
IMPACT DEMAND

1 Communication strategies
2 Roles and responsibilities
3 Formal representation 

4 Community questions
5 Use of limited/simple
   indicators

Government
DEVELOP COORDINATION CAPACITY
AND ACCOUNTABILITY

1 Resources for impact
   assessment
2 Location of responsibility
3 Leadership and coordination 

4 Shared data bases
5 Accountability and
   commitment

Institutional Levels



INFORM

AGREE ON
OBJECTIVES

AGREE ON
OBJECTIVES

ORGANIZE ORGANIZEMONITORDECIDE DECIDE

INFORMPLAN PLANMOTIVATE MOTIVATESTEER STEER

• Clarify context

• Define system
   of objectives

• Elaborate project design

• Help ensure decision in
   favour of project
   implementation

• Operationalize planning

• Implement, adjust
   and update planning

• End project

Project system of
objectives

Project
idea

Project
plan

Objective achieved
End of project

Identification phase Design phase Implementation phases

GTZ Project Cycle Model
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greater downward and upward accountability, and encouragement of institutional cultures to allow

greater room for reflection, openness and risk-taking are needed.  Organizations and individuals need

to focus on attaining results rather than simply following rules and procedures.

GTZ PLENARY PRESENTATION
Factors for Change to Promote an Impact Orientation at
Institutional Level

The German Agency for Technical Cooperation (GTZ) was established in 1975 to serve as the
technical assistance arm of German international cooperation. GTZ supports development
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and reform processes on behalf of German ministries, partner-country governments
and international organizations. GTZ currently has operations in some 122 countries.
GTZ pioneered objectives-oriented project planning (ZOPP) techniques, in which the
logical framework was an important tool.

GTZ began applying its ZOPP approach to project development in the early 1980s. Key fea-
tures of ZOPP were participation analysis, problem analysis and objectives analysis through
interdisciplinary workshops with stakeholder representatives. The workshops resulted in an
agreed project strategy in the form of a planning matrix. Through ZOPP, especially the plan-
ning matrix, the logic of which runs through all relevant project documents, GTZ achieved a high
degree of compatibility in its project management instruments. As of the late 1980s, however, critics
claimed that the workshop situation was often artificial (or pseudo-participatory), that the problem-
orientation left out a realistic assessment of opportunities, and that the whole ZOPP procedure had
turned into a ritual producing results with questionable applicability in the “real-world”. The criticism
led to a redefinition and “flexibilization” of ZOPP in 1996. ZOPP is nowadays understood as an orien-
tation for the quality of planning processes – the procedures and instruments can be chosen accord-
ing to the requirements of the given situation. Simultaneously, the relevance of planning in GTZ’s
project management instruments has been de-emphasized, taking into account the difficulties
encountered in the anticipation of social change processes.

Changes in paradigms and the realization that modelling the relationships in development coopera-
tion is a major factor for success resulted in an evolution from the philosophy of ZOPP to project cycle
management (PCM). GTZ’s understanding of PCM is wider than that of many other agencies, in that
it comprises models for the clarification of roles and responsibilities of partners in cooperation as well
as service delivery processes, plus the project cycle model and management functions. While retain-
ing key ideas of participation, transparency and standardization, PCM emphasizes systemic instru-
ments and recognizes the need to steer projects by continual impact monitoring instead of long-term
planning. 

One of the lessons learned from the GTZ experience is that the crucial prerequisites for institutional
changes of an agency towards impact orientation are:

• Top management has to make a visible commitment to change, evidenced by new behaviour and
an appropriate rewards system.

• The entire staff and subcontractors (consultants, trainers) must be initiated in the new process (this
made ZOPP successful).

• Inherent philosophy should be made explicit; it must appeal to staff; it must connect with their per-
ceptions of desirable change.

• New culture must evolve from the old – linkages to the old system must be clear.

• New perceptions (mental models) and attitudes produce new behaviour, not new procedures.

Summary and conclusion
he experiences shared at the workshop – from evolving conceptual approaches within donor agencies

to operational examples practised in the field – contributed to the search for new and innovative
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approaches to the achievement of impact. Out of the productive series of exchanges, analyses and dis-

cussion, a number of concrete recommendations and key findings were brought forth for development

institutions as a whole and for IFAD in particular.

Increasing project impact through participatory approaches
Participation means more than just beneficiary contribution to project execution. 

Participation is about agreed outcomes and accountability, about negotiating and develop-

ing a common understanding.

Participation leads to empowerment, which implies a role in decision-making.

Participation should encompass all the stakeholders.

Participation has to be formalized at all levels of the project cycle.

Participation by the poor entails some special requirements: inter alia, the translation of rel-

evant project documents into local languages.

The cost of participation should be seen as an investment for greater impact. There are,

however, social and economic costs to participation, such as the cost of time lost by par-

ticipants. Some of the poor will choose not to participate because they perceive that the

cost is not offset by the benefits.

There is little impact in rural development without participation.

Integrating management tools with the project
management process

The process to develop the logical framework is often more valu-

able than the framework itself. The logical framework must be

grounded in a participatory process.

The logical framework should be used as an instrument for dia-

logue and negotiation with partners.

The logical framework should be complemented by other tools so

as to meaningfully assist project management in decision-mak-

ing.

The logical framework must evolve in order to remain relevant. The design process itself

should continue in the early years of the project, and corrections to the initial design should

be reflected in an evolving or dynamic logical framework.

M&E systems should emphasize learning.

Indicators should reflect the decision-making needs of all stakeholders and in particular the

views of the intended beneficiaries.

Baseline surveys should use simple indicators and be focused on the project’s specific objec-

tives.

Introducing greater impact orientation of projects at institutional level
One of the donor community’s most important tasks is capacity-building and creating fora

for poor people to have their voices heard. Capacity-building should lead to more cross-fer-

tilization, within organizations and in the field. The focus should be on organizations of the

people. 

T
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The donor community should not focus only on like-minded organizations; it should not

walk away from difficult partners but seek to influence and change.

Donor institutions need to ask, “How can we participate in their projects?”

Institutional cultures need to be encouraged towards reflection, openness and risk-taking.

Lessons learned about partnerships and networking for rural development must be shared

within and among organizations.

Agencies promoting participation need to be participatory themselves, in particular with

respect to management culture and decision-making processes.

WORKSHOP PROGRAMME
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Chairman: 09.00 - 10.00 • Opening address (President of IFAD)
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orientation of IFAD-funded projects
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(Mr H. Blaufuss)
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