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Management by results (MBR), or results-based management (RBM), is a government 
performance management framework with three logically linked focuses: the quality of public 
services, the optimization of available means and resources, and the accountability of public sector 
managers.  

 

Figure 1: The three focuses of management by results 

 

 
Source: Mazouz and Leclerc, 2008 

 
MBR is based on the principle of performance commitments. Indeed, managers cannot simply 

set objectives, as in management by objectives, but must also undertake to achieve those objectives. 
Managerial action is thus subject to an obligation of results (or a performance commitment) and 
should ensure, or at least facilitate, the achievement of results targets. The three constraints that 
have to be managed within the context of this approach are the scarcity of the resources and means 
placed at the disposal of managers, compliance with legal and administrative rules, standards and 
practices, and the satisfaction of citizens, viewed as clients, users and recipients of public services 
(Mazouz and Leclerc, 2008). 

Generally speaking, MBR makes results central to managerial and organizational action. For 
Mazouz and Leclerc (2008), the concept of results refers to four specific and measurable categories 
of outputs that the managers of public service supply systems must consider in their quest for 
performance: delivery results, management results, policy results and overall improvement results 
(see the results categories discussed further on in this definition). 
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A number of management tools are widely used in MBR, including strategic planning, annual 
management and continuous improvement plans, systematic measurement and evaluation, 
management scorecards, performance indicators, benchmarking, process reviews, annual 
management reports, accountability reporting, management agreements and performance 
contracts (agreements) between the different levels and stakeholders involved in government 
action. These tools enable public sector managers to plan, organize, make decisions about, control, 
monitor and assess the quantity and value of the results achieved under their management 
mandate (Mazouz and Tardif, 2010). 

The terms of reference for MBR have been developed gradually over the years on the basis of 
initiatives aimed at modernizing public governance systems in certain OECD countries. The United 
Kingdom, New Zealand, the United States, Australia, Canada and, more recently, Quebec and France 
were the first to structure their public management practices around the concept of results. The 
different approaches tested by these countries continue to be a model for experiments under way 
elsewhere. 

The first generation of programs designed to modernize the machinery of public governance 
(because of its numerous economic, budgetary and financial principles) was aimed at optimizing 
government resources without really taking charge of the other aspects of public organization. 
Management by objectives was the logical response to the efficiency concerns of administrative 
units. Generally speaking, modernization programs designed to restore order to public finances 
have generated more frustration and mistrust among government employees than they have 
improvements in the quality or cost control of public services (Mazouz and Tardif, 2010; Mazouz 
and Leclerc 2008; Mazouz and Tremblay, 2006). 

The Fulton Report, published in the United Kingdom in 1968, severely criticized the 
management of government organizations and recommended that accountable management be 
introduced in each of the government’s administrative units. To address serious and persistent 
financial and budgetary problems, the Financial Management Initiative was adopted in 1983 and 
then strengthened in 1987 with the publication of a report by the Efficiency Unit entitled Improving 
Management in Government: The Next Steps. Since this report focused on public management, many 
experts now believe it heralded the advent of a public management framework based to a lesser 
extent on means and procedures than on the results achieved by government organizations 
(Deschênes and Sarault, 1994). This report was in turn strengthened in 1991 by the Citizen’s 
Charter (declaration of services to the public), which required all public organizations to draw up 
and publish quality standards for the services they offered to citizens. Because of the difficult 
budgetary context, bureaucratic rigidity and the emphasis placed on the results of government 
action, the Civil Service Act was amended in 1992, making it possible for large government agencies 
to negotiate collective agreements with unions. 

Administrative reforms launched in New Zealand in 1988 were justified, as with the British 
model, by considerations tied to the performance and accountability of the various players in the 
public service. These reforms, which rounded out results-based budgetary and financial 
mechanisms, were based in particular on a radical overhaul of procedures and on greater 
managerial autonomy – a prerogative called for by public sector managers. The public service 
supply structure and its official management framework were the object of bold legislation that 
helped to change the relationships between the different levels of government action. Public 
organizations in New Zealand went from being governed by an administrative management 
framework where central hierarchical control was dictated by bureaucratic considerations to being 
part of a system where decentralized responsibilities was granted on the basis of the results that 
these organization targeted, achieved and had to improve. With the decentralization of 
responsibilities came the delegation of budgets and thus greater reliance on the role of the chief 
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executives of government departments and Crown entities. Furthermore, developing the strategic 
character of budgets led to changes in planning, which began to be conducted on a multi-year basis. 

Seriously concerned by the public debt burden and strongly inspired by experiments in the 
United Kingdom and New Zealand, the Government of Canada launched, in 1989-90, Public Service 
2000, a program focused on innovation, client services and the accountability of public servants. In 
1995, encouraging spinoffs led to the institutionalization of the principles of an official results-
based management framework, namely: 

• establishment of measurable results targets for all government programs and projects;  
• systematic assessment of the results achieved;  
• communication with Members of Parliament for information purposes and for analyses of the 

gap between anticipated  and achieved results;  
• publication of results targets, actual results and the gap between the two so as to foster the 

dissemination and adoption of best management practices and improve the performance of 
public organizations.  

At the organizational level, implementing agencies were set up on a trial basis and, as of 1998, 
their management practices, particularly those related to Performance Reports and Reports on 
Plans and Priorities, were extended to all federal government departments and agencies so that 
they could assess their results. 

MBR was institutionalized in Quebec in May 2000 with the coming into force of the Public 
Administration Act. Indeed, this piece of legislation made MBR the official “management 
framework.” In 2005, an evaluation study by researchers Côté and Mazouz concluded that the 
following reporting processes and management tools were relatively effective: declarations of 
services to the public (service statements), strategic plans, annual expenditure management plans, 
annual management reports and continuous improvement plans. 

In France, the MBR framework institutionalized by the government includes the following 
practices and tools: performance contracts, possible easing of a priori control, general reviews of 
public policies and programs, widespread use of results assessment, and a results-based review 
procedure for new programs.   

Studies of the official mechanisms introduced in OECD countries have shown that MBR stems 
from a managerial trend that took root beginning in the late 1970s. This trend is based on an 
institutional pact justified by the search for managerial autonomy, which is now essential to the 
renewal of public governance. Without radically calling into question the values of public 
administration, managers are focusing on the organizational and managerial factors that make 
public action effective and efficient. The managerial autonomy required by MBR should improve the 
managerial and organizational capabilities of management teams and employees in the public 
sphere. Autonomy levels must be assessed throughout management cycles on the basis of the 
leeway required by public sector managers so that they can obtain management tools for setting 
results targets tailored to their organization’s mission, planning activities related to those targets, 
optimizing resources, and measuring and assessing their actual performance according to 
parameters based on the physical and perceptual attributes of the outputs that they themselves 
have helped to identify, define, plan, implement, control, monitor and improve (Mazouz and Tardif, 
2010). 

By 2010, after three decades of experimentation, MBR had become the official management 
framework of many governments, namely, that of the United States, following the coming into force 
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of the Government Performance and Results Act in 1993; that of Quebec, following the application of 
the Financial Administration Act in May 2000; and that of France, following the enactment of the Loi 
organique sur les lois des finances in 2001. All of these laws were drafted and passed after 5 to 10 
years of more or less voluntary experimentation. 

The model chosen for the present definition of MBR stipulates that public organizations that 
engage in a process of continuous results improvement must first fulfil the following four 
requirements:  

• Organizational requirement: public organizations must understand their particular situation 
– i.e., that they are individual entities with distinct purposes, politicized objectives and 
limited resources, as this will enable them to understand their strengths and weaknesses, the 
threats they face and the opportunities their managers must seize in order to enjoy more 
autonomy in negotiations with headquarters; 

• Managerial requirement: public organizations must also adopt an official management 
framework focused in particular on the quality of resource management, the political-
administrative interface and the supply of public services, as this will enable them to deliver 
services; 

• Adaption requirement: public organizations must adapt their organization by renewing their 
strategies, processes, projects, structures, culture and leadership, as this will enable them to 
change;  

• Evaluation requirement: public organizations must systematically evaluate themselves as 
well as their management framework and ability to change, for this will enable them to learn 
and to make improvements.   

 

Figure 2: Results categories and their determinants 
 

 
Source: Mazouz and Leclerc, 2008 
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The ways in which management teams and employees who participate in management 
processes, particularly decision-making, address the aforementioned organizational, managerial, 
adaption and evaluation requirements should be structured around the following four categories of 
results: 

• Service delivery results: public service improvement plans, which are directly related to the 
physical and perceptual attributes of the services made available to citizens (general public 
and businesses), should translate into courteous greetings, shorter waiting or response times, 
secure service, absolute confidentiality, better access, and so forth. Quality standards should 
be set and implemented so that results can be measured and assessed according to clearly 
defined service delivery indicators, which have been made public, are understood and can be 
systematically adjusted; 

• Management results: management results, which are related to an organization’s internal 
processes (activities, tasks, interdependencies, roles and responsibilities, costs and delays), 
reflect the managerial capacity of management team members and other employees to 
design, implement and adjust practices and tools for converting the resources at their 
disposal into goods and services that can be delivered to the public, businesses or 
institutions. For example, improving employees’ working conditions, optimizing 
administrative business processes, organizing work and establishing criteria for making 
investment choices and for recruiting and retaining qualified employees are all results that 
can be put forward in response to the changes called for by taxpayers and their institutional 
representatives regarding performance, as measured by indicators of not only a public 
organization’s external efficiency but also its internal efficiency;  

• Policy (or strategic change) results: policy results, which are based on accomplishments 
flowing from the strategic choices, restructurings, ambitious projects, business process 
reviews and so forth carried out by management, must, by their very nature, be taken into 
account over the medium and the long term. Such results ensure the sustainability of public 
organizations. In addition, since they derive from decisions made at the highest echelons of 
these organizations and take the political, economic, sectoral, organizational and managerial 
context into account, they have a determining impact on results pertaining to the delivery of 
services to the public and the organization’s management. For instance, the coherence and 
clarity of the strategic choices advocated by senior management, the relevance of projects 
chosen by management within the framework of deliberate strategies and the kind of impact 
that strategic decisions are expected to have are all policy results that a management team 
can use to justify the leeway it needs in negotiating means and resources with prudent 
political decision makers or headquarter bureaucrats. 

• Overall improvement results: In short, overall performance can be evaluated by measuring 
the quality of services delivered to citizens or institutions, ensuring optimal use of the 
resources and means placed at an organization’s disposal and determining, in a transparent 
and accountable manner, the impact of the strategic choices made by management. In other 
words, systematic and periodic assessments of an organization in regard to both its service 
delivery results and its operational and strategic management targets make it possible to 
assess its overall performance. For example, if systematic evaluations by independent 
stakeholders (Office of the Auditor General, auditing firm, researchers, etc.) show that 
targeted improvements have been made by providing access to the healthcare services of a 
public hospital, successfully deploying an integrated operations information system and 
implementing one or more organizational projects aimed at continuous optimization of 
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administrative processes, this will mean that the organization has achieved overall 
improvement results. 

By arriving at a judicious combination of the results categories defined above, the management 
teams of public organizations will ideally achieve real leeway in the periodic negotiations entailed 
by the contractual logic that underpins MBR. 

Lastly, from a semantic standpoint, it is important to note the difference between MBR, which 
advocates the use of results as a means, and RBM, which implies that results should be considered 
an end in themselves in a government performance management process. 
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