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Overview

1. The Roadmap: General observations 

2. Towards a Theory of Change (ToC) as the starting point for 
an M&E framework

3. A possible ToC (only as an example, not a definite proposal)

4. Monitoring and Evaluation: The specific approaches

5. Criteria for an M&E Framework (and the Challenges 
involved)



General Observations

• The Roadmap is very comprehensive as it covers 

all areas relevant to HRD 

• The potential actions are clearly relevant in 

relation to the objectives and the vision of the 

Declaration

• The Roadmap is a very important document that

will be implemented over a period of ten years

• It is therefore useful to develop an M&E system 

to assess process, results and impact

• For this purpose the Roadmap needs to be 

operationalised 



Towards a Theory of Change 

• The Roadmap lacks an intervention logic (IL) or theory of 

change (ToC) that explains and visualises the expected change 

processes from inputs (actions) to projected impacts.

• It would be useful to develop a ToC as the starting point and 

basis for the monitoring & evaluation of the implementation 

of the Roadmap



Purpose of the ToC

• The ToC does not „re-invent“ the Roadmap but presents and 
visualises the spirit of the Declaration and the Roadmap in 
an easily accessible form

• All elements of the ToC are taken from the Roadmap 

• The ToC creates a logical chain from inputs to anticipated 
impacts: it shows the different steps and how they are built 
on each other to achieve the objectives and vision of the 
Declaration/Roadmap



Constructing the ToC (I)

• The Roadmap comprises vision, 
outcomes, programme areas, key 
result areas and possible actions 

• All these elements are well-
presented

• They can be used to develop the  
technical measurement categories 
of the M&E framework (outputs, 
outcomes, impact) 



Constructing the ToC (II)

• The ToC cannot present all 

individual actions and outcomes 

but has to present them in a 

generic and synthesised form

• E.g., for the purpose of the ToC, 

closely related outcomes are 

summarised under broad 

headings (for example 

outcomes 3 and 4) 



Constructing the ToC (III): 
Outputs, Outcomes, Impact 
Each category should be linked to measurable indicators

Output

• Indicators show the immediate output of the interventions

• E.g. number of persons trained (and areas of training); number and type of new polices introduced; 
number and type of education standards introduced; existence of ASEAN credit transfer system, etc.  

Outcome

• Indicators measure the broader results and the direct effect on the target group/ direct beneficiaries

• E.g. Access of women and girls to formal education improved; career progression for TVET graduates 
improved, etc. 

Impact 

• Indicators refer to long-term developmental changes

• E.g. (quality) employment for all; sustainable development, competitiveness and resilience of ASEAN, 
etc. 



(Simplified) Theory of Change 

IP1: Advocacy 

IP2: Information 
sharing 

IP3: Investments

IP4: Development 
of policy, 
standards, 
systems 

IP5: Regional 
cooperation  

Inputs

OP1: Policies for 
lifelong learning   
in place 

OP2: Standards 
for Education, 
Higher Education, 
TVET established 
& harmonised 

OP3: Trainings for 
skills development 
and transferability 
implemented 

OP4: Measures for 
better access to 
Edu., HE, TVET in 
place (esp. for 
girls and women, 
disadvantaged 
groups)

Outputs

OC1: Lifelong 
learning culture 
(LLL) established 

OC2: Inclusive & 
quality  education 
strengthened 

OC3: 
Competencies             
and qualifications 
meet labour 
market needs

OC4: Sound HRD 
policies and 
financing achieved

Outcomes 

Impact

I1: (Quality) 
Employment for 
all

I2: Sustainable 
development, 
competitiveness 
and resilience of 
ASEAN



Approach to M&E 

IP1: Advocacy 

IP2: Information 
sharing 

IP3: Investments

IP4: Development 
of policy, 
standards, 
systems 

IP5: Regional 
cooperation  

Inputs

OP1: Policies for 
lifelong learning   
in place 

OP2: Standards 
for Education, 
Higher Education, 
TVET established 
& harmonised 

OP3: Trainings for 
skills development 
and transferability 
implemented 

OP4: Measures for 
better access to 
Edu., HE, TVET in 
place (esp. for 
girls and women, 
disadvantaged 
groups)

Outputs

OC1: Lifelong 
learning culture 
(LLL) established 

OC2: Inclusive & 
quality  education 
strengthened 

OC3: 
Competencies             
and qualifications 
meet labour 
market needs

OC4: Sound HRD 
policies and 
financing achieved

Outcomes 

Impact

I1: (Quality) 
Employment for 
all

I2: Sustainable 
development, 
competitiveness 
and resilience of 
ASEAN

Main Focus of
Evaluation 

Main Focus of
Monitoring 



Criteria for an M&E Framework 
(and the Challenges involved)
• The process and impact evaluation of the Workplan is most useful if it addresses the regional level 

(= more than the sum of the national contributions) 

• Every indicator should ideally be furnished with a baseline, a target and data sources for testability. 

• However, it might be difficult to achieve this "gold standard" as baseline data might not be 
available in all cases. This might require a pragmatic decision as to which aspects of the Workplan  
can/should be evaluated

• Both evidence-based (objective) and perception-based (subjective) indicators should be used to 
measure outcomes and impact. 

• Data sources of evidence-based indicators are administrative records, statistics, treaties, research 
results and newspaper articles. 

• Perception-based indicators measure opinions and perceptions, and they are conducted by using 
various methodologies such as surveys, interviews, focus group discussions and observations.

• Currently, the targets (expected outcomes) are mostly formulated rather broadly and vaguely. For 
example, a target such "Well-utilised all educational structures that provide lifelong and lifewide
learning" cannot be assessed as the term "well-utilised" is imprecise and wide open to 
interpretation

• For the benefit of M&E each action should not only indicate the responsible "Implementing Bodies 
and Stakeholders" but also the target groups and beneficiaries. 



Many thanks for your attention


