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e have been asked by the Chairman of the In considering this categorization, it may help to

Evaluation Group of Executive Directors to think of Fund research as operating along a centin
comment on the external evaluation of research-Man uum, at one end using current analytic methods-to an
agement welcomes the evaluation report, which pro alyze economic developments in the world economy
vides much food for though¥Ve are grateful to the and individual countries, at the other end undertaking
evaluators for the work they have done, and for pro abstract research, with no obvious immediate applic
viding an opportunity for an in-depth discussion of ability to Fund operations. For convenience, we can
the role of research in the Furiche comments that divide this line into four categories: (1) analysis of
follow are intended to contribute to the Executive and reporting on current economic events and-prob
Boards consideration of the subject, but they are not lems, such as th&/EO andinternational Capital
comprehensiveAfter discussing the evaluatienia Marketsreport (ICMR) as well as some of the work
tionale for Fund research and its categorization of thedone in the context &rticle IV consultations that is
types of research that should be conducted in thepresented in Recent Economic Developments papers
Fund, we take up the suggestion for a committee toand other background documents; this could be
set research priorities and provide funding for cellab called “surveillance research”; (2) analytic and-em
orative research with outside researchers, along thepirical work on cross-cutting policy issues eon
lines of theWorld Banks Research Committee; we fronting the Fund in its operations, such as the forth
then comment briefly on the evaluation of Eadr- coming paper on exchange rate systems or the work
formance and the evaluation grasipémarks on the on dollarization, and many of the papers on capital
review process, which was also discussed in the-exteraccount liberalization, and on inflation geting—
nal evaluation of surveillanc®V/e will not comment corresponding roughly to the evaluatofpblicy
here on questions of a personal nature. analysis” and “policy development” research; (3) re

We of course share the view of the panel that high- search on new ways for the Fund to think about or

quality research is critical to the successful operation deal with problems, some of which may not yet have
of the Fund, in both its surveillance and its operational been encountered in the Fundperations—this ap
roles, and share the rationale for that view set out inpears to correspond to the evaluattpslicy foun-
paras. 24-25The report defines (para. 21) three eate dation research”; and (4) abstract research, with no

gories of Fund researcpolicy foundation eseach, obvious relevance to Fund operations, but which if
which develops basic analytic tools and frameworks well done could be published in academic journals.
(e.g., “Are Currency Crises Predictable33glicy de Roughly corresponding to the movement along this

velopment éseach, which creates the broad policy line is a shift from research that would be expected or
framework (strategy) that guides Fund operations requested by the Executive Board, management, and
(e.g., “IMF-Supported Programs in Indonesia, Korea, non—Research Department $§tab research that
andThailand:A PreliminaryAssessment,” “Dollar would most likely be motivated by the Research De

ization: Implications for Monetary Policy”); amubl- partment and by individual researchers.

icy analysis eseach, which provides policy advice in Our own evaluation, shared by the external evalu
the course of the day-to-day operations (tactics) of theation of research, is that the Fusdurveillance-
Fund (e.g., “InflationTamgeting in KoreaAn Empiri research work, is generally first-raM/e have in

cal Exploration”). mind particularly theWEO, the ICMR, the work
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presented aiVorld Economic and Market Develop  sponds to the external evaluat®pblicy analysis and
ments sessions, and the surveillance notes producegolicy development categories of reseaiidie exter
for different global and regional forums. Both the nal evaluation of research devoted a considerable ef
external evaluation of research (para. 34) and the ex fort to the evaluation of this research, recording mixed
ternal evaluation of surveillance record that this views. Rather than express a view on that appraisal,
work is very highly regarded outside the Fund as we want to make three comments that might help set
well. The analytic work that serves as an input to it in perspective. First, most research papers written in
country surveillance and operational work is bound any institution or academic department have weak
to be of more variable qualitput we believe that nesses; only a minority of papers that are written are
too is generally at a high levdlhe evaluators com accepted for publication, and of those, only a few
ment that Fund sthEhould be undertaking less of have any shelf life. Second, one of the main reasons to
this work on countries in which good policy research write a paper is to gain a full understanding of a topic,
is already being done in central banks or other re which reading alone rarely achieves. It is for this rea
search aganizationsWhile we understand the meti  son that the Fund does not exercise much control over
vation for this agument, and agree that Fund &isf the papers that appear in terking Paper series. In
likely to add relatively less to a policy discussion this regard, we do not favor curtailing the issuance of
with a country where the policy debate is welt ad Working Papers; there should be a strong presumption
vanced, we should also recognize théaive Fund in favor of publication, not only because researchers
surveillance requires the dtad form its own views  who have done the work deserve to have it see the
on issues that will be the subjectAdticle IV dis- light of day but also because the $tafwork benefits
cussionsAlthough the Fund will be only one voice from being subject to public scrutinywe do, how
among many in the policy debate in the advancedever share the evaluatoncern that such papers be
countries, Fund sthheeds to have a well-informed clearly identified asvorking papers; we should avoid
and analytically sound capacity to undertake a pol any implication that might inappropriately elevate the
icy dialogue with the authorities, both because suchstatus of these papeihird, we are not sure how to
countries are systemically important, and because itcategorize an extremely important part of Fund policy
is important not to create a dual-track surveillance work that may not have been fciently taken into
processThat is why stdfwill have to continue to  account in the external evaluation of research—
undertake surveillance research on such countriesnamely the policy papers, typically coming out of the
And, having undertaken it, they should publish it Policy Development and Review Department, in
The evaluators, after commending the Researchwhich Fund stdfdevelop a practical framework for
Departmens surveillance research work, focus their implementing approaches or policies whose general
attention on the remainder of Fund research, with nature has been prescribed or suggested by the Board.
which they were less impressatthile it is natural Examples include the papers on private secter in
for such an evaluation to focus on perceived weak volvement now before the Board, or those written as
nesses rather than strengths, the external evaligation’'the Fund developed the Contingent Credit Line Facil
appraisal does not didiently recognize that surveil ity. We regard Fund stiadis unparalleled in this paric
lance research constitutes agkampart of the output  ular, critical, skill, best described as policy develop
the Research Department is expected to produce; furment work, which frequently involves an iterative
ther, as the Director of Research notes in his-com process with the Board.
ments on the external evaluation, he was explicity Nonetheless, Fund work in both this second-cate
chaged on his appointment with shifting the output gory of cross-cutting operational research, and that
of the Research Department in the direction of this on policy foundation work, needs to be strength
type of work.This has been done extremely well, and ened.This requires (1) priority setting and (2)
the value of the Research Departmemibrk in this strong researchers and the incentives for them to do
area is widely recognized among the Fsndember the right work.We support the external evalua
ship, both by members of the Executive Board andtion’s recommendations both that the balance of
by many other dicials with whom we have spoken. Fund research should be tilted toward areas in
Management too regards the regular publications of which the institution has a particular need or should
the Research Department and Board briefings by thehave a comparative advantage, such as cross-coun
Director of Research, and the contributions based ontry research and that on ergarg market and de
this work that the Fund makes to policy discussions veloping countries, and that the Fund should have a
in regional and G-7 forums, as playing the central more systematic procedure for setting research pri
role in the process of multilateral surveillance, and orities.We agree too that we should consider estab
doing so extremely well. lishing a Committee on Research Priorities (CRP).
Our second category of research, on cross-cuttingThe currentWorking Group on Fund Polickdvice
issues confronting the Fund in its operations, ecorre (WGFFA) serves more as a coordinating committee
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than as a setter of prioritie$he proposed CRP relevant to Fund operationss the external evalua
could meet twice a yeaand should include senior tion recommends, we should make it easier for those
staf of departments (most of those in the Fund) in interested in and good at research to spend longer in
which research is demanded or supplied or dis the Research Department, whether on their first
cussed, and could be chaired by management. If aound in the department or after a period of mobility
meeting were to be held soon, it would include on We also need to recognize that it is extremelfi-dif
the agenda, for example, research on capital ac cult for a researcher to stay current in his or her field
count liberalization, exchange rate systems, privateif not continuously involved in itThis implies at
sector involvement in the resolution of financial least that supervisors should enable such researchers
crises, and aspects of financial sector behaWer to have more time for researaile note the ideal of
would need also to consider whether W&FRA, setting aside continuous blocks of time suggested by
whose membership includes stafore actively in the external evaluation, but there are typically inter
volved in research, should continue to exist. If it ruptions even in academic life, for instance to teach
does, it could include on its agenda a discussion ofclassesThe problem faced by Fund researchers may
progress in priority research areas. not be so much the continuity of time available for
We strongly welcome the call by the external eval research as the shortage of time, given the general
uation of research for more interaction between Fundwork pressures to which stafparticularly the best
staf—not only those in the Research Department— staf—are exposedAny initiatives in this area, as
and outside researchers, including more frequent at well as those discussed in the next paragraph and the
tendance by Fund sfadt academic conferences, and next to that but one, would need to take due account
by academics at Fund conferencé®& need also to  of the more general implications that are likely for
seek closer interactions with researchers outsidethe Funds operations.
North America.We would like to see more joint-re The Fund needs also to attract more established re
search with th&Vorld Bank, but would not recom  searchers, somewhat later in their careers than-are in
mend institutionalizing this &frt; coordination is a  coming Economist Program participants. Some-mid
highly resource-intensive activitye are also notyet career researchers could come through the visiting
convinced of the value of providing either the GRRP  scholars program, but we also need the capacity-to ap
the WGFRA with a budget to fund research by eon point excellent researchers to a more permanent posi
sultants, particularly if the research would not be tion at a high rank in the Fund, when such opportuni
done in the Fund. Before deciding whether to acceptties arise.This reopens the question of finding a
this recommendation, we should both ask what mar mechanism by which outstanding individuals,
ginal contribution to the creation of the desired whether from outside or inside the Fund, who would
knowledge would be made by such financing and not be placed in a managerial position, might
carefully evaluate th@/orld Banks experience with  nonetheless qualify for a B-level appointméfthile
this approachWe agree that the Fund would benefit all these matters are under consideration, we should
from having more visiting researchers, and the also bear in mind the Boasdfrequently expressed
process by which they are selected should be uniformbelief, which was supported by the External Evalua
across departments and transparent. tion of Surveillance, that we need to attract more-mid
Much of the external evaluation of research is de career individuals who have had policy experience.
voted, rightly to what the Fund should do to attract,  As to the other incentives for research suggested
encourage, and retain high-quality researchéfes. by the External Evaluation of Research, we agree
believe the incoming Economist Program groups that names of sthfwho contributed to a paper
typically contain a good proportion of economists should be recorded on it, as is increasingly being
interested in and able to do good resealtfe. done nowWe would not, howevemwish to remove
should expect graduating Ph.D.s who choose thethe signatures of the heads of department in which
Fund as a career to tend to be more interested in the paper was prepared, for that provides an impor
applications of economics and in policy issues thantant element of accountabilit%s to the suggestion
those who choose a purely academic cataérthat that papers should be presented to the Board by
is all to the good since that type of research shouldthose who prepared them, departmental practices
be particularly highly valued in the Fund. No doubt on this point difer. We can see both the pros and
in any Economist Program group there will be some cons of the evaluatios’proposal, among the latter
more interested in a long#rm research careend the fact that when a policy position is proposed in a
some of these researchers will want to work on top paper we expect the head of the department to be
ics in the fourth category—those of no obvious im responsible for and willing to defend the position.
mediate relevance to Fund operations. Some re We have the impression that papers more in the na
search of this type should be permitted, provided theture of research, for instance some of the recent pa
staf member is also doing other work more directly pers on capital controls, are more often presented
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by their authors. Possibly this suggestion should bethat review within some departments is toofstaf
handled on a case-by-case basis. tensive (too many people asked to review a paper
The research evaluators suggest that annual pertoo many meetings to discuss the review), and re
formance appraisals should include an appraisal ofsources could be saved there. But the review process
research carried out by the $tafemberWe believe is a critical input into the formation of a stablicy
that is already being don&he evaluatiors more consensus, and the obligation of the initiating de
wide-ranging suggestion that the grading on Fund partment to note divgences of view among depart
performance appraisals should be tougher is undements when sending a paper to management for
review but it should be noted that managers tend to clearance ensures that majoffeliénces of view can
use the salary increase as a more accurate measutee discussed and a choice among them nfades
of performance than the numerical grade. tem of informal oral comments would not work, and
The external evaluation of research, like the exter would leave open the possibility of disputes about
nal evaluation of surveillance, believes too much who said what wheniriting down comments helps
time is spent on reviegvand that the reviews are too produce an appropriate degree of seriousness by
formal. As noted in our comments on the External both reviewer and recipient: comments should be
Evaluation of IMF Surveillance, we too believe that pointed, brief, and written.
too many resources are devoted to the review We look forward to the Boarsl'discussion of the
process, and that departments should use the “naxternal evaluation of research and to following up
comment” option more frequentlyt is also likely on the recommendations that egesfrom it.
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Staff Response to the External Evaluation of the IMF’s
Economic Research Activities

he staf appreciates this faraching and ments, rather than concentrating them in a single
thought-provoking report on research in the department or under the control of one interdepart

Fund.The report provides a useful outside perspec mental committeeThis olganization facilitates the
tive on the IMF5 research and a number of sensible linkage between research and the Fsndiore
suggestions for improving iThe report should be basic responsibilitiesAs the evaluators suggest,
taken seriouslyand it is in that spirit that we record this orientation and ganization probably have
points of both agreement and disagreement and exsome adverse &fct on the value of Fund +e
plain our disagreements where they exist. search—viewed as an isolated product as seen by

While many of the recommendations resonated other researchers outside of the Fund. Howeher
with the staf, departments questioned the basis for contribution from this orientation andgamization
others, either finding the evidence marshaled for ato other important work receives little or no atten
change from current practices unconvincing or tion from the evaluatorsthis is fundamentally an
thinking the report did not pay digient heed to the  issue of achieving the right balance, which requires
broader objectives that research serves in the Fundveighing appropriately all of the relevant objec
or to the constraints under which $taperates. Stéf tives of the Fund research activities.
believes that the value of the Fusdéesearch prod This response to the evaluataeport is a compi
ucts needs to be assessed relative to the priorities sdation of the departmental comments. It first covers
by management and the Executive Board and, moregeneral issues of methodology and mandate, then
fundamentally by theArticles of Agreement. It is  considers the details of the evaluation of existing re
clear that the Fund'research on various aspects of search presented in the report, and finally discusses
the economies of industrial countries, such as onreactions to the specific recommendations.
structural unemployment, monetary policy frame
works, and public pension plans, makes a major con
tribution to the surveillance process and the policy Definition of Research and the Scope
debate, whether or not other research on these topiCg,f the Evaluation
already exists. In this regard, we encourage the Ex
ecutive Board to provide guidance on whether it How to define research is a thorny issue, and the
agrees with altering priorities in the direction advo choice between a broad and a narrow definition has
cated by the external evaluators. a great impact on what outputs need to be evaluated

A general concern of sfais that the evaluators and the extent of stafesources devoted to research
seem not to have given adequate attention to keywork. Unfortunately the report is somewhat am
factors that necessarily and desirablfieetf the ori bivalent on the appropriate definition, adopting the
entation and @anization of research activities in broad definition at times, thus including a (favor
the Fund. Specificallypeyond their general contri  able) discussion of thébrld Economic Outlooknd
bution to knowledge, these activities are supposedinternational Capital Marketseports, and at times a
to support and contribute to the operational activi narrow one, whemorking Papers are evaluated
ties of the FundA substantial portion of Fund+e  from an academic perspective of originality and
search is oriented toward policy issues faced by in publishability in a good journal (e.g., para. 40). Sev
dividual membersThis reflects the fact that the eral departments noted that some of their “research,”
Fund’s operational work in the key areas of surveil embodied in annexes to consultation reports that
lance, financial programs, and technical assistancealso appear a#/orking Papers, does not pretend to
is lagely with individual members—rather than be original research but rather is a summary of the
with multicountry groupings. SimilarJythe ogant literature serving to focus the consultation discus
zation of resources for research distributes themsjons and to inform the Executive Boaifldhere is
across the area departments and functional departalso research that does not (nor is it meant to) pro
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duce a publishable product, but it may have an-ancil ing Papers and publications are not up to academic
lary benefit of helping the researcher to develop his standards, but a significant number are; whether
or her knowledge and skills. those that are not up to academic standards con
The evaluators gue that the Fund does not, and tribute otherwise to the Fursdoverall objectives re
should not, try to produce all the research relevantceived little attention. Indeed, the $tbélieves that
for its needsThe staf agrees. Howevethe evalua even cursory examination of titles and abstracts of
tors go on to say'it should use relevant research Fund research papers confirms that the overwhelm
that already exists outside, without duplicating it” ing bulk of this research is relevant to the Fgnd’
(para. 27). In the Research Department, for example mandate, mission, and interests, and that much of
a good deal of work continues to be done on what isthis research is, appropriatelyuite diferent from
known in the research literature as “fundamental the average academic research pagside from a
equilibrium exchange rates” (FEERS). In view of the general reorientation of research activities away
Funds mandate to exercise “firm surveillance” over from industrial and toward developing countries
members’ exchange rate policies, research on and transition economies, and the need to do more
FEERs inside the Fund is highly relevant, if not cross-country and financial sector studies, there are
vital, even if it overlaps with research done outside no specific areas identified by the evaluators that
the Fund. Indeed, it would be senseless goathat the Funds staf was judged to have missed. Finally
the Fund stdfshould work only on research issues the dissemination of Fund research could have re
that nobody else finds interesting or worthwhile. ceived considerably more attention, with practical
Surely the evaluators do not suggest this; but bar and constructive suggestions for improvement.
ring an absolute standard to avoid all duplication, it  Insufficient attention to the other objectives of the
remains unclear what the evaluators really mean andFund in addition to producing research may also
how it is to be judged whether Fund research satis have led to judgments about the hierarchical nature
fies the evaluatorgriterion. of the Research Department. It is worth noting, how
A related problem for the evaluators was how to ever that it is no more hierarchical than other de
situate the research work in the context of the Fund’ partments, which reflects that the department also
other more operational work. Clearly the terms of has important operational responsibilities (this is
reference did not authorize the evaluators to look atdiscussed in the annex to this $tafsponse, pre
all aspects of the Furglork and their relative pri pared by Mr Mussa)And the decentralized nature
orities—a daunting task in any case, far beyond theof the working arrangements across departments
capacity of a three-man team with total resources ofwould make it dificult for the allocation of re
six person-months. Howevethe report does stray sources envisaged by the Committee on Research
far beyond a strict look at research, in particular in Priorities to work without major ganizational
considering the interdepartmental review of Fund changes, desirable though it might be. In fact, some
operational papers, in calling for broad changes in departments felt that decentralization produced more
the annual performance review (APR) process, andoriginal research of higher qualitsnd contributed
in recommending substantial changes in the-man to job satisfaction, relative to the extra bureaucracy
agement structure of the Research Departmenf. Stafembodied in the proposed Committee on Research
felt that these aspects of the Fund/ork were not Priorities.An annex to the report on the experience
well understood by the evaluators and went well be of the World Bank with an internal market for-re
yond their mandate. In addition, the discussion of search might have been useful in this regard.
the staf mobility requirement (paras. 70-72) does
not adequately take into account the other goals of
the Fund (in addition to the objective of producing The Evaluation Process and Criteria
good research) that are relevant when considering
changes to this personnel policy The reports evaluation of research is based on
In contrast, many on the stahought that the personal interviews and on an assessment -of re
central question of the terms of reference of the search outputVhile the evaluation process is neces
evaluators, Whether economiceseach in the IMF sarily selective, the external evaluatoagproach
contributes effectively to the Fusdbbjectives, suffers from several shortcomings with potentially
was not adequately assessed and not given a cleamportant implications for the repostconclusions
answer In particulay “Are there any major areas of (or at least the foundation for these conclusions).
research at present undertaken by thef sthbse First, theinterviews with policymakers outside the
value added could be regarded as ifisieht? Are Fund do not seem to have included any interviews
there major omissions in the Fumdresearch  with policymakers inAfrica, the Middle East, and
agenda?The nuanced response of the evaluation transition countries of central and eastern Europe.
report seems to be that on some counts rifgonk- Overall, the stdfis concerned that this lack of-re
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gional coverage may fatct the external evaluators’ ExchangeAffairs Department and others on firan
assessment of important segments of the researcleial sector issues.

activities undertaken in the Fund, notably with re

spect to developing and transition countries. Our in

formation is that in developing and transition Comments on Recommendations
economies, Fund research does receive a good deal

of attention both inside and outside th&aidl pol- Staf welcomed a number of the recommenda
icy community tions, with many departments suggesting that they
Second, inassessing theeseach output the re deserved serious considerati®dhile departments
port seems to be too selective for arriving at well- commented on many of the 9 key recommendations,
founded conclusions. In particular: relatively few comments were made on the 13 sup

plementary recommendatioriBhe following high
lights the areas of disagreement with the report’
recommendations, in particular with respect to the 9
key recommendations and the 5 more controversial
supplementary recommendations.

Recommendation 1: €ate a Committee on Re
seach Priorities (CRP) to identify Fund-wide-r
seach priorities, povide esouces in suppdrof
specific eseach topics, decide on visiting scholars,
and hire outside consultant¥he external evaluators
note that there is already such a committee, the
Working Group on Fund Policjdvice, but that
to be evaluated from a wider perspective than their r'ecommendations_. are intended to make it more

a strictly academic one effective and extend its scope. Stdiought that

) these were useful suggestions, but expressed some
* The external evaluators did not assess the out skepticism about whether this would be an improve
side publication record of Fund stdthis ment on current practice.

would have covered papers that are never \while some departments noted that there could be

published asVorking Papers, but als&fork- scope for a somewhat more centralized approach to

ing Papers that are eventually published out setting research priorities, others noted the need to
side the Fund, and cited as such). strike a balance between centralized decision-mak
» The sample o¥Working Papers that is evalu  ing and coordination and the need to shape their own
ated could have been broadened to get-a bet research program$here was already a high degree
ter perspective (not focusing almost exclu of coordination in determining the work program for
sively on 1998 and covering ad@r number  the Executive BoardArea departments were partic

of papers)The external evaluators appar ularly concerned to maintain the necessary freedom

ently did not assess whether the Fund had and flexibility to deal with country-specific research

produced research that had a substantial im in the context of their surveillance activities. Many
pact in its areas of primary responsibility departments observed that a more centralized ap

Because a period of at least three or four proach, while potentially yielding benefits, also en

years is usually required to assess whether atailed significant risks; that is, they were concerned

paper has such an impact, the sample of re that a more centralized approach might stifle indi
cent papers examined by the evaluators, vidual initiative and creativityadversely déct the
which contained only very recent papers, is timeliness of research, and reduce flexihilBpme

not really adequate. were concerned that the proposed GRiBht only

« The reports conclusions could have been !€ad toanother layer of bureaucracy .
strengthened by including some comparisons Many departments' stressed that the modalities of
with the research output of other institutions. the proposed committee would need some further

fleshing outA common concern was how the CRP
Third, the report does not adequately recognize would obtain and allocate resources. Some doubted
therange of eseach topics and activitiesinder that it was feasible to set up an independent body
taken in the Fund. For example, itfeu$ from a rel with the power to commit resources, unless the-com
ative lack of attention to research on transition eoun mittee was comprised of department heads whe con
tries and fiscal issues, which play a central role in trol resources. Many stressed that it would be essen
fulfilling the Funds mandate. It also underplays the tial to maintain substantial resources within
already considerable research of the Monetary anddepartments in order to maintain flexibility and en

e The evaluation criteria were slanted toward
academic researchhis bias reflects a serious
misunderstanding about the intended audi
ence of a substantial amount of Fund re
searchAs an illustration, the assessment by
the Asia and Pacific Department of the rela
tive usefulness of the inflation tgting pa
pers on Korea and Philippines is opposite to
that suggested in Box 1 of the report. In-par
ticular, the paper on the Philippines has
helped to promote a dialogue among palicy
makers, illustrating that Fund research needs
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sure that they could meet their responsibilities to

was already the case, for instance through assess

ward individual countries and provide the needed ments by mission chiefs, which are typically in

support for operational and policy work.
Recommendation 2: Irdduce explicit depamenry
tal targets for staff time allocated t@seach. On

cluded in theAPR. On the proposal to create an in
ternal market, similarities to th&orld Bank model
were noted, and the latter seemed to have led to a

balance, departments did not display much enthusi shift from research being done by Bank fstafcon
asm for this recommendation. Most departments sultants, which was not viewed as desirable.

noted that explicit tayets on one activity (research)
would be dificult to implement without a broader

Recommendation 5: Impve the assessment of
reseach quality in theAPR.All departments com

assessment of other competing activities, given thementing on the recommendation supportedito
pressures on resources. If it were to be a bindingdepartments noted that they already did give ex
constraint, either additional resources would need toplicit attention to the quality of research that was
be available to departments or it would have to be conducted.

accepted by management and the Executive Board Recommendation 6: Give oppanities to all staff

that there would be a reduction in other activities.
Recommendation 3: Shift the mix eseach to
ward topics adding the most value—developing
countty, cross-county, and financial sector &
seach. There was substantial support for the view
that more cross-country (including regional} re
search should be undertaken. Howeseme depait
ments felt that the case for shifting the mix toward
developing countries (to be defined to include transi
tion countries) required more justification than had

to present eseach poducts to the Boarand man
agementSome departments felt that the proposal
was a good one in principle, but might bdidiflt to
implement given constraints on the Boartime. Ju
nior economists have already some scope for pre
senting papers to Fund seminars attended by man
agement and Executive Directors, such as a recent
one on China.

Recommendation 7: Role of the &itor of Re
seach. Departments did not understand the purpose

been given in the report. Others felt that the report of the recommendation, since its description of the
was in a way “preaching to the converted,” as thererole of the Director of Research seemed to describe
already had been a substantial increase in the numthe current situation. See tlenex to this stdf

ber of projects devoted to developing country and fi

statement for an extended discussion.

nancial sector research. In supporting more research Recommendation 8: €ate a mag effective per

in these areas, though, departments were less conformance evaluation systerDepartments noted
vinced that the evaluators had come to grips with thenot only that this area was beyond the evaluators’
types of research that were most beneficial to theterms of reference, but also that the evaluators had

Fund or that a shifting mix should imply less empha
sis on other types of researdthey considered that

only superficially looked at one aspect of the
Funds performance evaluation system and not the

there should be continuing emphasis on backgroundsystem as a wholés in most systems, the overall

research that, while hardly original from the acade

rating is only one element of performance evalua

mic perspective, resulted in broad syntheses ortion and diferentiation between high and low per

eclectic interpretations that were valuable in previd
ing a focal point for discussions with the national au
thorities as well as informing both country and Ex
ecutive Board policy discussions. Even if the mix

formers. Outstanding performance is primarily-rec
ognized through a “1” rating, and for those doing
research, such a rating depends on research quality
as well as quantityThis rating can be given to no

were to shift somewhat, the need to support the more than 15 percent of the $tafhe lage major
Fund’'s very substantial surveillance requirements ity of staf are rated “2.” Howevermwithin this “2”
similarly meant that country-specific research and rating, performance is carefully &éfentiated and
research on industrial country issues would remain athis differentiation is reflected in salary increases

major focus of Fund research.

Recommendation 4: €ate incentives to impve
collaboration and to encourageseachers to con
tribute to policy work. Reseahn staff would eceive
credit in the annual performanceview for povid-
ing sewice to other depaments A form of internal
market would be eated to facilitate the p#cipa-
tion of functional depament staff in policy develep
ment and mission worlhkmong those departments

of individual staf membersWeaker performers are
encouraged to look for positions elsewhereabra
later stage of a Fund carearthen most of the per
formance problems arise, to take early retirement
from the Fund. In the majority of these cases sepa
ration is brought about without the necessity for a
“3” rating. A “3” rating is normally given in those
cases where performance deficiencies require for
mal performance management, including close per

that commented on this recommendation, there wasformance monitoring, by the department concerned

support for recognizing a researcltseservice to

in cooperation with the Human Resources Depart

other departments, although some asserted that thisnent. The purpose of this performance manage
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ment is to help ensure that performance reaches rements did not agree with the report that the manage
quired standards pfailing that, to bring about sep  ment structure of the Research Department was un
aration.Another important aspect of the Fuad’ necessarily hierarchical. Some commentators
system is the initial appointment of all new &ti thought that the evaluators had misunderstood the
a two-year fixed-term basis, which allows for care management structure and others suggested that
ful assessment of performance and the suitability they had not analyzed the question infigignt
for longerterm Fund employment before conver depth and the recommendation needed to be
sion to regular stétatus A significant number of  rethought. In their viewit was important to receg
the initial fixed-term appointments are not eon nize that many non-research types of activities also
verted to regular status and in most cases nenconwere performed within the Research Department.
version does not involve a formal “3” rating. In all, These points are discussed in more detail in the
15-20 sta@fmembers, both on fixed-term and regu annex to these comments.
lar appointments, have been separated annually in Recommendation 15: it and disseminate nen
the past few years because of weak performance. technical summaries of highest quality and mekt r
Recommendation 9: Reduce unnecessaernal evant eseach. This was the practice previously for
review of Fund work and avoid formal written com Working Papers; only recently were summaries of
ment wheeg informal oral communications would be Working Papers eliminated as being duplicative of
adequate Staf agreed that the objective of making abstracts and introductionBhe more selective ap
the review process morefiefent was a worthy ob proach advocated, and their circulation to manage
jective and deserved more systematic sturttyw- ment and the Executive Board, deserves considera
ever such a study needed to take into account thattion, however
the Fund had functions in addition to research. Some Recommendation 16:rdat Wrking Papers as
were skeptical that oral commentary and informal preliminary. Departments were relatively evenly
procedures could befettive. For example, it was split over the merits of this recommendatitvhile
noted that review was a vehicle for spreading infor some welcomed a more informal approach, others
mation across departments as well as a fundamentafelt that there was little to be gained sirwerking
vehicle for quality control. It was suggested also that Papers already were subject to relatively minimal
discipline was strengthened since reviewers had toscrutiny Some questioned whether a completely un
read carefully and authors were held to accountreviewed paper should be issued under the Bund’
when commentary was written. logo as, in their viewany institution was inevitably
Recommendation 13: Imduce moe flexibility going to be judged by its products—even when they
into the hiring pocedues for enty-level econe were accompanied by long disclaimers. For them,
mists. Most departments expressed their reserva some quality and confidentiality screening was
tions, and questioned whether it was in the best in viewed as being essential. It was also noted that the
terests of the Fund to hire dtafhose only career evaluation report was somewhat inconsistent,-criti
goal was research; and they wondered whether crecizing the quality oWorking Papers and the fact
ating a special hiring procedure for research-ori that they were a “final product” not leading to -fur
ented stdfrisked divorcing the Research Depart ther publication, while at the same time advocating
ment from the rest of the Fun@hey noted that the abandonment of the quality control provided by
recruitment at the Fund was intended to meet thedivision chiefs’approval.
larger goals of the Fund, not just its research goals. Recommendation 17: €ate a new vehicle for
However the suggestion of job seminars was judged non-senior staff to make gsentations to manage

to be useful in some cases. ment and the Executive Balrin principle, staf
Recommendation 14: Consideresmlining the supported this idea, but questioned whether the
management of the ReselarDepatment.Depart Board would find the time.
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Annex

Role of the Research Department

Beyond its general appraisal of research in the
Fund, the evaluatorseport ofers comments and
recommendations directed specifically at the Re
search Department (RES)—its role and mandate, op
eration, oganizational structure, and management. It
is appropriate for the Director of the Research De
partment to respond to these aspects of the report. In
doing so, it is important to emphasize both that re
search activities in the Fund extend well beyond the
work in RES, and that the activities of RES involve
much more than research.

Indeed, RES bears the primary responsibility
within the staff for assisting Fund Management and
the Executive Board with their responsibilities for
multilateral surveillance as mandated by Alngcles
of AgreementThis work includes preparation of the
World Economic OutlooKWEOQO), thelnternational
Capital Marketsreports (ICMR), the G-7 and other
surveillance notes, the regulforld Economic and
Market Developments (WEMD) sessions for the Ex
ecutive Board, policy papers for the Executive
Board, and the analysis of exchange rates and of
multicountry macroeconomic models. $taf RES
spend significantly more of their time on these and
other operational activities (and on closely related
research) than they do on research projects selected
at staf initiative.

Clearly an evaluation of RES that seeks to reach
broad conclusions about its appropriate role and
mandate and to make relevant recommendations
about its operations and management needs to look
in considerable depth and detail at all of the depart
ment’s activities, within the broader context of the
institution of which it is a pariThis, of course, was
not the focus of the evaluatorgport, which is con
cerned with the research activities of the entire Fund,

The Funds published work on multilateral sur
veillance is widely recognized as being of high
quality. We learned of many instances where
the WEO was a basic source document and
building block for oficials engaged in moniter
ing and forecasting international developments.
The ICMR was also highly rated, though
clearly less widely known and used/hile it
appealed to a narrower audience than/ieO,

it was particularly appreciated by those inter
ested and/or involved in assessing international
financial developments as bringing more ana
lytical substance to the review of issues than is
typically found in other coverage availablde
same seems true fOVEO as well, although it
has more direct competition from other public
and private publications than does the ICMR.
(External Evaluation of IMFurveillance
Chapter lll, para. 47).

Although much less known thafEO and the
ICMR, the WEMD sessions also constitute an
important element within the process of multi
lateral surveillance. In these sessions, Executive
Board members, selected $taiembers, and
management engage in relatively open and in
formal discussions of issueBhese can range
from the most recent developments in the inter
national monetary system to an assessment of
vulnerabilities in diferent countries around the
world. Many participants have rated those infor
mal meetings among the most interesting and
important of Board meetings, and those eligible
to attend are keen to do sBxternal Evaluation

of Suweillance Chapter lll, para. 54).

In contrast, the main conclusion concerning RES in

including part of the activities of RES.

To put the recommendations in context, there
fore, it is relevant to take note of the report of the
outside evaluation of the Fursdsurveillance activ
ities,! which was conducted separately but essen
tially simultaneously with the evaluation of-re
search activities.

Note: This annex was prepared by Michael Mussa, Economic

Counselor and Director of the Research Department.
1External Evaluation of IMF Sweillance: Repdrby a Goup
of Independent Expex(1999).

the evaluation of the Furglfesearch activities may be
summarized as follows: “Aulture shift in the Re
search Department would raise morale and help to
strengthen the contributions of the Department to the
policy development process.” Recommendation 14
calls for significant downsizing of the management
structure of the department, which would have the ef
fect of eliminating the senior stafesponsible for
planning, oganizing, and supervising most of RES’
work on multilateral surveillance. Recommendation 7
urges explicitly that management alter the mandate of
the Economic Counselor and Director of RES te ori
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ent the departmemtactivities toward a much heavier and other (mainly nonresearch) activities that-con
focus on research per.se tribute to the work of the Fund. If RES has no signif
In responding to this central recommendation-con icant operational responsibilities and no more than
cerning RES, and to the broader assessment ofvery limited contact with the Furelhonresearch ac
which it is a part, | want to emphasize that | share tivities, then its research will inevitably tend to lack
the position of the evaluators on two key points. relevance to the institutios’principal operational
First, in accordance withrticle XllI, Section 4(b) of concerns; and, relevant or not, its research would
the Funds Articles of Agreement, it is the resporsi  tend to be ignored by other departments and the in
bility of Fund management, under the general policy stitution as a whole. In this environment where eper
guidance of the Executive Board, to determine the ational work is mainly the responsibility of other de
organization and establish the mandate for the activ partments, it is crucial that RES actively engage in
ities of the stdf including the Research Department. policy debate on key issues facing the institution.
Second, among all departments in the Fund, RES For RES, which has these multiple responsibili
ought to have a mandate that puts particular emphaties, tension inevitably arises over the allocation of
sis on what the evaluators call “policy foundation re resources among fi#rent activities and, as a sepa
search” and, to a lesser extent, on what they callrate but related mattethe relative importance and
“policy development research,” and that RE& prestige that are perceived to be assigned to the dif
search should put relatively less emphasis than thafferent activities carried out by stah the depart
of other departments on “policy analysis research,” ment.The evaluators of the Furedresearch activi
which is more directly and immediately linked to the ties clearly believe that both the allocation of
Fund’s operational work. resources in RES and the perceptions concerning
Interestingly but not surprisingly the facts their relative importance and prestige should be
demonstrate that this has indeed been the relativeshifted substantially in the direction of independent
orientation of research in RES in the past few yearsresearch on policy foundations and policy analysis.
(and before). Specificallyfable 1 of thisAnnex re Before turning to these issues for the future, where
ports on the distribution of research papers written in to a degree | share the views of the evaluators, it is
the Fund into three categories: general research thauseful to reflect on the past.
is not country-related; country-related research that First, | would assert that during the past eight years,
examines several countries; and country-related re the total contribution of RES to the work of the Fund,
search that focuses on a single courthe distribu through its research and other activities, has been
tion of research into these categories in RES is-com massively upgraded—uwell beyond the increase-in re
pared with the distribution in all other departments sources available to RES. It is true that this massive
in the Fund. In RES, about half of all research is not upgrading has been particularly important in the De
country-related; it focuses on more general analyti partments contribution to the more operationally-ori
cal issues. In other departments, less than 30 percengnted activities of the Fund, including through re
of research is in this category; and the vast bulk of search related to these activities. Research that is not
research is country-related and particularly single- so related has tended to fauf somewhat, and the
country-relatedAlso, for country-related research, morale of some sthtoncentrating on such research
the ratio of multicountry to single-country-related has probably been adverselfeated. But, the bottom
work is three times as high in RES as the average forine is the total contribution of RES to the work of the
all other departments in the Funthis does not  Fund. Here | believe that the evaluations of a repre
speak ill of other departmentélith the resources sentative and well-informed group of people familiar
they have to devote to research, they are using thenwith the work of RES would share a strong consensus
in a manner that is closely linked to their particular that RES makes very important and valuable contri
responsibilities. Similarlyas one would and should butions to the work of the Fund, and has done so in
expect, the resources available for research in REScreasingly in recent years. Indeed, a recent survey of
are efectively deployed in a manner that is qualita RES stdf clearly reveals that that is overwhelmingly
tively quite diferent from that in other departments. the opinion of stdfin RES as well, despite concerns
In my view if RES is to do its job, within the con  about the curtailment of time available for &t
text of the institution of which it is a part, it mustun lected research (s@able 2 of thifAnnex).
dertake and properly balance three fundamental ac Second, this shift in the orientation of the work of
tivities: work on vitally important operational issues, RES is not an acciden®hen | was hired in the
especially those related to multilateral surveillance summer of 1991, Fund management made clear that
(including related research); research that concernshey wanted the new Director of RES to increase
the intellectual foundations of the Fuadictivities substantially the ééctive contribution of the De
or assists in understanding and developing thepartment to the operational work of the Fund, while
Funds approach to dealing with its responsibilities; sustaining improvements that had been made in the
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Departmens research &frts. In addition to their =~ was produced in December 1998. Such activities di
own view management was also clearly expressing verted stdffrom other tasks, including especially re
the desire of many Executive Directors. My-ap search. In the environment of financial and -eco
proach to accomplishing this agreed objective was tonomic crises that engulfed many of the wasld’
focus attention on those activities where RES hademeging market economies and that posed impor
some leverage to influence the operational work of tant challenges for the Fund, | believe that balance
the FundThe evaluators note in their report the-dif between benefits and costs from these specific shifts
ficulties in getting area department §t@fho have in the use of resources in RES yielded a substantial
the greatest direct influence on the Fundpera netbenefit to the Fund and its membership.

tional work) to make use of research papers written Also, for many years, | have pressed the develop
in other departments, including RERis is not a ment of RESS work in the capital markets area,
new problem—and not one that can be made to dis sometimes against significant opposition from-out
appear| was determined to use and to enhance theside RES, including some members of the Executive
WEO, the ICMR (for which RES had just been Board.This was based on the shared view of key
given primary responsibility), th&/EMD sessions,  staf in RES that issues relating to financial markets
the surveillance notes for the G-7 (later extended toand institutions, including their supervision and-reg
several other groups), and other products producedulation, were of vital importance for the Fund (and
directly by RES as the principal vehicles for its members) but were, unfortunatalgceiving seri
strengthening RES’contribution to the work of the ously inadequate attentioft the height of the ébrt
Fund.This included using these vehicles de@ive to impress this point on the international commuynity
mechanisms to derive policy impact from an impor between the summer of 1996 and the summer of
tant part of the research done in RBS&tive use of 1997, significant statime in RES that would other
the unique access of the Economic Counselorwise have been available for research was commit
(among all stdfin RES) to senictevel policy dis ted to this dbrt. Again, | believe that the benefits al
cussions with Fund management, Executive Direc ready have, and surely will in time, substantially
tors, senior stéfand key policy dicials in member outweigh the costs; but there have been costs.
governments was also part of the stratdgiSs In contrast, by choice rather than accident, RES
work on the review process was narrowed to a lim has not been deeply involved in a significant number
ited group of countries to facilitate a substantial of important operational and policy issues that plau
deepening of this work for the countries covered. sibly lie in or near the departmesitiomain of re
The intent was threefold: to have a greater impact onsponsibility For example, in the mass of recent work
policy issues in the context of the Fusdountry on reforming the architecture of the international
work; to enhance the awareness of economists inmonetary system, RES has focused itsref on the
RES about policy issues that might stimulate their main conceptual issues and has avoided significant
research débrts; and to establish contacts between involvement with many papers on the nuts and bolts
economists in RES and other departments throughof specific reforms—papers that lie more within the
interactions in the review process that would prove domains of responsibility and comparative advan
valuable in research and in career development. tage of other departments.

Third, the consequences of the shift in the orienta  Having considered the past, what of the future?
tion of work in RES were not inadvertent. Decisions Here | share the views of the evaluators aboudithe
about the allocation of resources have costs as wellrectionin which it would be desirable to shift the
as benefitsThe emphasis on developing and-up emphasis of activities in RES in order to best serve
grading thewEO, the ICMR, thaVEMD sessions, the interests of the membership. Howevelisagree
the surveillance notes, and related activities (includ with the magnitudeof the shift that they seem to
ing research connected with these products), and orsuggest, and with some of the ways they recommend
the review process have undoubtedly takerf staf for achieving this shift.
sources away from more general research that does In terms of the desirabtéirectionof the shift, there
not have such an immediate link to RE®pera is little doubt that substantial increase in RERB*
tional activities. Indeed, beyond the general shift in volvement in operationally related work in recent
emphasis in RES’ activities since 1991, | have years has cut seriously into the time that RES staf
taken a number of specific decisions that have have to devote to independent, istalected research.
tended to heighten these costs, particularly during The present situation is, in my viemot sustainable. It
the past two years. For example, at my instigation, will not be possible to attract and retain stH#fthe
with the concurrence of management and the Execu very high caliber that is needed to do worthwhile re
tive Board, an InterifW/EO on theAsian crisis was  search, especially in the policy foundation categbéry
produced in December 1997, and in the wake of thethe time available to do sfadelected research-re
Russian and TCM crises, an InterilnWWEO/ICMR mains as tightly constrained as it has been recently



What would be needed to fix this probleffifte
results of the RES sfasurvey indicate that econo
mist- and management-level $taf RES spend 28
percent of their time on stagelected research and
would like to spend 39 percent (sEable 2).At the

Annex

for Fund stdf To raise the amount of staime avait
able for statselected research by RES economists
(which number only about 55) to 42 percent from 34
percent would require ten additional economists, plus
relevant support sthfafter allowing for modest re

economist level, the figures are 34 percent (actual)ductions in other work.At the supervisory level, to
and 42 percent (desired); and at the managementeach the taet of raising time available for stafe-
level, the figures are 13 percent (actual) and 30 per lected research from 13 percent to 30 percent, five ad

cent (desired)These are average figures for the two
categories of stéf differences among individuals
are substantial. In my vieViigures of about 40 per
cent of stdftime for economists and 30 percent of
staf time for management-level personnel available

ditional staf would be required. One at least would be

required to deal with the increased supervisory load
arising from the additional economists and support
staf. Four would be required to spread out the exist

ing load of work among supervisory $tab that time

for staf-selected research are reasonable and argor staf-directed research could be raised for all su
what is needed to sustain a high-quality researeh de pervisory stdf3 (If the calming of conditions in the

partment, with an appropriate balance of activities,

global economy does not reduce the total workload,

that will best serve the interests of membership in one more would be needed to deal with the problem

the longer term. Of course, amounts of time avail
able for stafselected research would vary among
staf and would vary over time with the ebb and flow
of other work.

How might additional staftime for self-selected
research be made available? For RE®brk on
multilateral surveillance, review work, and other op
erational activities (and related research), it is possi
ble that, if the world economic situation calms
down, some resources will be freed for fstslected
research. Howevethe clear trend over at least the
past eight years, not just recenthas been for ever

that RESS supervisory sthhow need to spend sub
stantially more than regular Fund hours to accomplish
their work.)

Relative to total Fund stabf about 2,500 and su
pervisory stdfof about 300, increases of ten econo
mists (and five or six support sefind of five super
visory staf are not lage. They are significant,
however relative to planned increases in the size of
the Fund stdf and the budgetary cost is not trivial. |
do not put these figures forward as a specific pro
posal. Howeverl do believe that it is important for
Fund management and the Executive Board to under

growing demands on RES to produce operational stand, in rough quantitative terms, what would be re
work (and related research) in the particular areasquired to move substantially in thdé&ectionthat both
where it has responsibility; and there is no good rea the evaluators and | believe would be desirable.

son to expect this trend to revershe recommenda

In this regard, it is particularly important to eor

tion of the evaluators of surveillance that the Fund rect the problem that operational work and various

consider quarterly publication of a combined
WEO/ICMR is only one example of many calls for
more operational work to be produced by RERe

management tasks place such heavy demands on the
time of RESS$ supervisory stathat they can engage
in very little of their own stdfselected researchl -

same is also true for the other activities on which though the heavy ffrts of RESS supervisory stéf

RES staff spend their time. In particulamwhile
RESS supervisory stafeports that they would like

on operational work have helped to protect some of
the time of more junior sthfor their staf-selected

to spend 14 percent of their time on managementresearch, the longaeerm efect on the intellectual
and supervisory work, they report that they actually vitality of RES's senior stdfand the efect on

spend 23 percenthe fact is that the incessant pres
sures on supervisory-level dt&b manage both the

morale of all stdffengaged in research has been-neg
ative. Moreoverthe situation where RES’senior

substantive work of RES and improve personnel staf have very little time for their own research eon

management leave no realistic room to cut the total

amount of time devoted to this activity by this part
of the staff The bottom line is that unless Fund man
agement and the Executive Board wish to meaning
fully reduce the quantity or degrade the quality of
RESS contributions to operational work, there is no
way to reach reasonable and appropriatgetarfor
time available for st&fselected research other than
to increase the total available amount offdiafe.

How much of an increase in dtaésources would
be appropriatePhis is a matter of judgment that must

2Taking account of leave, administrative work, and other fric
tions, an additional economist adds net only about 85 percent of a
staf year that is potentially usable for research or operational
work. Also, each additional economist needs to be allocated 40
percent of his/her time for sfefelected research, leaving 45-per
cent of time added by the new economist to reduce the ndn-staf
selected-research workload of other economists.

3For supervisory st§f15 percent of time is also lost to various
frictions. If each supervisor is allocated 30 percent of time for
staf-selected research, this leaves 55 percent of time added by a
new supervisor that is available to relieve work of other supervi

recognize both budgetary realities and competing usessors so as to increase their taflected-research time.
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tributes significantly to the most important problem is devoted almost exclusively to research, with little
that the Fund faces in attracting and retaining high- operational responsibilityand with only a very small
quality staf who want to pursue careers in the Fund supervisory stéf That might be attractive to some ju
where there is some meaningful opportunity te un nior staf who want to spend only a few years in the

dertake serious and valuable research. Fund, primarily doing research in their own areas of
Indeed, the most important problem that the Fund interest, before moving on to careers outside the
faces in retaining key junior stafho have the abil Fund. It might well result in the production of more

ity for and interest in doing high-quality research of academically oriented research papers andgedar
relevance to the Fund (especially in the category of number of papers published in academic journals. It
policy foundation research) is the very limited- op is highly doubtful, howeverthat it would generate
portunities that such individuals see both to advancemore high-quality research on issues of primary-rele
in their careers in the Fund to the supervisory level vance to the Fund. Junior dtaforking in such a re
based in significant part on the quality of their re search department would, quite naturadisent their
search and to continue after such advancementto dework to the market where they hope to advance in
vote a meaningful part of their time to $iaélected their longefterm careers outside the Fund.
researchThe plain fact is that only for very few of Ratherin my view the objective of maintaining a
300 supervisory positions in the Fund (mainly in team of high-quality researchers who work on is
RES and one or two other functional departments) issues of vital interest to the Fund—beyond those of
the quality of a stdfmembets research and poten the most immediate operational relevance—is to
tial for further research a significant factor influenc have a research department that has diversified re
ing promotion to the supervisory levélnd, once sponsibilities for research and for operational work,
promoted to such a position, the time available for and that has adequate time available for economist
staff-selected research is limited and continues to staf at all levels to engage in self-selected research
shrink. The significance of these facts is readily ap projects. Involvement with research helps to keep
parent to a number of highly competent juniorfstaf the quality of operational work high. Involvement
who might want to continue their careers in the Fund with operational work helps to keep self-selected re
with substantial continuing involvement in research search focused on issues relevant to the Fiinid.
but who now see little opportunity to do so. issue is one of achieving and maintaining the right
The remedy to this important problem, in my view balance and of having the resources necessary for
is not to have a research department in the Fund thathat purpose.
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