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I  Evaluation Abstract 
 
 

DONOR SDC  
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SUBJECT NUMBER  
GEOGRAPHIC AREA Global 
SECTOR 40001: multi-sector/cross-cutting 
LANGUAGE EN (English) 
DATE 2003-6 
COLLATION 47 pp, 8 annexes 
EVALUATION TYPE multilateral, effectiveness 
STATUS C 
AUTHORS Jens-Eric Torp, TB Consult, Copenhagen and Fritz Sager, Büro 

Vatter, Berne 
 
 
Subject Description 
 
The purpose of the evaluation, which focuses on SDC's interaction with UNDP from 1999-
2003, is to provide an independent assessment of the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency 
of SDC's activities.  
 
Evaluation Methodology 
 
The data was gathered through interviews and document analysis, supplemented by 
structured cross-tables. It has been cross-checked among respondents and triangulated. The 
instruments used to structure the analysis are i) a diagram characterizing the profile of SDC-
UNDP relations along four dimensions (interaction focused on substantive development 
issues, on organizational and managerial issues, on technical cooperation at headquarters 
level, and on multi-bi project cooperation at country level) and ii) an analysis of strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities and risks (SWOR-analysis).  
 
Major Findings  
 
SDC has done well in managing its interaction with UNDP as a shareholder. Its interaction 
with UNDP's Executive Board has been constructive and well-informed and judged against 
SDC's declared priorities, its interventions have been relevant. SDC has mainly pursued a 
strategy with particular emphasis on organizational and managerial reforms with the aim to 
facilitate the implementation of UNDP's agreed development policy agenda. Organizational 
reform of UNDP has provided the basis for improvement of delivery capacity and as such 
SDC interventions can be seen as effective.  
 
With this indirect approach, SDC is perceived by UNDP and Like-Minded Countries to have a 
relatively small impact on development policy. However, as indicated by its newly adopted 
Institutional Strategy Paper (ISP) and as warranted by recent changes in UNDP (moving 
from a project to a programme and policy approach, implementation of managerial reforms), 
SDC has started to broaden its contacts and its agenda with UNDP and is including new 
thematic topics in its dialogue (e.g., implementation of the MDGs, Global Public Goods, etc.). 
There is also growing interest at both SDC and UNDP for closer thematic and issue-oriented 
co-operation. These shifts are necessary to ensure the future relevance of SDC's activities. 
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A stakeholder perspective based on bilateral and country strategies drives SDC's interaction 
with UNDP at the country level. SDC has no overview of its multi-bi cooperation with UNDP 
and, therefore, these experiences cannot be used systematically to address country level 
performance issues with UNDP. This tendency to understand multi-bi projects as isolated 
actions and not in relation to a coherent strategy prevents SDC from discovering general 
patterns that could turn multi-bi projects into a more effective instrument  
 
Measured against the priorities SDC has pursued in its relations with UNDP, the interaction 
has been efficient. However, feedback loops within SDC (between divisions at headquarters 
and between country offices and headquarters), general in-house coordination as well as 
interaction between UNDP and SDC thematic and geographic departments leave room for 
improvement. The ongoing shift towards a broader thematic dialogue will require some 
adaptations, particularly with regard to the involvement of other SDC departments.  
 
Conclusions 
 
The evaluation team recommends that SDC pursue a broadened and deepened interaction 
scenario that would include, in addition to continued engagement in the Executive Board, the 
establishment of annual consultations with UNDP, increased focus on UNDP country level 
performance, more interaction with UNDP on substantive development issues and increased 
collaboration with civil society and the private sector.  
 
The comparative advantages of both organizations should be exploited to a greater degree 
through the increased involvement of UNDP and SDC thematic departments and by im-
proving feedback loops. SDC should also elaborate an overview of its non-core funding of 
UNDP to disclose general patterns in its cooperation with UNDP, enable SDC country offices 
to identify windows of opportunity and facilitate SDC internal cooperation.  
 
The experience of Like-Minded Countries points to the advantage of conducting annual 
consultations with UNDP. Institutional strategy papers and partnership agreements are 
useful instruments for clarifying priorities and increasing the value-added of cooperation. A 
monitoring system with indicators should be put in place to ascertain whether both partners 
are walking their talk. 
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II Lessons Learnt 
 (expected to be useful for a broader audience dealing with multilateral development  
 issues) 
 
- Successfully communicating the complexity inherent in multilateral collaboration 

to others (general public, Parliament, within SDC) is challenging. This is also true of 
communicating the Swiss position to other bilateral donors and to UNDP. In addition to 
convincing selling points and good public relations, bridge builders are needed to 
convey the context to outsiders. 

 
- It is very important to highlight and make comprehensible the essence of the 

multilateral approach (collective negotiation and agreement) to ensure that it is not 
superseded by a multi-bi approach with undue exertion of bilateral influence. 

 
- There is a need to implicate others (within SDC) more extensively in multilateral 

affairs in order to increase their comprehension and engagement in this domain.  
 
- There are clear limits to the utility of the shareholder-stakeholder distinction in 

describing and defining multilateral activities. A better paradigm needs to be found. 
 
- UNDP-SDC collaboration on thematic issues must rest on a common interest if it is 

to be successful.  
 
- Institutional Strategy Papers (ISPs) facilitate interaction and are the right way to go. 
 
- So called like-minded countries are not always so like-minded (e.g. supporters of 

UNDP core funding). 
 
- The evaluation process helped to promote the multilateral agenda internally within 

SDC through increased exchange and communication.  
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III Agreement at Completion Point: Stand of SDC Management  
 regarding the Main Recommendations 
 
 
General comment on the evaluation report by SDC Management 
 
While SDC recognizes that the evaluation report contains a number of pertinent findings and 
suggestions, SDC has certain reservations regarding the analytical part of the report. In light 
of the significance for SDC and UNDP of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), of 
Switzerland's recent adherence to the United Nations and of UNDP's coordination role in the 
UN System, these issues could have been addressed in more depth. In addition, the view is 
not shared that SDC puts much more emphasis on administrative and organizational issues 
than on substantive questions in the interaction with UNDP at the Executive Board level and 
that the work and involvement of the Swiss delegation in the Executive Board has had only a 
limited relevance and usefulness. SDC considers that it is quite active in helping UNDP to 
design its Business Plan and that over the last three years it has concentrated its interaction 
on the implementation of that Plan, in the sense of ensuring that the jointly agreed 
development agenda of UNDP is actually implemented. SDC intends to become again active 
on policy development and guidance at the Executive Board level when a new Business Plan 
and Multi-Year Funding Framework will have to be formulated. 
 
 
Recommendation 1: 
SDC should pursue a "Broadened and Deepened Interaction Scenario", emphasizing the 
implementation of SDC's Institutional Strategy Paper (ISP) and focusing increasingly on 
UNDP country performance. 
 
 
Stand of SDC Management  
SDC intends to pursue an approach that combines elements of all scenarios 1-3, with the 
main focus on scenarios 1 and 2. That is (i) reinforcement of SDC's existing multilateral ap-
proach with emphasis on strengthening UNDP organizational aspects through the interven-
tions in the Executive Board and related channels (scenario 1); (ii) the implementation of the 
ISP (scenario 2); (iii) greater focus on the country programme level in the context of the ISP 
while taking into account UNDP dynamics (selected elements of scenario 3).  
 
 
Recommendation 2:  
Hold Annual Consultations between UNDP and SDC.  
 
 
Stand of SDC Management 
SDC agrees that annual consultations are an appropriate instrument in both the UNDP and 
SDC context. Such consultations are already foreseen in the ISP and are planned to begin in 
2004. There is a need to ensure a coherent Swiss approach through better coordination and 
cooperation within SDC as well as by including – where appropriate – the Political Depart-
ment III (PAIII) and the State Secretariat for Economic Affairs (seco) in the preparation 
process and the meetings.  
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Recommendation 3:  
Sign a comprehensive SDC - UNDP Partnership Agreement (PA) for 2004 – 2007 based on 
the Multi-Year Funding Framework (MYFF) and SDC's Institutional Strategy Paper (ISP). 
 
 
Stand of SDC Management 
SDC does not agree with the recommendation to establish a Partnership Agreement at this 
point in time. Experience should be gained with the ISP and the annual consultations before 
adding additional instruments. The recommendation to strengthen implementation in the six 
UNDP priority areas and at the multi-bi level can adequately be pursued within the 
framework of the ISP. Care must be taken to neither exert undue bilateral pressure on UNDP 
nor to downgrade the role of the Executive Board.  
 
The proposed areas for co-operation will be defined in the ISP. SDC welcomes a 
strengthened cooperation in the areas proposed by the evaluation team: (1) Conflict 
Reduction and Recovery (already part of the draft ISP); (2) Methodological work on Good 
Governance, (the example of the Human Development Report (HDR) has been initiated in 
2002); (3) Country experiences from Good Governance; (4) Approaches to Results Based 
Management and (5) global issues such as Global Public Goods and the global conventions. 
All five areas require the commitment of various SDC divisions. 
 
 
Recommendation 4:   
Focus on UNDP performance at the country programme level; 
(i) discuss selected country level performance at SDC UNDP annual consultations  
(ii) work to bring country performance assessments before UNDP's Executive Board. 
 
 
Stand of SDC Management 
In principle, SDC agrees with the recommendation to give more attention to UNDP's 
performance at the country level. However, care must be taken not to exert undue bilateral 
influence.  
 
SDC pursues a selective approach with a focus on SDC priority countries and areas of 
concern. SDC continues to work through rapid assessment instruments which are coherent 
with and avoid duplication of MOPAN (Multilateral Organization's Performance Assessment 
Network). Each COOF will have to designate a focal point for multilateral affairs. The job 
description of the heads of SDC's COOFs must clearly specify his/her responsibility to 
adequately address multilateral affairs. The collaboration between the COOFs and UNDP 
resident representatives should be deepened as well as the collaboration between the 
COOFs and headquarters. The SDC UNDP desk officer should also interact more 
extensively with the SDC geographical divisions and regularly visit UNDP programme 
countries. The UNDP perspective should be addressed in SDC annual country programming. 
SDC should also participate more frequently in UNDP evaluations and country reviews. 
 
Including UNDP Resident Coordinators at SDC-UNDP annual consultations on a regular 
basis goes too far. Country performance should first be discussed in country, and then 
brought to the attention of UNDP management with follow-up at the Executive Board if 
necessary.  
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Recommendation 5:  
Establish a UNDP Swiss outreach office in Berne to outreach to Swiss parliamentarians, 
business associations and civil society organizations. 
 
 
Stand of SDC Management 
SDC agrees that there is an outreach deficit which needs to be addressed (see draft ISP). 
Limited resources at UNDP and SDC and a need to gain more experience are constraining 
factors. Outreach should be strengthened through cost-effective initiatives rather than 
through the creation of permanent overheads such as the establishment of an office. The 
responsibility to ensure outreach lies with UNDP. SDC can act as a facilitator. A starting point 
would be to systematically take advantage of already existing activities, e.g., extending 
official UNDP visits to meetings with Parliamentarians, private sector representatives and the 
academic community, and to ensure integration of UNDP aspects in SDC public relations 
work (improving SDC's internal cooperation between the media division and the multilateral 
department as foreseen in the ISP).  
 
Additionally, SDC intends to regularly inform the Swiss development NGOs about important 
UNDP issues and about its interaction with UNDP. 
 
 
Recommendation 6:  
Strengthen feedback loops within SDC and between SDC and UNDP: 
(i) ensure informal cross-fertilization within SDC by having staff members split their time 

between different divisions in the geographical, thematic and multilateral 
departments;  

(ii) Division of Multilateral Affairs (DMA) to better inform the geographical and thematic 
divisions about UNDP affairs more proactively; ensure that geographical and thematic 
divisions are on top of UNDP affairs;  

(iii) set up a network of staff members from various departments having an interest in 
UNDP work;  

(iv) develop the existing Rapid Assessment Tool further to encourage SDC country 
offices to communicate their positive experiences as well as concerns on multi-bi co-
operation to DMA and the Swiss UN Mission in New York;  

(v) strengthen the feed back loops between SDC country offices, SDC HQ, Swiss UN 
Mission and UNDP HQ. 

 
 
 
Stand of SDC Management 
SDC recognizes the need to improve feedback loops and agrees in principle with all five 
proposals. The M-, E-, O-, F- and H- Departments should strive for better exchange of 
information, based on the "push-pull principle" and better cooperation through more selective 
and improved targeting, based on concrete issues and initiatives. DMA agrees to selectively 
better inform the geographical and thematic divisions about UNDP affairs (i.e., highlight 
trends) and conduct more proactive intraweb dissemination. Job splitting should be 
perceived as enrichment for both involved departments. A network should only be activated 
in the context of a concrete activity (e.g. the Ecosoc Network). 
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Recommendation 7:  
Allocate more staff time to SDC – UNDP co-operation;   
(i) add at least half a person-year to present staff resources in DMA.  
(ii) negotiate agreements (Leistungsvereinbarungen/Accord de Prestation) with the 

thematic divisions regarding the time they should set aside for UNDP interventions in 
their annual work plans. 

(iii) develop an action plan for SDC-UNDP interaction for 2004 and evaluate internally by 
2005 whether the allocation of extra staff time proved to be relevant. 

 
 
Stand of SDC Management 
Steps are already being taken to allocate more staff-time to UNDP affairs; the team at the 
Swiss Mission to the UN has been reinforced with one staff position, creating more capacity 
to deal with UNDP. The post of UNDP desk officer at headquarters is being augmented from 
70 to 100%. SDC views these increases as adequate. Partners in house (E-, F-, O-, H- staff) 
need to invest sufficient time and effort on agreed priorities that are of mutual interest. The F-
Department is not in a position to increase its commitment beyond present levels. Annual 
agreements (Leistungsvereinbarungen) are mostly already in place, but should be 
supplemented by medium term agreements. 
 
 
Recommendation 8:  
Develop indicators for monitoring SDC - UNDP Interaction. 
 
 
Stand of SDC Management 
SDC recognizes the need to effectively monitor SDC-UNDP interaction. It agrees to develop 
systematic monitoring and to elaborate an implementation plan (identification of indicators, 
monitoring of both process and goal achievement) that will be annexed to the Annual 
Program of the respective division (DMA). 
 
 
Recommendation 9:  
Elaborate an overview of SDC core and non-core funding.  
 
 
Stand of SDC Management 
SDC agrees that an overview of SDC core and non-core funding is indispensable. Every 
SDC desk officer involved in a UNDP activity should be required to report his/her 
engagement to DMA and feed his/her experience into the feedback loops of the multilateral 
process. In the long-term, DMA will actively work towards SAP reform so that core and non-
core funding can be monitored through the SAP system. 
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Preface 
 
The United Nations Development Program (UNDP) is the UN’s principal provider of 
development advice, advocacy and grant support. With 132 country offices and activities 
in 166 countries, it forms an extensive global network that enjoys the trust and 
confidence of most governments and many NGOs.  
 
UNDP is a major partner of Swiss development co-operation. SDC, which is part of the 
Federal Department for Foreign Affairs, is the office responsible for Swiss collaboration 
with UNDP. 
 
The purpose of this evaluation is to provide an independent assessment of the 
relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of SDC's interaction with UNDP in order to 
ensure accountability and to learn from experience to improve performance. The 
evaluation focuses mainly on the period 1999 – 2003. 
 
A draft evaluation report was discussed at a Core Learning Partnership Meeting on 
Monday 10th March 2003. Based on feedback from this meeting, the evaluation team 
prepared a final draft report and this was discussed at a Core Learning Partnership 
Meeting held in Bern on 8th April. Following these discussions and the subsequent 
amendments to the draft report, the present Final Report was discussed at a Completion 
Point Workshop on 19th May. 
 
The report includes chapters on the background of the evaluation, analysis of the SDC- 
UNDP interaction, conclusions, and discussion of options and recommendations. The 
detailed evaluation methodology and detailed analysis and findings are outlined in a 
number of annexes. 
 
The evaluation was undertaken in the period January-March 2003 by a team of 
independent consultants comprising Mr. Jens Erik Torp (team leader) and Mr. Fritz 
Sager, in collaboration with Mr. Arild Hauge, and Ms. Lise M. Jensen.  
 
The evaluation included interviews with relevant staff at SDC headquarters in Bern; the 
Swiss UN Mission in New York; UNDP staff in New York, Geneva, and Copenhagen; as 
well as with Like-Minded Countries (Denmark, Netherlands, United Kingdom, Norway 
and Sweden). Additionally, a number of UNDP RR were interviewed by telephone and 
some programme country representatives were interviewed in New York. The team 
would like to thank all persons interviewed for their kind co-operation. 
 
This report contains the views of the evaluation team, which do not necessarily 
correspond with the views of SDC or UNDP. 
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I 

I  Executive Summary  

I.I Background and Evaluation Objectives 
 
The purpose of the evaluation is to provide an independent assessment of the relevance, 
effectiveness and efficiency of the Swiss Agency for Development and Co-operation's 
(SDC's) interaction with the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) in order to 
ensure accountability and to learn from experience to improve performance. 
 
The evaluation focuses mainly on the period 1999 – 2003, i.e. the UNDP Business Plan 
period 2000 – 2003, including the planning phase that began in 1999. During the period 
in question, SDC has made 52 million Swiss Francs (CHF) available annually to UNDP 
general resources (core funding).  
 
The five key questions in the Approach Paper for the present evaluation are: 
• How well does SDC as a shareholder1 manage its interaction with UNDP? 
• How well does SDC as a stakeholder2 manage its interaction with UNDP? 
• Does SDC’s engagement create added value for UNDP beyond the financial 

contribution? 
• Are co-ordination and co-operation within SDC on UNDP matters adequate? 
• What are the strengths and weaknesses of the present collaboration and what are 

the opportunities and risks for SDC’s future collaboration with UNDP? 
 
The evaluation is primarily based on qualitative methodologies, but includes quantitative 
analyses wherever feasible and relevant. The data has primarily been gathered through 
interviews with key-persons and document analysis, supplemented by structured cross-
tables for document analysis. Information has been cross-checked among respondents 
and triangulation has been used by combining interviews, document analysis, and 
feedback-mechanisms. The two most important instruments used to structure the 
qualitative analysis are the diagram for determining the profile of SDC-UNDP relations 
on four dimensions (cf. Section 1.4) and the SWOR-analysis.  
 
The evaluation has not included field visits to SDC or UNDP programme countries, but 
UNDP Resident Representatives (RR) in Mali, Tanzania, Vietnam, and the People’s 
Republic of Korea (North Korea) have been interviewed by telephone and an electronic 
survey of Swiss country delegates’ views on UNDP have been made available to the 
evaluation team.  
 
Findings are intended to allow SDC to: 
- Draw lessons from its experience with UNDP to date. 
- Identify the opportunities and limits of its relationship with UNDP. 
- Better define and achieve its objectives in its engagement with UNDP. 
 
 

                                                 
1 Definition of shareholder: As a member country of UNDP and through its financial contribution, Switzerland is a 
shareholder that contributes to and shares responsibility with other member countries for UNDP as a whole. Under the 
shareholder perspective, the organisation as a whole is in the foreground (Approach Paper for the Evaluation, January 
2003).  
2 Definition of stakeholder: Switzerland has development objectives and other national objectives. Under the 
stakeholder perspective, it is this Swiss agenda that is in the foreground (Approach Paper for the Evaluation, January 
2003). 
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I.II Findings  
 
It is a key finding that SDC mainly acts as a shareholder in its interaction with UNDP - 
both in the Executive Board (EB) and at Headquarters (HQ) level. SDC attaches 
importance to organisational and administrative reforms in UNDP in order to promote 
indirectly a development policy agenda. However, while the Swiss interaction with the EB 
is characterised as being constructive and well informed, SDC is perceived by UNDP 
and Like-Minded Countries (LMCs) to have only a relatively small impact on the policy 
agenda.  
 
SDC's recent multilateral strategy and the draft Institutional Strategy Paper (ISP) for co-
operation with UNDP show that SDC is presently moving towards an agenda focused 
more on policy issues and actively promoting SDC substantive positions as a 
stakeholder. Parallel to this new agenda, there is manifest interest in stronger thematic 
and issue-oriented co-operation (technical co-operation) from the side of SDC and 
UNDP thematic divisions. Some examples of technical co-operation are found, but the 
opportunities are not systematically exploited.  
 
A stakeholder perspective, primarily on the basis of bilateral and country strategies, 
drives SDC’s interaction with UNDP at country level. The present tendency to 
understand multi-bi projects as single actions and not in relation to a coherent strategy 
appears to prevent the possibility of discovering general patterns that might turn multi-bi 
projects into a better and more effective aid instrument. 
 
On other national concerns, the Division for Multilateral Affairs (DMA) has made a 
recognised effort to place more Swiss nationals in UNDP posts through a recent pilot 
phase of recruitment by Centre for Information, Counselling and Training Professions 
(cinfo). At present, seven Swiss nationals are working at field level and three at UNDP 
HQ level, while an additional seven Swiss nationals are Junior Professional Officers 
(JPOs) in UNDP field offices. Strengthening UNDP partnerships with Swiss civil society 
and private companies still needs to be developed.  
 
In order to assure added value of the SDC-UNDP interaction beyond the financial 
contribution, the comparative advantages of both organisations should be exploited to a 
larger degree than at present. The key actors to involve more are UNDP and SDC 
thematic departments.  
 
With regard to co-ordination and co-operation within SDC, the UNDP unit in the DMA 
lives a somewhat secluded life with only limited formal and informal interaction with the 
thematic and geographical divisions. While it should be recalled that SDC thematic 
divisions were only established two years ago, and consequently are still in the process 
of being fully developed, there is further room to strengthen co-ordination with regard to 
the needs and interests of these divisions. This is also true in the co-operation between 
SDC's country level/geographical departments and DMA where feedback loops should 
be strengthened. SDC's UNDP work also affects other agencies in the Federal 
Department of Foreign Affairs, a fact that gained importance with Switzerland’s full 
membership of the UN.  
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The experiences of LMCs point to the advantage of conducting annual consultations with 
UNDP. This is an appropriate forum for voicing concerns and priorities of individual 
donors. Further, from the experience of LMCs, it appears that ISPs or partnership 
agreements (PA) are useful instruments for clarifying priorities and providing a basis for 
interaction with UNDP and can promote the value added of the co-operation.  

I.III  Overall Conclusions 
 
Relevance 
Seen from Swiss multilateral interests and the claims promoted, which have been 
centred on promoting development concerns through organisational changes in UNDP, 
SDC's interactions with UNDP appear to have been relevant. In the period under study, 
characterised by major organisational changes in UNDP, it has been pertinent to centre 
on EB matters and interactions at HQ-levels between DMA and UNDP.  
 
However, taking into consideration the recent changes within UNDP (moving from 
project implementation to an advisory service organisation and with the administrative 
reforms in place at headquarters level) and the recent SDC policy and ISP giving 
emphasis to the promotion of a substantial development agenda with UNDP, the present 
form of interaction appears less relevant for the future. Interactions on issues of a 
substantive and technical nature would benefit from a forum where shareholder and 
stakeholder priorities and concerns can be discussed more thoroughly with UNDP. It 
would also require more substantial and technical expertise as an input to the dialogue.  
 
Effectiveness 
In relation to the historical emphasis of SDC on the corporate level and improving the 
functioning of UNDP in relation thereto, SDC-UNDP relations can be assessed as quite 
effective. With a limited staff input, a number of Swiss priorities have been achieved and 
others followed up. However, as other countries supported a number of issues as well, 
effectiveness might also stem, to some extent, from the synergy of objectives among 
countries and subsequent coalition building.  
 
Organisational reform of UNDP has provided the basis for the improvement of delivery 
capacity and as such SDC interventions can be seen as effective. However, with regard 
to shaping UNDP’s strategic priorities and strengthening specific development issues, 
the SDC strategy is very indirect and from this angle effectiveness can be questioned.  
 
In relation to supporting a development and substantive agenda and based on LMC 
experiences, there appears to be scope for making interactions more effective through 
annual consultations and developing the ISP further as a basis for the dialogue between 
SDC and UNDP. Findings also point to the need for strengthening in-house capacities 
and co-ordination for such a dialogue to be effective. 
  
Efficiency 
When looking solely at the present relations between SDC’s DMA and UNDP HQ, 
present interactions are efficient. Based on the present resources, SDC is able to 
participate actively in the co-operation.  
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However, with a shift in SDC strategy towards a larger focus on a substantive dialogue, 
there will be a need to use existing resources differently and the experiences of LMCs 
show that there will be a need to increase the staff resources allocated to UNDP co-
operation.  
 
Further, efficiency of SDC in-house co-operation and co-ordination could be improved. 
The lack of dialogue and lack of insights in-house makes it difficult to use resources 
optimally. The findings of the evaluation have shown instances where this has led to a 
lack of follow-up on initiatives taken. 

I.IV Options open to SDC  
 
The following three scenarios are considered to constitute the relevant options open to 
SDC in trying to better define and achieve its objectives in its engagement with UNDP: 
 
1: Focus on the UNDP Executive Board (EB) - "Focused Interaction Scenario" 
This scenario focuses on reinforcing the existing practice of SDC to work for a 
strengthening of the organisational aspects of UNDP by using the EB sessions, and their 
related formal and informal channels of communication, as the key focus for SDC-UNDP 
interaction. In this scenario, Switzerland can enlarge its delegations to the EB meetings 
by including persons from some of its thematic departments and thereby strengthen its 
contribution on development issues.  
 
2: SDC implements its UNDP ISP - "Broadened Interaction Scenario" 
The Institutional Strategy Paper (ISP) is breaking new ground in arguing that Switzerland 
has an untapped potential for joint collaboration with UNDP, particularly with the private 
sector and civil society. The ISP further suggests that UNDP and SDC should hold 
annual consultations to discuss all relevant issues, particularly also to assess and review 
the priorities mentioned in the ISP document. 
 
3: Focus on UNDP country performance - "Deepened Interaction Scenario" 
In this scenario, emphasis in the SDC-UNDP interaction is on improving performance at 
programme country level and promoting changes in UNDP that result in a positive 
outcome at the programme country level.  

I.V. Recommendations 
 
The evaluation team finds that all three scenarios have merits in themselves, but in order 
for SDC to achieve its objectives for its engagement with UNDP as outlined in the ISP, 
the team recommends that SDC aim towards a situation where a broader group of SDC 
staff members take part in the interaction with UNDP concerning substantive 
development issues and where the concern for improvement in UNDP performance at 
programme country level is the key factor in determining forms of interaction. 
 
General Recommendation: 
Recommendation 1: SDC to give priority to a "Broadened and Deepened 
Interaction Emphasis". 



Evaluator's Final Report 
 

V 

 
Building blocks of an SDC implementation strategy: 
Recommendation 2: Annual Consultations between UNDP and SDC  
It is recommended that a meeting is organised on an informal basis in 2003/2004 to test 
its usefulness in the SDC-UNDP interaction before a system of annual consultations is 
formalised. 
 
Recommendation 3: SDC - UNDP Partnership Agreement (PA) for 2004 – 2007 
The UNDP Multi Year Financial Framework (MYFF) and the SDC ISP for UNDP 
constitute the relevant basis for the PA. The PA should be comprehensive and include 
issues relating to SDC as a shareholder as well as a stakeholder. 
 
Recommendation 4: Focus on UNDP performance at programme country level. 
It is recommended that discussions of selected country level performances be included 
at SDC-UNDP annual consultations and that relevant UNDP resident representatives be 
invited to participate in such meetings. It is further recommended that SDC attempt to 
influence the agenda of the UNDP Executive Board meetings so that the Board can 
specifically consider country performance assessments. 
 
Recommendation 5: Establish a UNDP Swiss outreach office in Bern 
As concerns the need to strengthen the outreach to Swiss parliamentarians, business 
associations, and civil society organisations, the team recommends that SDC urge 
UNDP to establish a satellite office in Bern.  
 
Feedback loops in SDC-UNDP interaction: 
Recommendation 6: Feedback loops within SDC and between SDC and UNDP 
It is recommended to use simple instruments to improve feedback. These might include: 
(i) ensuring informal cross-fertilisation within SDC by locating staff members sharing their 
time between different divisions in geographical, thematic and multilateral divisions 
respectively; (ii) DMA to be more proactive in ensuring that geographical and thematic 
divisions are up to date regarding UNDP affairs; (iii) on an experimental basis, to set up 
a network of staff members from various departments having an interest in UNDP work; 
(iv) develop the existing Rapid Assessment Tool further to encourage SDC country 
offices to communicate their positive experiences as well as concerns on multi-bi co-
operation to DMA and the Swiss UN Mission in New York; (v) learn from the first Swiss 
demarche to UNDP based on a programme country concern to strengthen the feedback 
loop between SDC country offices, SDC HQ, Swiss UN Mission and UNDP HQ. 
 
Need of additional SDC human resources: 
Recommendation 7: Allocate more staff time to SDC – UNDP co-operation  
In DMA, it is recommended that at least half a person-year should be added to the 
present staff resources available to work on UNDP matters. The team further 
recommends that SDC management discuss and negotiate with thematic departments 
the time they should set aside for UNDP interventions in their annual work plans (i.e. 
Vereinbarung /Accord de Prestation). It is recommended that an action plan for SDC-
UNDP interaction for 2004 be developed and to evaluate internally by early 2005 
whether the allocation of extra staff time proved to be relevant. 
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Monitoring a strengthened SDC-UNDP interaction: 
Recommendation 8: Develop indicators for monitoring SDC - UNDP interaction 
Based on the ISP and related PA, SDC is recommended to develop indicators to monitor 
“whether SDC did the things it said it would do" and "whether the performance of UNDP 
matches the goals which UNDP and SDC set out together". 
 
Recommendation 9: To elaborate an overview of SDC core and non-core funding  
At present, no overview exists within SDC on its non-core funding of UNDP activities. 
Such an overview, elaborated on a yearly basis, would enable SDC to disclose general 
patterns in its co-operation with UNDP, enable SDC country offices to identify windows 
of opportunity, and ease SDC internal co-ordination.  
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1 Background and Approach 

1.1 Background 
 
UNDP is a major partner of Swiss development co-operation. SDC, which is part of the 
Federal Department for Foreign Affairs, is the office responsible for Swiss collaboration 
with the UNDP. Within SDC, the Department for Policy and Multilateral Co-operation 
Department for Policy and Multilateral Affairs (DPM) has the lead in close collaboration 
with the Swiss Mission to the United Nations and in association also with the other 
operational and thematic departments of SDC. Within DPM, the DMA is responsible for 
the UNDP portfolio.  
 
With almost US$ 30 million in 2001, Switzerland was the eighth largest contributor to the 
general resources of UNDP. On a per capita basis, Switzerland was the fifth largest 
contributor behind Norway, Denmark, Sweden and the Netherlands. Switzerland also 
contributes to various UNDP trust funds (e.g. Afghanistan, small arms etc.). Direct 
support to programmes or projects at the country level and contributions to thematic trust 
funds vary from one year to another. 
 
Table 1  
Swiss core and non-core contributions to UNDP 1997-2002 (in Million CHF) 
 
 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

(prov.)
Core contribution 56.00 56.00 52.00 52.00 52.00 52.00
Non-core contributions 
(to UNDP trust funds 
and cost sharing 
agreements) 

14.56 8.15 10.64 16.55 16.95 15.44

Total 70.56 64.15 62.64 68.55 68.95 67.44
 
Source: EDA, Allgemeiner Beitrag der Schweiz an das Entwicklungsprogramm der Vereinten Nationen 
(UNDP) für 2002 and internal material from UNDP HQ in New York.  
 
The core contributions were higher (CHF 56 Mil) until 1998 when they were contested, 
which led to a decrease in the amount to CHF 52 Mil in 1999. Switzerland is active in 
UNDP’s EB and, at the country level, SDC’s geographical divisions are engaged in joint 
projects with UNDP (i.e. "multi-bi" projects). In addition, DPM consults with UNDP staff 
bilaterally on various UNDP-related issues on an on-going basis.  
 
According to the Approach Paper for the present evaluation, the rationale behind SDC’s 
engagement with UNDP derives from UNDP’s human development approach and its role 
in the UN System:  
- UNDP objectives as defined in its Business Plans 2000-2003 are broadly 

consistent with the objectives of Swiss development co-operation. UNDP pursues 
a holistic approach in its advocacy against poverty and for sustainable human 
development.  

- UNDP works without conditionality and its "door" is always open which is of 
particular importance for isolated countries and for countries in crisis situations.  

- UNDP’s almost universal field presence provides not only the infrastructure for 
UNDP but also for the entire UN-System. UNDP plays a key role in improving the 
co-ordination of the operational activities of the UN System, particularly at the 
country level.  
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- Through its contribution to UNDP, Switzerland is able (1) to support a key player in 

international development co-operation and (2) to extend its assistance also to 
countries in which it does not have a bilateral development programme. 

 
Switzerland became a full member of the United Nations (UN) in 2002. This is expected 
to lead to greater Swiss engagement in the UN-system and will also open new 
perspectives for SDC. SDC's future collaboration with UNDP will have to be situated 
within this new context. 

1.2 Purpose of the Evaluation 
 
SDC has been pursuing the same general policy objectives vis-à-vis UNDP for many 
years and its engagement with UNDP has so far not been the subject of a major 
evaluation. SDC now wants to evaluate whether its engagement with UNDP has been 
effective and to assess how it could improve its performance. 
 
SDC's DPM is presently developing a new strategy for its activities that will also lead to 
the formulation of ISPs for its co-operation with multilateral organisations, including 
UNDP. Simultaneously, UNDP is preparing a new MYFF for 2004-2007. The evaluation 
is timed so that its findings will constructively feed into both of these processes. 
 
The purpose of the evaluation is to provide an independent assessment of the relevance, 
effectiveness and efficiency of SDC's interaction with UNDP in order to ensure 
accountability and to learn from experience to improve performance.  
 
The evaluation findings will allow SDC to: 

- Draw lessons from its experience with UNDP to date.  
- Identify the opportunities and limits of its relationship with UNDP. 
- Better define and achieve its objectives in its engagement with UNDP. 

1.3 Approach 
 
The evaluation is a systematic assessment of on-going and completed activities in order 
to determine the relevance, efficiency and effectiveness of the relations between SDC 
and UNDP. This is in line with the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC)’s definition of 
evaluation of development assistance3.  
 
Following the objectives of the evaluation and the scope of work outlined in the Approach 
Paper (cf. Annex I), the emphasis of the evaluation is on learning from past experiences 
for the future and improvement of activities. It is thus primarily focused on accumulating 
experience and on this basis providing analysis of ways forward, rather than on providing 
documentation as to the use of resources. However, the two purposes of evaluation are 
closely linked and one purpose cannot be assessed without looking partly at the other.  

                                                 
3 In DAC’s definition a determination of impact and sustainability is also included. This is not the case in the Approach 
Paper for the present evaluation. The difference is partly due to the object of evaluation. Whereas DAC’s definition is 
focused on aid programmes/projects, the present evaluation is focused on relations with and support to a multilateral 
organisation.  
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In accordance with the Approach Paper, the evaluation concentrates on the period from 
1999 to the present, which corresponds to the period of the UNDP Business Plan 2000-
2003, including the preparation phase.  
 
The Approach Paper outlines five key questions and corresponding sub-questions to be 
answered by the evaluation. The five key questions are interrelated and can be 
visualised as follows:  
 
 
Figure 1 
Evaluation Approach  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The figure shows the interlinkages present in exploring the key questions. In this 
manner, the questions serve as a structuring mechanism for the evaluation, focusing on 
different areas of SDC – UNDP interaction. While the upper box comprises three 
analytical questions regarding the different aspects of interest in SDC-UNDP interaction, 
question 4 builds on this analysis in the assessment of the added value of interactions 
and question 5 brings all aspects together in a summarising overall assessment.  
 
While the analysis questions are treated in-depth in Chapter 3 of the report and 
summarised in a concluding form in Chapter 4, the questions on added value and 
Strengths and Weaknesses, Opportunities and Risks (SWOR) are treated in Chapter 4. 
Further, from answering the key questions, an overall assessment of relevance, 
effectiveness and efficiency is presented in Chapter 4.   
 
The evaluation does not address all aspects of SDC-UNDP relations, but only those 
depicted as full line arrows in Figure 2. As a consequence of this emphasis, field studies 
have not been conducted.  

 

Question 4:  
Is coordination and cooperation within SDC 
on UNDP matters adequate? 

Question 1: 
How well does SDC as a shareholder 
manage its interaction with UNDP? 

Question 2: 
How well does SDC as a stakeholder 
manage its interaction with UNDP?

Question 3: 
Does SDC’s engagement create added value 
for UNDP beyond the financial contribution? 

Question 5: 
What are the strengths and weaknesses of the 
present collaboration and what are the 
opportunities and risks for SDC’s future 
collaboration with UNDP? 

Analysis 
Chapter 3

Assessment
Chapter 4 

Relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of SDC's interaction with 
UNDP  
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Figure 2 
Evaluated aspects of SDC-UNDP interaction 
 

UNDP Headquarters level 

 

 

SDC Headquarters level

UNDP country level SDC country level

Aspects addressed in evaluation 

Aspects not directly addressed in evaluation 

 
The methodology choices are based on the objectives, resources and timeframe of the 
evaluation as presented in the Approach Paper. The evaluation is primarily based on 
qualitative methodologies, which are found to be appropriate for a learning and 
experience accumulating evaluation. The data has primarily been gathered through 
interviews with key-persons and document analysis, supplemented by other 
methodologies such as structured cross-tables for document analysis.  
 
In order to obtain as objective an assessment and as precise a view of realities as 
possible, information has been cross-checked among respondents and triangulation has 
been used by combining interviews, document analysis, and feedback-mechanisms 
(commenting on findings, preliminary conclusions etc.).  
 
The two most important instruments used to structure the qualitative analysis are the 
diagram for determining the profile of SDC-UNDP relations on four dimensions (cf. 
Section 1.4) and the analysis of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and risks (SWOR-
analysis). The latter is derived from SWOT methodology but replacing threats by risks 
due to the specific focus of the evaluation. 
 
For an elaboration of the steps applied in answering the key questions and the 
methodologies applied for data collection see Annex IV. 

1.4 Definitions and Indicators  
 
To understand the analysis undertaken, it is important to be clear about the terminology 
used and the underlying theoretical approaches. It has been considered how best to 
analyse interaction as an object (which could be done with a basis in political science or 
communication theory, for example). The SDC-UNDP relationship is first and foremost 
regarded as a political interaction that is best analysed on the basis of the approach in 
political science research that corresponds closely to the objects of the present 
evaluation. However, in order to relate the theoretical concepts to the empirical field, it is 
necessary to further operationalise the concepts. This is done through the use of a 
framework with the concepts of substantive, organisational, technical and multi-bi 
interaction. The terms defined below and then used in the present study are solely of 
analytical quality and no value judgement is attached to their usage.  
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Policy, Polity, and Politics 
 
Political action is multi-faceted and takes place on different dimensions that delineate the 
objects of research. For this reason, we apply the conceptual distinction between the 
three dimensions of political subjects established in political science: polity (the 
organisational and institutional framework), policy (the contents), and politics (the 
processes and conflicts in actors' relations). This distinction pays respect to the fact that 
political action varies a lot in regard to its orientation. The distinction between the three 
dimensions of political action implies no judgement with regard to the quality of the 
various strategic orientations. That is, action on all three dimensions is regarded as 
entirely political in nature, be it on a content level, on a tactical process level, or on an 
institutional or organisational level. Political action on all three dimensions is directed 
towards the achievement of political goals - meaning that a certain policy as well as a 
specific polity, or the strengthening of an actor's influence, can be achieved by means on 
the policy, on the polity, or on the politics dimension. These means again are interim 
goals in the political process. Thus, while practically all action undertaken by SDC is 
directed towards general and overriding development policy goals, the present study 
considers the means employed in order to reach these general policy goals.  
 
The question addressed is: “in its interaction with UNDP, does SDC pursue policy or 
polity interim goals for the long-term achievement of its overriding goals?” The following 
general indicators can be applied to the three terms: 
 
Table 2 
Definitions of policy, polity and politics 
 
Term Definition Empirical indicators 
Policy Contents dimension of political 

action 
- Statements about substantive orientation 

in  regard to the field and form of action 
- Statements about emphasis in regard to 

 instruments to be applied 

Polity Institutional and organisational 
dimension of political action 

- Statements about institutional matters 
- Statements about organisational matters 
- Statements about managerial matters 
- Statements about administrative matters 

Politics Procedural, actor-centred 
(power, tactics) dimension of 
political action 

- Statements about actors' tactics 
- Statements about actors' influence and 

 power 
 
Source: Developed by evaluation team based on Böhret, J., Werner J, and A. Kronenwett (1988). 
Innenpolitik und politishe Theorie. Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, pp. 3-10.  
 
In particular, the distinctions between the dimensions of policy and polity are used as the 
basis for defining the operational framework and the empirically related dimensions of 
interactions. The issue of politics (i.e. understanding the tactics and the interaction itself) 
is less developed on its own, but is integrated where appropriate as part of the policy and 
polity analyses. The team would have liked to make further use of the politics dimension, 
for example, by undertaking observations in negotiations and meetings. The intention of 
the team was to use the UNDP EB meeting in January 2003 as a case study of 
processes and influences. However, due to the timing of the evaluation, this proved not 
to be possible. As a consequence, information on the politics dimension of interaction is 
partly based on perceptions conveyed to the team during interviews and partly based on 
examination of policy documents and reports from meetings.  
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In order to use these dimensions from political science, the evaluation team finds that 
there is a need to operationalise them further in relation to the empirical findings and the 
specific field of interaction in multilateral co-operation.  
 
 
Interaction profiles: Substantive, Organisational, Technical, and Multi-bi  
With respect to the different forms of donor countries' UNDP interactions, the team 
distinguish four main poles of interaction, in which the three dimensions of political action 
are inherent to differing extents (i.e. substantive, organisational, technical and multi-bi). 
The following definitions and indicators have been applied in the description and analysis 
of co-operation profiles: 
 
Table 3 
Definitions of substantive, organisational, technical and multi-bi interaction 
 
Term Definition Inherent 

dimensions of 
political action

Empirical indicators 

Substantive Emphasis on 
development 
policy goals 
and 
orientations 
(at HQ level 
interactions, 
in the 
multilateral 
unit agenda). 

Policy at the 
HQ level 

• Type of agenda regarding 
development policy goals and 
orientations. 

• Type of claims and interventions 
regarding development policy goals 
and orientations. 

• Amount of resources for pursuing 
development policy agenda. 

• Perceptions of influence on UNDP as 
regards development policy goals and 
orientations. 

Organisational Emphasis on 
institutional, 
managerial 
and 
administrative 
aspects (in 
the 
multilateral 
unit agenda). 

Polity at the HQ 
level 

• Type of agenda on organisational, 
managerial, administrative matters in 
UNDP 

• Type of claims and interventions 
regarding organisational, managerial, 
administrative matters. 

• Amount of resources for pursuing 
organisational agenda. 

• Perceptions of influence on UNDP as 
regards organisational, managerial, 
administrative matters. 

Technical Emphasis on 
thematic, 
specific, and 
issue-oriented 
collaboration 
between 
specialised 
units 

Policy at the 
operational 
level 

• High level of thematic, specific, and 
issue-oriented co-operation. 

• Systematic use of thematic, specific, 
and issue-oriented co-operation.  

• Amount of resources used on 
thematic, specific, and issue-oriented 
co-operation. 

Multi-bi Emphasis on 
specific 
country-level 
co-operation 
on a project 
basis 

Policy and 
polity at the 
country level 

• High level of specific country-level co-
operation.  

• Systematic use of specific country-
level co-operation. 

• Amount of resources used on specific 
country-level co-operation. 
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There is a correspondence between policy and substantive interaction and between 
polity and organisational interaction. However, looking at the empirical evidence it was 
found that three opportunities for substantive interaction exist: at HQ level (multilateral 
unit); between technical departments; and at country level through multi-bi co-operation4 
whereas it has to be noted that the latter also embraces polity issues. So, whereas 
substantive interaction, as defined in the above table, focuses on the development policy 
agenda put forward at HQ level mainly by the DMA, technical and multi-bi co-operation 
focuses on specific, issues-oriented interaction in practice. Additionally, the distinction 
between the different forms of interaction also serves for analysing internal SDC co-
ordination as they highlight which departments take part in the interactions with UNDP. 
In the evaluation, the four poles are depicted in a diagram as follows:  
 
 
Figure 3 
Analytical grid for interaction profile 
 

   
 
 
 
 
Shareholder - Stakeholder 
In the Approach Paper for the evaluation, the terms shareholder and stakeholder are 
defined as follows: 
 

                                                 
4 Cost-sharing arrangements can also take place through financing of UNDP headquarters trust funds. As defined here, 
multi-bi co-operation includes financing of projects at country level only. 

 Substantive

TechnicalOrganisation

M ulti-bi
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Table 4 
Definitions of shareholder and stakeholder 
 
Term Definition 
Shareholder As a member country of UNDP and through its financial contribution, 

Switzerland is a shareholder that contributes to and shares responsibility with 
other member countries for UNDP as a whole. Under the shareholder 
perspective, the organisation as a whole is in the foreground. 

Stakeholder As a stakeholder, Switzerland has development objectives and other national 
objectives. Under the stakeholder perspective, it is this Swiss agenda that is in 
the foreground.  

 
The definitions of SDC as a shareholder and as a stakeholder are used for structuring 
the analysis. However, use of the two concepts also points to a weakness because, 
instead of placing emphasis on the connection between development/national concerns 
and the organisational framework, the concepts bring focus to the separation of these 
two aspects. As one UNDP representative mentioned to the evaluation team, UNDP 
ideally envisages the actions of a country as combining a shareholder and stakeholder 
perspective for a fruitful outcome seen from the side of UNDP as well as the country in 
question. Thus, the analysis is summed up using the four interaction dimensions to get 
one complete picture of the different roles played by SDC.  
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2 Context of SDC-UNDP Interaction  

2.1 SDC Policies 
 
SDC has three strategies of particular importance for the assessment of interactions with 
UNDP: the overall SDC strategy (Strategy 2010) outlining development objectives; the 
multilateral strategy outlining the general policy in relation to the multilateral system; and the 
draft ISP for UNDP which substantiates the multilateral strategy with respect to UNDP. It 
should be noted that the multilateral strategy and ISP have only recently been drawn up and 
thus cannot be seen as providing the basis for past interactions. It should rather be 
considered a framework for future directions. In the following the main aspects of the 
strategies are briefly outlined. 
 
Strategy 2010 
The SDC Strategy 2010 outlines the overall objectives and strategies of Swiss development 
assistance. According to the strategy, SDC focuses its activities on five key topics: (i) crisis 
prevention and management, (ii) good governance, (iii) income generation and employment, 
(iv) increased social justice, and (v) the sustainable use of natural resources. Each topic 
contributes to the overall objective of sustainable development. For each topic, priority areas 
as well as supplementary or specific areas are defined. 
 
Geographical priorities are defined taking into consideration need, potential, SDC’s relative 
advantage, and Switzerland’s political interests. Looking at the distribution of bilateral 
funding in 2001, Africa received CHF 159 Million, Asia CHF 148 Million, whereas Latin 
America received CHF 79.9 Million. The ten largest recipients are distributed among all three 
continents.  
 
Multilateral Strategy and ISP 
In 2002, a multilateral strategy for SDC was developed which outlines the strategic 
objectives of multilateral co-operation and the activities for obtaining these. The objectives 
include: 
- SDC to work for better distribution of tasks and co-ordination in the multilateral system. 
- Effective participation by SDC in the multilateral system, emphasising its development 

policy positions. 
- Systematic exploitation of synergies between multi- and bilateral work in SDC. 
- Careful choice of multilateral partners (concentration on strategically important 

institutions). 
- Substantive participation in the multilateral dialogue (focus on key areas of Strategy 

2010). 
- Active support to partner-countries within multilateral institutions. 
- SDC to work for the inclusion of civil society, private sector and research in the 

multilateral system. 
- SDC to take into account wider Swiss interests. 
- Strengthened information to the public on Swiss participation in multilateral co-

operation.  
 
Thus, the strategy outlines areas that define the position of SDC as a shareholder as well as 
stakeholder in relation to multilateral institutions.  
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At an overall level, the strategy defines the lines of interaction with UNDP that are further 
developed in the draft ISP for UNDP 2003-07.   
 
The drafting of the ISP has been inspired by the United Kingdom’s approach that led to an 
ISP by Department For International Development (DFID) in 2000. The SDC ISP highlights 
the main reasons for collaboration, establishes the priorities for the collaboration and points 
ultimately to a strengthened involvement in and collaboration with UNDP. 
 
The draft ISP outlines objectives of both an organisational and a substantive nature for 
interactions with UNDP (cf. Section 3.2 for further elaboration on the objectives). It also lists 
other national concerns, namely increasing the number of Swiss nationals working for UNDP 
and the strengthening of outreach to Swiss civil society and the private sector. The draft ISP 
is largely consistent with the goals of the multilateral strategy, although Swiss participation in 
a substantive dialogue is somewhat less emphasised in the ISP.  
 

2.2 Types of Co-operation with UNDP and Responsibilities 
 

 
 
 
There are basically four ways in which SDC co-operates with UNDP: 

 
- Executive Board (EB). SDC's DMA is responsible for the co-operation in the EB, in 

which the Swiss delegation plays an active role. Generally, EB co-operation embraces 
both formal collaboration in the Board and informal meetings where Switzerland can 
build on an elaborate network of contacts (which is cultivated and strengthened by the 
Swiss UN Mission in New York). SDC underlines the importance for Switzerland of the 
annual session of the UNDP EB, which takes place every second year in Geneva. 

 
- Headquarters (HQ) Interaction. SDC's DMA stays in permanent contact with UNDP 

in New York and Geneva. When considered useful, but not on a regular basis, SDC's 
DMA organises events in Switzerland together with UNDP (e.g. the presentation of the 
Human Development Report (HDR)). 

Photo courtesy of Richard Gerster 
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- Country Level Co-operation. SDC co-ordination offices at country level co-finance 

various UNDP programmes and projects (the so-called Multi-bi Projects). The formal 
funding decisions on such collaboration at the country level lie with the bilateral 
divisions in SDC. In reality, whether the funds are committed at the country level or at 
SDC HQ level, depends on who took the initiative. An analysis of 16 SDC country 
reports (cf. Annex VI) does not show a clear pattern of development priorities in the 
country-level co-operation with UNDP. However, the selection of country reports 
provided was incomplete insofar as no country reports regarding Eastern Europe have 
been analysed. Second, attempts to analyse the total of multi-bi projects have failed 
since SDC does not have available a systematic overview of all these projects. 
Interviewees, however, gave detailed accounts of important SDC-UNDP multi-bi 
projects and these have served as important background information for the 
evaluation. Some of these are located in specific programme countries (notably 
Mozambique and Vietnam), while others have a regional focus (Kyrgyzstan, 
Uzbekistan, and Tajikistan). 

 
- Swiss Nationals in UNDP. Informal co-operation takes place through Swiss nationals 

in UNDP (presently seven in the field and three at HQ) and the Swiss JPOs financed 
by Switzerland (presently seven) who work in UNDP country offices. Another form is 
secondment where SDC staff work in UNDP for a certain time while still being paid by 
SDC. 

 
The main responsibility for Swiss interaction with UNDP lies with the DMA. It is, therefore, 
worth noting that SDC will be facing a situation within the foreseeable future where the very 
well respected UNDP-team of DMA will leave their present functions. This generates a 
significant concern with regard to future adequate staffing in this area. However, the situation 
also opens the possibility of recruiting SDC staff whose experience corresponds with new 
priorities in the SDC-UNDP interaction.  

2.3 UNDP Developments of Importance for Interaction 
 
Some of the most important changes in UNDP in recent years are the introduction of 
Results-Based Management (RBM) - through the Multi-Year Funding Framework (MYFF) 
and the Strategic Results Framework (SRF) - and the Business Plans 2000-2003. These 
developments reflect a substantial change of focus in UNDP from being a project 
implementation organisation to being an advisory service institution. 
 
Results-Based Management 
The introduction of RBM through the MYFF and the results-oriented annual reports (ROARs) 
is one of the major changes in UNDP within the last 5 years.  
 
The first ROAR was published in 1999. The performance analysis is presented for each of 
the six goals covered by the MYFF: governance (enabling environment for sustainable 
human development), poverty eradication, environment, gender equality, special 
development situations, and support to the UN. The seventh goal in the MYFF, which deals 
with management, was transformed into the Business Plans 2000-2003.  
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The ROAR consists of a global report and country reports covering the same six goals. At 
country level, the SFR/ROAR reporting provides an overview of expected outcomes, outputs, 
annual targets and the achievement of annual targets. This provides an overview of UNDP 
programmes and achievements at country level, although the standard of reporting appears 
to vary between countries. Thus, it can serve a monitoring purpose for bilateral donors if they 
have a special interest in certain programmes or thematic areas. Examples from LMCs show 
that the MYFF and SFR/ROAR are used as a main monitoring mechanism of UNDP 
development work by some of these donors. 
 
Moving to Upstream Support Activities across Thematic Areas 
The Business Plans 2000-2003 outline a new vision for UNDP that essentially centres on 
moving to upstream support activities across thematic areas. These upstream activities, 
which include capacity-building, knowledge-networking, support for empowerment and 
regional, multi-sectoral and participatory approaches, characterise the bulk of anticipated 
requests for UNDP support identified through the MYFF process.  
 
In relation to this, UNDP is striving to become results-oriented rather than process–oriented. 
The vision is for UNDP to become more focused on policy-driven advice and programmes 
rather than on small isolated development projects, thus developing a clearer competency 
profile in areas of demand and building stronger connections between HQ and field-
activities. In line with such developments, UNDP also wants to place greater emphasis on 
being outward looking and partnership-oriented, playing more of a catalytic, brokering role.  
 
Six “practice areas” have been defined: democratic governance, poverty reduction, crisis 
prevention and recovery, information and communication technology (ICT), energy and 
environment, and HIV/AIDS. These practice areas correspond very well to the key topic 
areas defined by SDC for their development co-operation5.  
 
Thematic trust funds have been established by UNDP for the six practice areas in order to 
facilitate greater substantive alignment of UNDP activities around these themes. They allow 
programmable funds to be channelled into development interventions across countries and 
resource allocations will follow, among others, needs-based criteria with particular focus on 
Least Developed Country (LDCs) and the Africa region. 
 
UNDP is concerned about the financial amount forthcoming for its core funding during the 
next MYFF in the present era of limited aid flows. At the same time, UNDP is conscious that 
it needs to strengthen its expertise within its six priority areas and, therefore, needs a more 
substantive co-operation with donors as well as academic institutions. 
 
The first two years of implementation of the Business Plans have focused heavily on the 
internal reforms of UNDP, including downsizing, restructuring and aligning resources and 
capacities with organisational requirements. Since 2002, focus has been on improving 
performance at country offices and HQ in delivering quality services. 
 
Core vs. Non-core Resources 
Over the past decade, non-core resources have emerged as a substantial funding source for 
UNDP programmes. The increase in non-core funds, concomitant with a steady decline in 
core funds (the regular budget of UNDP), has spurred an extensive debate within UNDP as 
well as with the members of the EB.  

                                                 
5 SDC does not include information and communication technology, and HIV/AIDS as key topics. However, ICT is 
considered a transversal issue. 
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In 2000, UNDP6 conducted an evaluation of non-core resources. This can be of interest to 
SDC as it reflects on future support, since SDC support for UNDP is mainly through core-
funding.  
 
In short, important findings of the evaluation are: 
- The distribution of non-core funding is primarily donor-driven and not necessarily needs 

based. However, the real issue may be not the individual dynamics of non-core funding 
but rather its synergy with core funding. Therefore, it is important to establish a coherent 
framework for core and non-core funding, for which the MYFF and SRF are critical 
initiatives.  

- UNDP appears able to maintain its core priorities regardless of the funding source. The 
main difference appears to be in the level of funding for various priority areas.  

- UNDP's thematic trust funds can be regarded as ‘core-like funds’ as these are managed 
from the central level and are flexible in use. 

- There is still a need for an adequate level of core funding because the comparative 
advantages of UNDP – universality of presence, neutrality, being a trusted partner and 
experience - are seen as linked to the organisation’s ability to provide core funds. A 
certain amount of core funding is necessary to continue work in driving policy changes, 
advocacy and co-ordination and as seed money.  

 
UNDP has developed elaborate forms of interaction with the major contributors to its core 
funding. While there is a risk that such interactions may contribute to a weakening of core 
activities and a strengthening of multi-bi activities and other non-core funding, UNDP has so 
far been quite skilful in making sure that the MYFF gives coherence to the work and that 
UNDP's own new trust funds strengthen core activities. A traditional SDC concern that SDC 
may undermine UNDP by initiating regular bilateral discussions outside the EB set-up, 
therefore, does not seem to be justified at this stage.  
 
However, in such consultations, SDC should take into consideration that UNDP sees its 
international legitimacy as derived from the active participation of all stakeholders based on 
transparent decision-making mechanisms and consensus-building. The evaluation also 
points to the need for a certain amount of core funding to sustain the comparative 
advantages of UNDP, which SDC emphasise in their support to UNDP. 
 
Concerns of Representatives from some UNDP Programme Countries 
During interviews with a few representatives of UNDP programme countries7, a concern was 
noted regarding the need to clarify better UNDP’s role. Is UNDP primarily a development 
institution or is it a co-ordinating institution? If UNDP is increasingly going to be a co-
ordinating institution, then the UNDP programme countries interviewed see only limited need 
for non-core funding, since the other UN-institutions will increasingly take over the role of 
implementing programmes. Thus, in an indirect way, such a trend might undermine the 
position of UNDP. 
 
The representatives of UNDP programme countries interviewed also pointed towards UNDP 
increasingly becoming a donor club where the programme countries have very little influence 
at HQ-level. As regards the MYFF, the interviewees appreciate the planning part but find that 
the funding part is not effective. There is a concern that the MYFF is close to being 
meaningless at this stage since donors do not make pledges covering several years. 

                                                 
6 UNDP (2001). Evaluation of Non-Core Resources. Evaluation Department. 
7 Note that since only a few New York representatives were interviewed the intention is not to claim that they are 
representing the views of all UNDP programme countries, but to highlight some concerns voiced as regards donor-UNDP 
interaction.  
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2.4 Experiences of Like-Minded Countries 
 
There is no one generic way for Like-Minded Countries8 (LMCs) to organise their interaction 
with UNDP. Each country has tailored its UNDP liaison to the priority it attaches to the 
organisation and to the actual process of decision-making within their domestic aid and 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) system.  
 
A major factor determining how countries interact with UNDP is the existence and relative 
importance of any substantive or thematic agendas that the donor might have. The British 
and Dutch are arguably the LMCs who bring the most substantive agendas to their liaison 
with UNDP. They are also the ones with the most formal and well-established arrangements 
for interaction. Denmark also has long and well-established interactions through annual 
consultations and an institutional strategy. However, Denmark differs from the UK and the 
Netherlands in contributing mainly to core funding and, as such, find that they do not have as 
much weight on substantive issues as they would through non-core funding. Norway is 
similar to Switzerland in terms of having a fairly ‘hands-off’ attitude to UNDP with a fair 
degree of trust in the organisation and few strings attached to resources. Norway and 
Switzerland also have in common that they are not EU members and thus also presumably 
share a reinforced appreciation of the intrinsic value of the UN. 
 
Table 5 
Summary facts about interactions with UNDP 
 

 SWITZ. NOR U.K. SWE NL DEN
ODA/GDP (2001)*  0.34% 0.83% 0.32% 0.81% 0.82% 1.03%
Approx. % of ODA as 
Multilateral 

33% 37% 40% 30% 25% 40%

Total UNDP Contribution 
(1,000 USD, 2001)** 

38,735 100,246 88,872 90,003 120,688 55,331

Core as % of total  76% 68% 60% 58% 55% 89%
Published strategy paper 
for UNDP cooperation 

In draft No Yes Yes 
 

Yes Yes, new 
in draft

Bilateral Consultations Ad hoc Annual Annual Annual 
(from 
2003)  

Annual Annual

Approx. person-yrs 
dedicated UNDP liaison: 
- Bilateral HQ 
- UN mission 

0.5
0.2

0.75***
0.25

1.50
0.50+

 
 

1.00 
0.33 

 
 

0.75 
0.25 

1.50
0.66

 
*  OECD Development Cooperation Report 2002, Table 6 
** Total assistance may for some countries be higher because neither UNDP nor respective donor HQs have 

complete records of multi-bi assistance provided outside of HQ level agreements, i.e. where country 
managers/ambassadors have independent authority. We understand that above non-core funding volume 
largely includes multi-bi for Sweden but is not complete for the Netherlands. 

*** Norway estimate is for ‘normal’ years. Since joining EB Bureau 01/2003 more time has been spent. 
 

                                                 
8 The LMCs are the main contributors to UNDP core funding, i.e. Norway, Sweden, Denmark, the Netherlands, the UK and 
Canada. 
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DFID is generally perceived as the LMC that is most effective in influencing UNDP as a 
whole. Factors that were mentioned by interviewees as allowing them such a position 
include: 

· Strength of analytical capacities 
· Clear focus and priorities 
· Good preparation and internal briefings before EB meetings 
· Effective use of ‘eyes and ears’ in New York and throughout the organisation, e.g. 

through informal contacts to the large number of British UNDP-employees. 
 
A tentative profile of three LMCs suggests that they have organised their interactions with 
UNDP very differently (cf. Section 1.4 for definitions). 
 
 
Figure 4 
Profile of Like-Minded Countries interaction with UNDP  
 

 
 
Note: Netherlands and Norway are not included in the figure in order to maintain clarity. 
 
From an analysis of LMC interaction with UNDP (cf. Annex VIII for further insights into the 
experiences of LMCs) it appears that a number of dynamics come into play in defining types 
of interaction: the size of contribution and of the LMC, priorities (which dimensions to interact 
on), manpower allocation and internal organisation etc.  
 

Substantive

TechnicalOrganisational

Multi-bi

UK: 
Sweden:
Denmark:
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However, from the analysis it appears that some general comments can be made of interest 
to SDC in defining future relations to UNDP: 
- Generally, an ISP or partnership agreement can be perceived as an instrument making 

objectives and priorities clear and thereby helping to focus interactions and LMC 
actions. The combination of such clear priorities and annual consultations appear to be 
an effective way of interacting with UNDP instead of solely focusing on EB meetings.  

- Particularly when a country has a substantive agenda (and to some extent technical co-
operation), there appears to be a need to consider human resources available to 
constantly back-up and follow-up on these issues with UNDP in order to be influential on 
and supportive of UNDP. 

- Country performance assessment appears to be taking on new importance in LMC 
relations and discussions with UNDP. A number of instruments are used for this, such 
as reporting by country offices/embassies to HQ on UNDP performance, bilateral field 
visits and including RRs in annual consultations. In the future, the newly established 
Multilateral Organisation Performance Assessment Network (MOPAN) might also play a 
role in monitoring at country level. 
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3 SDC’s Interactions with UNDP 

3.1 SDC as a Shareholder 
 
Switzerland mainly acts as a shareholder in its interactions with UNDP. This observation 
results from the interviews with UNDP Geneva, UNDP New York, the analysis of SDC's 
initiatives and interventions in the EB over the last three years and the line of argument 
pursued in the budget proposals for the Swiss core contributions to UNDP.  

 
UNDP Perceptions  
From discussion at UNDP New York, it is clear that UNDP appreciates the contribution of 
SDC in the discussions in the UNDP Board as well as in the discussions between Board 
meetings. The Swiss interaction with the Board is characterised by UNDP staff as being 
constructive and well informed and by having the overall objective to strengthen the core 
activities of UNDP and assist in moving the organisation forward. 
 
UNDP Geneva perceives Switzerland, i.e. SDC's DMA, as a very supportive, reliable and 
consistent shareholder and particularly emphasises the fact that Switzerland is one of the 
few donors that never pursues a bilateral agenda. On the contrary, Switzerland is described 
as very active member of the EB that is giving its best to push internal coherence, bringing in 
its knowledge on managerial matters, while being result-oriented and willing to compromise. 
This orientation has not changed despite budget cuts. The attitude is especially evident in 
the importance Switzerland attributes to the reform process UNDP has undertaken in the last 
three years. Another important example of the integrative role Switzerland plays in UNDP is 
its support of the HDR and the dissemination of the thinking behind it. 
 
One reason for this good understanding is seen in a fundamental agreement on 
development policy between SDC and UNDP, which basically consists of a holistic approach 
to development and similar thematic priorities.  
 
Analysis of SDC's Interventions in the Executive Board  
The DMA writes a report of every meeting of the EB. A content analysis of the meeting 
reports from 1999 to 2002 has been conducted focusing on the interventions and initiatives 
of the Swiss delegation and their perceived success (cf. Annex VII). The analysis of twenty 
interventions and initiatives taken up in one or more Board meetings by the Swiss delegation 
that were categorised as belonging to the policy or the polity dimension has uncovered three 
main results: 
 
First, practically all interventions made by Swiss delegations are in favour of the organisation 
of UNDP or the whole UN-system. In its interventions, the Swiss delegation regularly 
emphasises the importance of core-funding as opposed to non-core funding. Of special 
interest in this respect is the recent Swiss initiative that non-core funds should also 
contribute to general administrative costs as they are also causing them. The Board 
supported this initiative. Other interventions oriented towards strengthening the organisation, 
or the UN-system as a whole, were: strengthening UNDP's co-ordinating role in the UN-
system; the new repartition of core funds in favour of resident co-ordinators, initiatives to find 
a solution for the UNDP-UNOPS conflict, and the harmonisation of country programmes of 
the different UN organisations. 
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Second, Swiss claims and initiatives mainly regard organisational (polity) issues and hardly 
ever directly address substantive (policy) matters.9 Fifteen out of twenty analysed issues 
taken up by the Swiss delegation are categorised as organisational issues. This aspect is 
especially true for the various interventions regarding the ROAR in which the Swiss 
delegation demanded measurable objectives and better indicators for the assessment of the 
results. Besides the interventions already mentioned, institutional and organisational issues 
raised by the Swiss delegation embrace the earlier announcement of donors' contributions, 
the size of the EB being too large for discussions, the repeated claim of the importance of 
human resource management in the new Business Plans, and the co-operation with 
international financial institutions. Substantive policy issues, on the other hand, are of less 
importance in the Swiss interventions and do not have the same scope as institutional 
initiatives. Also, they often remain on an organisational level. Going through the twenty 
interventions analysed, five substantive issues have been taken up during the period 1999-
2002: additional commentaries on the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) -report, the 
promotion of ICT, the focussing on a restricted number of core activities, UNDP in crisis and 
post-crisis situations, and the need for more strategic evaluations. 
 
As has been stated before, polity means are directed towards the achievement of political 
goals. Accordingly, SDC takes an interest in the development policy orientation of UNDP, 
particularly supporting the emphasis on poverty alleviation and crisis situations, and has 
chosen a focus on UNDP's organisation for addressing these substantive issues. However, 
from the point of view of UNDP and LMCs, this (indirect) influence on policy issues is not 
perceived as such. 
 
Box 1 
Like-Minded Countries' perceptions of SDC interaction with UNDP 
 
 
 "The Swiss are diplomatically very sharp.” 
 “Swiss interventions are usually about procedure, but always well articulated, timely  

and pertinent.” 
 “Swiss deal with UNDP as a matter of aid administration, not development policy.” 
 “Rather than any thematic or substantive concerns, the Swiss are mainly interested in 

UNDP reform, performance assessment, UN coordination and other corporate  
functions, but support these things very well.” 

 
 
Source: Interviews with Like-Minded Country (LMC) representatives. 
 
Third, SDC describes itself as sufficiently successful with its initiatives in the meeting reports. 
While a lot of the analysed interventions are mere commentaries, concrete initiatives are 
often successful or they lead to further studies on the subject. While three initiatives 
(ECOSOC commentaries, ICT promotion, UNDP-UNOPS conflict) have been accepted in the 
Board, and three initiatives were further developed (UNDP's co-ordinating role in UN, 
suspending non-core activities, non-core contribution to general administrative costs), only 
the demand for a formal Board discussion of the evaluation of the UNDP-UNOPS 
relationship has been unsuccessful in the Board. However, it should be noted that a number 
of these initiatives might also have been successful due to other countries' work and that 
coalition building is important in order to influence the Board. Indeed, in various  

                                                 
9 It has to be noted that the latter to a lesser degree are subjects in Board discussions. However, the work plans of the Board 
meetings analyzed show that policy issues constitute a considerable part of the discussed items. 
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interviews, LMCs as a group claimed important contributions to some of the successes at 
Board level that SDC reports as its own.  

 
SDC's Line of Argument in the Budget Proposals  
The annual Swiss core contribution has to be decided upon by the Federal Council every 
year. In its budget proposals, SDC points out the main arguments why the proposed amount 
of money should be paid to UNDP. As already mentioned, the amount decreased from CHF 
56 Mil in 1998 to CHF 52 Mil in 1999 and has remained at that level since.  
 
A content analysis of the budget proposals 1998-2002 shows that the main line of argument 
consists of highlighting UNDP's crucial role in developing countries and Switzerland’s 
responsibility to support, stabilise and strengthen such an organisation in times of budget 
restriction. In the same vein, the 1998 proposal brings in the argument of fair burden sharing.  
 
Even though from 1999 onwards, the proposals contain a section enumerating the Swiss 
goals in UNDP, SDC stuck to a multilateral line of argument, always emphasising the 
importance of the organisation for the world but not showing its importance for Switzerland. 
The proposal for 2000 was the first in which SDC pointed out the extent to which UNDP's 
development policy was in accordance with Swiss objectives. The shareholder 
argumentation clearly prevails against stakeholder arguments in this and the following 
proposals. 

3.2 SDC as a Stakeholder 
 
In this section the evaluation looks at issues where the development objectives and national 
concerns of SDC are in the foreground of interactions with UNDP.  
 
Substantive Development Policy Goals 
 
So far, Switzerland has not had any specific policy or development issue goals it wanted to 
achieve directly through UNDP co-operation. This can be seen in the emphasis of Swiss 
interventions and the reasons given for funding in the above section.  
 
However, a draft ISP has recently been drawn up which lists the following Swiss objectives 
and priorities for co-operation with UNDP in the future: 
1. UNDP to focus primarily on its comparative advantage as a holistic advisor on human 

development, as a facilitator, co-ordinator and broker in the fight against poverty. 
2. UNDP to push reform of the UN-system forward. 
3. UNDP core funding to increase by 5% per year over the next 5 years. 
4. UNDP to intensify collaboration with other UN actors active in crisis and post-crisis 

situations. 
5. To ensure a strong advocacy role for UNDP as ‘campaign manager’ for the Millennium 

Development Goals (MDG) 
6. To clarify the division of labour and areas of collaboration between the UN-system (in 

particular UNDP) and the World Bank (in particular IDA). 
7. To strengthen UNDP outreach to the Swiss private sector and civil society. 
8. UNDP to identify the most qualified people as Resident Co-ordinators. 
9. To increase the number of Swiss nationals working for UNDP. 
 
As can be seen in the ISP, SDC mentions a selection of goals regarding UNDP’s 
development role and policies, such as: the crisis prevention and recovery issues (objective 
4) and the MDGs (objective 5). UNDP’s role as an advisor on human development involves 
both development objectives and organisational issues. Thus, to a larger extent than in the 
past, the development policy objectives of SDC and its positions are explicitly stated as an 
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objective for the relationship with UNDP. Simultaneously, the strategy still emphasises 
shareholder points of view (particularly objectives 2, 3 and 6) and thus builds a bridge to the 
existing interactions, combining the roles of shareholder and stakeholder, as ideally wished 
for by UNDP.  
 
 
 
 
 
The ISP is in line with the overall multilateral strategy of SDC, which emphasises SDC being 
an active partner on substantive development issues in the multilateral system. Thus, at the 
conceptual and strategic level there appears to be a move towards focusing on substantive 
issues. However, as can be seen from the analysis above, this is not yet prevailing in 
interactions in practice because the strategy is still in a draft form. 
 
The ISP also contains very concrete stakeholder goals with a Swiss interest bias, such as 
the outreach to the Swiss private sector and civil society with the aim of establishing 
development partnerships at the country level (objective 7) and increasing the number of 
Swiss UNDP-staff (objective 9). Activities in order to achieve the latter goal have already 
been undertaken (elaborated below). 
 
The ISP states that the objectives are mainly to be pursued through discussions in the EB of 
UNDP, in other international/UN-forums and with other donors. In a few cases, specific 
activities (selected UNDP reforms, advocacy activities, outreach activities) are to be 
financially supported by SDC. As such the strategy does not differ much from earlier 
strategies focusing primarily on EB interactions.  
 
However, the ISP also puts forward the intention of having annual consultations with UNDP. 
Based on the experience of LMCs and the interviews conducted with UNDP in New York, 
annual consultations appear relevant to create a forum for dialogue on substantive issues 
and national concerns. They are also welcomed by UNDP.  
 
How to obtain the objectives more specifically (an ‘action plan’) and indicators of success are 
not specified in the ISP. Denmark and the UK have experienced that there was a need for a 
more precise instrument for guiding interactions and monitoring progress. On this basis, a 
logical framework for interactions has been developed by Denmark and DFID has developed 
an action plan to supplement the ISP. Such initiatives are relevant for SDC to study in 
finalising the ISP. 

 
Co-operation on Thematic Issues 
At HQ-level, UNDP witnesses the evolution of new forms of UNDP partnerships with donors 
that consist of direct contact with thematic divisions with high expertise in a certain field 
which is beneficial for both partners beyond financial synergies because they provide new 
knowledge and effectiveness in actual work. Examples of such co-operation are found in 
SDC-UNDP interactions, as some SDC thematic divisions have experience of working with 
UNDP either on conceptual issues or multi-bi projects. However, the exploitation of such 
possibilities is unevenly distributed among divisions.  
 
UNDP officials have expressed their interest in developing such operative and issue-oriented 
partnerships with Switzerland at HQ level on joint development of areas with parallel 
conceptual and methodological concerns; sharing of experiences in some of UNDP's six 
thematic areas; joint missions and evaluations; and secondment of SDC staff to UNDP.  
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Such interest regarding the promotion of substantive co-operation with SDC was expressed 
most strongly and developed in detail with regard to crisis prevention; governance, 
democratisation and decentralisation at the country level (developed by three UNDP RRs); 
and development of instruments supporting ; as well as joint missions, joint evaluations and 
secondments from SDC to UNDP in these areas. Moreover, in these areas, SDC is 
perceived by UNDP as having a comparative advantage compared to other donors. 
 
Similarly, SDC staff in thematic divisions (F-Department) express an explicit interest in 
stronger issue-oriented collaboration with UNDP. In certain divisions, such as Good 
Governance, Natural Resources and Environment, or Conflict Prevention and Management, 
such co-operation has already taken place or, at least, a clear vision of this co-operation 
exists. The Employment and Income Division (and, to a lesser degree, also the Natural 
Resources and Environment Division) refer to other, more specialised UN-bodies better 
suited for thematic co-operation.  
 
Country Level Collaboration 
The main field where SDC currently pursues a stakeholder agenda in collaboration with 
UNDP is at the country level. SDC-UNDP collaboration is typically undertaken through multi-
bi projects (cost-sharing arrangements) and in the dialogue between donors and the host 
government. The team has based its assessment of this type of collaboration on available 
SDC documents (project documents, budget proposals (Kreditantrag/Proposition de Crédit), 
lists of ongoing projects, and annual payments to UNDP); UNDP documents (lists of cost-
sharing arrangements); and interviews with SDC and UNDP staff, including telephone 
interviews with the UNDP RR in Mali, Tanzania, Vietnam and North Korea. 
 
Irrespective of this effort, it has not been possible for the evaluation team to establish a full 
overview of all SDC-UNDP multi-bi projects for 1999 – 2002. Thus, based on the available 
sources, it is not possible, to fully identify trends in the geographical distribution and type of 
projects.  
 
Statistical information supplied by UNDP indicates, however, that the cost-sharing 
arrangements cover a wide group of programme countries and types of projects. UNDP 
reports that in 2001, SDC and UNDP entered into cost sharing arrangements in 22 countries 
for a total of USD 7,487,340. 
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Table 6 
SDC-UNDP cost sharing arrangements entered into in 2001, USD 
 
Region Funding  Countries Type of Intervention: 
Eastern 
Europe 

1,894,012 Bulgaria, Romania, Russia, 
Southern Caucasus, Tajikistan, 
Turkmenistan, Turkmenistan, 
Uzbekistan 

Tourism, export promotion, 
Agenda 21, RRDP 

Asia 
Pacific 

3,683,812 Afghanistan, India, Laos, Pakistan, 
Vietnam 

Reconstruction, Relief, NWFPIRP, 
Trade Promotion 

Africa 1,900,502 Mali, Mozambique, Rwanda, South 
Africa, Tanzania, Chad 

Police Reform, Child Justice, 
Trade, Electoral Process, De-
mining  

Latin 
America 

   61,310 Cuba, Mexico, Peru PDHL, Decentralisation, Poverty, 

Palestine   156,212   
 
In several interviews with bilateral divisions, it was made clear that UNDP at country level is 
an interesting partner as long as its projects are in line with SDC's country strategy. 
However, some divisions that have co-operated with UNDP in the implementation of multi-bi 
projects have serious concerns about the role and effectiveness of UNDP as a partner. 
Collaboration only forms when both partners gain a benefit seen from the country angle. 
 
It also follows from the interviews undertaken that the changing role of UNDP from being 
primarily a project implementation organisation towards being an upstream advisory 
organisation is opening up new possibilities for Swiss co-operation. Typical situations 
highlighted where SDC might want to partner UNDP include: the approximately 40-50 
conflict countries where UNDP represents unique possibilities in terms of being a trusted 
partner for conflict management and conflict resolution; the approximately 40 Poverty 
Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) countries, where UNDP has a special role to play 
regarding sensitive governance advisory services (support to Parliaments, security reform, 
training of police); and selected PRSP countries where the host government might look to 
UNDP as an alternative to advice coming from the Bretton Wood Institutions. 
 
Other National Concerns - Recruitment of Swiss Nationals and Outreach Activities 
The efforts to recruit Swiss nationals into UNDP have been intensified during the last two 
years. The task of recruiting Swiss nationals for UNDP has been delegated to cinfo – a 
foundation mostly financed by SDC. Several recruitment missions between New York and 
Bern have been undertaken by UNDP and cinfo during which the recruitment modalities 
have been modified. The pilot phase 2002, which was funded by SDC with CHF 40.000, was 
transferred into a fixed mandate in January 2003. These efforts are now bearing fruit in that 
one RR and two Deputy Resident Representatives (DRR) have been placed and two further 
RRs and two DRRs are awaiting placement. 13 Leadership Development Programme 
(LEADS) 10 were identified during a UNDP/OHR mission in 2002, the result of which is 
expected in February 200311. The pilot phase is considered a success by SDC. Nonetheless, 
potential for improvement has been identified concerning: extension of job-categories 
covered by cinfo beyond LEAD, DRR and RR; the length of the assessment procedures; and 
mutual understanding (e.g. the Swiss Lizentiat Degree equals the Master Degree which was 
clarified by cinfo in March 2002). 

                                                 
10 Leadership Development Programme (LEAD) is a programme for development professionals under 35 interested in a 
career with UNDP. 
11 Source: UNDP comments to the draft Evaluation Report. Please note that the numbers differ marginally from those 
obtained by cinfo shown in Figure 7 as the UNDP figures include the latest developments as well. 
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Figure 5 
Results of cinfo/UNDP recruitment efforts in 2002 
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As seen in figure 5, the number of applications has risen substantially during 2002 following 
the recruitment effort by cinfo. However, it appears that it will still take some time for this 
trend to transform into a rise in the actual number of employments with UNDP.  
 
Beyond that, but still in the same vein, the UNDP Bureau for Management expressed an 
interest in recruiting more Swiss nationals into the substantive areas of UNDP (i.e. not IT or 
HR), to have more women managers, to extend the existing JPO-Programme, and to make 
further use of SDC staff members on secondment to UNDP. 
 
A national concern that has been raised more recently is for UNDP to strengthen its 
partnerships with Swiss civil society and the private sector. Some discussion has taken place 
between DMA and UNDP. As a first initiative, UNDP in partnership with SDC and 
PricewaterhouseCoopers is in the final stage of producing a brochure to be sent to 400 
Swiss companies informing them about the possibilities for project partnership with UNDP.  
 
In the area of outreach, inspiration from the Nordic UNDP office could be valuable for UNDP 
Geneva to develop an approach for strengthening partnerships in Switzerland. In this case, 
the UNDP Copenhagen office has established satellite offices in Oslo and Stockholm, in 
order to facilitate a dialogue with Norwegian and Swedish parliamentarians, journalists, 
business associations and NGOs. Based on this outreach facility a number of meetings and 
seminars with UNDP officials and study tours to UNDP programme countries are organised. 
The two satellite offices also ensure that policy papers and other pertinent documents 
concerning programme countries of particular interest to the two donor countries are 
channelled to the respective UNDP country offices in order that the UNDP RR can be 
proactive in the policy and project dialogue with the said donors12.  

                                                 
12 It should be noted that the donor countries concerned cover the costs of the Nordic satellite offices.  
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3.3 Co-ordination and Co-operation within SDC on UNDP 
The Context of Co-ordination and Co-operation 
To understand co-ordination and co-operation within SDC, it is necessary to outline an 
important contextual factor that shapes views and priorities in-house, namely the general 
multilateral/bilateral co-operation balance. 
 
The multilateral approach generally has a weak stance in SDC with its basically bilateral 
paradigm. For a very long time, Switzerland was not a member of the UN. Although a 
member of different UN-programmes, the main focus remained on bilateral work. Multilateral 
work was perceived as an addition to the bilateral activities. This focus finds its manifestation 
in SDC's institutional structure and allocation of resources. Whereas the humanitarian and 
geographical bodies within SDC are departments, multilateral co-operation is the task of a 
division within a department with a broader mission. In terms of resources available, SDC 
provides an institutionalised ratio of 2/3 for bilateral development assistance and 1/3 for 
multilateral co-operation.  
 
Co-ordination and Co-operation within SDC 
The UNDP Unit in the DMA seems to live a somewhat secluded life with only limited formal 
and informal interaction with the thematic and geographical divisions.  
 
Whereas no actual co-ordination within SDC is needed with respect to multilateral goals, in-
house co-ordination is insufficient in regard to the needs of other SDC divisions (as well as 
UNDP bureaux). The latter point finds a strong manifestation in the fact that most of the 
interviewees from thematic or geographical divisions did not have a clear idea of the content 
of the DMA's work with UNDP. Where positive loops of exchange do exist, they are often 
related to staff members who are working part time in a thematic or geographical division 
and part time in the multilateral division and therefore have direct access to, or a working 
relationship with, the UN Section. 
 
Common for thematic and bilateral divisions is that knowledge of the contents and the 
general orientation of the DMA's UNDP work is low. It is not known that SDC-UNDP 
interaction has a strong organisational (polity) orientation. Rather, interviewees suspect 
collaboration on policy issues they do not know about.  
 
Within the thematic divisions, those interested in thematic UNDP co-operation noted that 
they need a better overview of UNDP's activities in order to explore co-operation with UNDP 
more fully. However, it is acknowledged that the DMA has in some cases pro-actively 
initiated in-house information about UNDP products by inviting UNDP experts to present 
their work. This was the case for the Governance Division with HDR and for the Natural 
Resources and Environment Division with UNDP's Global Public Goods concept.  
 
However, the follow-up to these initiatives is subject to critique by thematic divisions. In the 
case of the Global Public Goods concept, a working group has been established but could 
not decide on whom to take the lead (thematic department or multilateral division). Despite a 
strong interest, the follow-up process has not materialised. Interviewees see the lack of staff 
in DMA as a main problem for ensuring follow-up. 
 
With respect to this critique, it was suggested that greater transparency in DMA's work would 
allow for better planning of the co-operation in the thematic units and that this could be 
achieved through the agreement (accord de prestation, Vereinbarung) between the DMA 
and the thematic divisions in which the main points of forthcoming activities and their 
interface with thematic units are defined. 
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In geographical divisions, the general attitude strongly reflects the contrast between the 
bilateral and multilateral approach mentioned above. Unlike the thematic units, the staff 
interviewed from geographical divisions basically had a negative perception of UNDP HQ 
work and, accordingly, expressed serious doubts about the usefulness of SDC-UNDP 
interaction at HQ-level. Rather, they attach importance to multi-bi co-operation at the country 
level. 
 
Interviewees would still welcome certain administrative support for their UNDP-work from the 
DMA. Such support could comprise the provision of short fact sheets on UNDP policies and, 
even more desirable, of guidelines for administrative standards and processes facilitating 
project co-operation at country level. 
 
Feedback Loops Between SDC Country Level and HQ 
Problems can emerge at country level in the multi-bi project collaboration. There are no 
institutionalised feedback channels assuring that these problems are being noticed at HQ-
level. However, the evaluation has noted two emerging feedback loops which merit further 
attention. 
 
First, in 2002 SDC undertook an electronic survey of points of view at SDC country offices 
regarding their co-operation with UNDP. While the survey is named a rapid assessment and 
is designed to be implemented during a limited time span, it nevertheless has the potential to 
serve as an instrument that can inform SDC HQ about sentiments concerning SDC-UNDP 
co-operation at country level. Thus, it has the potential to be an early warning as well as an 
early success detection instrument.  
 
Secondly, a possibility of feedback-loops from the field via SDC HQ and through the Swiss 
UN Mission in New York exists and would be useful in a substantive co-operation. This 
possibility has not been used historically, but recently a first bilateral demarche to UNDP 
from Switzerland took place focusing on difficulties in the co-operation between SDC and 
UNDP in one country. It appears that the Swiss demarche was very well received at UNDP 
HQ and at the UNDP country office and led to appropriate follow-up.  
 
The primary reasons for the positive reaction from UNDP were said to be: (i) the issue had 
not been personalised but focused constructively on the issues at hand; (ii) UNDP HQ 
welcomed that its partners took up such issues instead of bearing grudges against UNDP; 
(iii) apparently, partly based on the Swiss demarche, the situation at country level has now 
improved and the UNDP country office welcomed the fact that it was brought forward and the 
way it was taken up by the Swiss Mission in New York. 
 
Thus, the possibility exists to draw on DMA and the Swiss UN Mission in New York for such 
concerns from the country level but this possibility is apparently neither broadly known nor 
taken advantage of within SDC. 

 
SDC Co-operation with the Department of Foreign Affairs  
Swiss interaction with UNDP does not only relate to SDC but also involves to a limited extent 
other agencies of the Department of Foreign Affairs, particularly Political Division III (PAIII). 
PA III is the Political Division of the Federal Department of Foreign Affairs responsible for 
multilateral matters and thus embraces relations with the UN and other international 
organisations. 
 
The point that the relevance of SDC's interaction with UNDP goes beyond SDC and affects 
other agencies' business as well is even more the case now that Switzerland is a full 
member of the UN. While Switzerland was previously solely a member of different UN bodies 
and could autonomously act in these memberships, it is now a member of the entire system 
and participation in individual UN bodies is linked to this full membership. Thus, the 
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possibilities and need for co-ordinated action in the UN-system has grown and this is 
acknowledged by both SDC and PAIII.  
 
It is of interest that the Copenhagen UNDP Office found that with regard to the Nordic 
Countries it was somewhat difficult initially to have both MFA and Aid Agency staff 
participating in the annual consultations. However, as the discussions involved broader 
issues of UN co-ordination as well as UNDP specific concerns, the usefulness of this has 
become increasingly recognised by MFA and Aid Agency Staff. 

3.4 Summing up: Profile of SDC Interactions with UNDP  
 
Figure 6 
Profile of SDC interactions with UNDP 
 

 
 
 
As has been made clear through the analysis, SDC has taken a great interest in the 
organisational and administrative reforms of UNDP and is further interacting on other issues 
in order to promote effectiveness within the organisation. Thus, the interaction on the 
organisation dimension – or polity - is high. Simultaneously, and possibly in a dynamic with 
the Swiss interest in reforms at headquarter level, SDC appears to be well 'on top' of UNDP 
affairs at HQ level, particularly with regard to the performance of the organisation as a whole. 
SDC follows closely the developments in UNDP and gives high priority to events such as EB 
meetings.  
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As figure 5 shows, on the other hand, the substantive dimensions take on a much more 
limited role in interactions and dialogue with UNDP HQ. On the development policy dialogue, 
SDC has generally taken a stance of emphasising contributions to core-funding without 
strings attached and without promoting a specific Swiss agenda. Thus, SDC cannot be said 
to have a large or direct influence in shaping the strategic orientation of UNDP. In this 
connection it should be mentioned that, generally, UNDP development policies and thematic 
areas are quite close to SDC priorities as formulated in Strategy 2010.  
 
It can be argued - as SDC does - that SDC indirectly promotes a development policy agenda 
through the importance attached to organisational and administrative reforms in UNDP. 
Swiss arguments for reform have centred to a large extent on UNDP becoming more 
focused on core thematic areas, on having a clear comparative advantage in developing 
countries in relation to other international organisations and on becoming more focused on 
results on the ground as a guiding stick. However, this is an agenda that numerous other 
countries have also promoted and SDC has not had a marked agenda regarding the 
strategic orientation – although, through emphasis on reforms, the groundwork for improving 
UNDP delivery capacity has been established. At this stage, a crucial step will be for UNDP 
to show that the reforms have an impact at the country level in the form of clearer priorities 
and increased impact. 
 
With regard to technical co-operation (i.e. exchange of experiences and co-operation 
between SDC technical/bilateral departments and UNDP) there are examples of such 
interactions for a number of individual departments, but the possibilities are not 
systematically exploited. Wishes for such co-operation are now being expressed from both 
SDC and UNDP on issues where a comparative advantage of the partner is perceived.  
 
Although it has not been possible to quantify and systematise the number of projects, it 
appears that SDC has quite a high interaction with UNDP in the form of multi-bi projects. 
However, as with a number of LMCs, multi-bi co-operation is not tied in with overall SDC 
priorities for co-operation with UNDP and is not systematically a part of headquarter relations 
and interactions. Some LMCs, while having a decentralised funding mechanism for multi-bi 
projects, try to include the experiences from country level through country visits prior to HQ-
meetings with UNDP and through the inclusion of country representatives in annual 
consultations. It appears that the present tendency to understand multi-bi projects as single 
actions prevents the possibility of discovering general patterns that might turn multi-bi 
projects into a better and more effective aid instrument. 
 
There are indications that SDC will attach more importance to a dialogue with UNDP in the 
future on selected substantive issues, such as the UNDP role in relation to crisis and post-
crisis situations, as indicated in the multilateral strategy and draft ISP. There are also 
indications of wishes for strengthened exchanges of experience and co-operation on such 
thematic issues from thematic departments in SDC. Further, as major organisational and 
administrative reforms in UNDP HQ are well underway, the scope for major interaction on 
this dimension might diminish. Since there is an extensive overlap of development priorities 
between Strategy 2010 and the thematic areas of UNDP, this should provide a basis for 
substantive dialogue as well as for technical and multi-bi co-operation. The following figure 
shows the possible moves in future SDC interactions with UNDP.  
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Figure 7 
New avenues opening up for SDC interactions with UNDP 
 

 
 
The new avenues opening up and increased focus on substantive issues also point to the 
importance of SDC's co-ordination and co-operation. Now that Switzerland has become a 
full member of the UN, the possibilities and needs for co-operation with other departments of 
the Department of Foreign Affairs are emphasised.  
 
Based on the findings above, the feedback loops are at present not functioning adequately 
for all purposes due to gaps in knowledge about the role of the DMA and thereby of ways to 
systematically make use of DMA, including drawing on it in relation to specific issues in other 
divisions. Similarly, it appears that the UNDP Unit could do more to reach out to other 
divisions and draw upon their experiences; for instance, by drawing upon multi-bi 
experiences or thematic issues of common interest in consultations and interventions with 
UNDP. In particular, co-operation at the country level is guided primarily by bilateral country 
strategies and experiences that do not systematically find their way into interactions between 
SDC and UNDP at HQ level.  
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The predominant bilateral paradigm within SDC makes it difficult for SDC – as well as for 
many other aid agencies - to adjust to and make full use of changes in the role of 
international organisations such as UNDP. Taking into account the changes in the 
international aid architecture, a pragmatic and result-oriented strengthening of feedback 
loops between bilateral, thematic and multilateral divisions within the SDC seems to be 
warranted. 
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4 Overall Findings and Conclusions 
 
The scope of the evaluation contains five key questions, one of which is a summarised 
assessment. Additionally, the Approach Paper highlights the assessment of the relevance, 
effectiveness and efficiency of SDC's interaction with UNDP as an objective of the evaluation. 
In this chapter, findings and conclusions regarding each of the key questions are elaborated, 
followed by an assessment of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency. 
 
The key findings and conclusions below should be seen within the context of SDC’s 
budgetary constraints which means that it may have major difficulties in increasing its 
financial support to UNDP. Furthermore, within the foreseeable future, SDC will be facing a 
situation where its very well respected UNDP-team will leave their present functions. Also, 
SDC’s thematic divisions were only established two years ago and expectations regarding 
their co-operation with DMA are still being established.  
 

Similarly, UNDP is somewhat 
concerned about the financial 
amount forthcoming for its core 
funding during the next MYFF in 
the present era of limited aid 
flows. At the same time, UNDP is 
conscious, and concerned, that it 
needs to strengthen its expertise 
within its six priority areas and 
therefore needs a more substan-
tive co-operation with donors as 

well as with academic institutions.  

4.1 SDC as a Shareholder and as a Stakeholder 
 
Conclusion 1 
SDC does well in managing its interaction with UNDP as a shareholder 
It is a key finding that SDC mainly acts as a shareholder in its interaction with UNDP, both in 
the EB and at HQ level. This prevalent orientation of SDC's UNDP work is demonstrated in 
SDC's interventions and initiatives at HQ level as well as in the perception of SDC by UNDP 
and LMCs. UNDP appreciates the contribution of SDC in the discussions in the UNDP Board 
as well as in the discussions between Board meetings. The Swiss interaction with the Board 
is characterised as being constructive and well informed.  
 
The overall Swiss objective is to strengthen the core activities of UNDP and assist in moving 
the organisation forward. SDC mainly pursues this objective through initiatives focusing on 
the organisational and institutional framework of UNDP, while Swiss UNDP work only 
indirectly addresses policy aspects linked to substantive, development issues. Thus, SDC's 
interaction with UNDP is aimed at strengthening the organisation's delivery capacity rather 
than contributing to shaping UNDP's strategic orientation 
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Conclusion 2 
SDC acts as a stakeholder in its interaction with UNDP at the country level but not to a 
large extent at the HQ level – however moves towards a more substantive and 
technical interaction agenda of SDC are indicated 
Although it has been difficult to establish a complete overview of SDC co-operation with 
UNDP at country level, it is a key finding that SDC's role here is driven by a stakeholder 
perspective on the basis of bilateral and country strategies. SDC's approach, therefore, is 
pragmatic since UNDP interaction has to be in line with a bilateral and not a multilateral 
strategy.  
 
The evaluation finds pushes and pulls in SDC that indicate more emphasis on substantive co-
operation that can promote SDC substantive positions in accordance with the SDC Strategy 
2010. First, as major organisational and administrative reforms in UNDP HQ are well 
underway, the scope for major interaction on this dimension to indirectly further a substantive 
agenda might diminish, while concrete results within thematic areas at country level take on 
new importance. Second, SDC's multilateral strategy and the draft ISP show an agenda 
focused more on policy issues. Third, there is manifest interest in stronger thematic and 
issue-oriented co-operation from the side of SDC thematic divisions. Some instances of 
technical co-operation are found, but the opportunities are not systematically exploited 
 
This substantive agenda needs to be put into action because the Swiss interactions have 
been focused quite differently until now. The present organisation of interactions with UNDP, 
with a large focus on UNDP EB matters and overall corporate level, does not appear to be 
geared optimally to such a substantive interaction.  
 
The evaluation shows that DMA has made a recognised effort to place more Swiss nationals 
in UNDP posts through a recent pilot phase of recruitment by cinfo. Strengthening UNDP 
partnerships with Swiss civil society and private companies, which is formulated as an 
objective in the multilateral strategy and ISP, still needs to be translated into concrete actions 
undertaken by SDC.  

4.2 Co-ordination and Co-operation in SDC on UNDP matters 
 
Conclusion 3 
Co-ordination and co-operation within SDC on UNDP matters is insufficient 
It is a finding of the evaluation that the UNDP Unit in the DMA lives a somewhat secluded life 
with only limited formal as well as informal interaction with the thematic and geographical 
divisions. The focus of DMA on interactions with UNDP at HQ level on organisational issues 
does not serve the immediate interests and needs of thematic and geographical divisions, 
which would be geared towards substantive co-operation with UNDP. In these divisions, it 
was found that there are large gaps in knowledge regarding the contents of DMA's co-
operation with UNDP and the role of DMA. Further, both DMA and other departments make 
insufficient use of possible feedback loops to integrate experiences into the dialogue with 
UNDP.  
 
Thus, it is concluded that SDC's in-house interaction on UNDP matters is neither functioning 
on a procedural level nor is there any link between the contents of co-operation with UNDP at 
HQ level and at country level through multi-bi co-operation. Pursuing a coherent policy in 
these different relations relies solely on the extent to which Strategy 2010 provides a guide at 
the various levels. There do not appear to be any direct inconsistencies in dealings with 
UNDP at different levels; however, there are no mechanisms for reinforcing SDC policy 
positions. In particular, the present tendency to understand multi-bi projects as single actions 
appears to prevent the possibility of discovering general patterns that might turn multi-bi 
projects into a better and more effective aid instrument. 



Evaluator's Final Report 
 

32  

SDC's UNDP work also affects other agencies in the Federal Department of Foreign Affairs, a 
fact that has gained importance with Switzerland's full UN membership. While Switzerland 
was previously solely member of different UN bodies and could act autonomously in these 
memberships, participation in UN bodies is now linked to the full UN membership. Thus, the 
need for co-ordinated action in the UN-system has grown, but no evidence to this effect has 
been detected. 
 
Conclusion 4 
The experiences of LMCs point to annual consultations and ISPs as useful instruments 
in interactions with UNDP 
Although no generic type of interactions and priorities could be identified for LMCs, their 
experiences point towards a few instruments to be taken into consideration. LMCs highlight 
the advantage of conducting annual consultations with UNDP. This is an appropriate forum 
for individual donors to voice concerns and priorities. The EB, being very politicised, is not an 
appropriate forum for such discussions.  
 
Further, from the experience of LMCs, it appears that ISPs or partnership agreements are 
useful instruments in clarifying priorities and providing a basis for interventions with UNDP. 
These ISPs are in some cases supplemented by 'action plans' or logical framework-type 
instruments that make it possible to pinpoint specific actions and to monitor progress. 
 
In conclusion, it thus appears relevant for SDC to finish the work on the ISP and to work 
towards having annual consultations as proposed in the draft ISP in order to strengthen 
interaction with UNDP. 

4.3 Value Added of the SDC-UNDP Interaction 
 
Conclusion 5 
The engagement creates some value added for both partners beyond the financial 
contribution but the scope is not fully or systematically exploited 
The assessment of value added has been derived from the analysis of SDC interactions with 
UNDP on the four dimensions of organisational, substantive, technical and multi-bi co-
operation. 
 
Value Added to UNDP 
UNDP generally perceives SDC's contribution as valuable. The evaluation has found that the 
gains for UNDP from SDC interaction are especially appreciated in terms of supporting 
organisational issues, i.e. management, organisation reforms and streamlining. SDC is also 
perceived as having a comparative advantage in the field of . 
 
With regard to the substantive interaction and technical co-operation, SDC has played a 
minor role. SDC is regarded as having a comparative advantage in substantive and thematic 
areas of crisis prevention/management and good governance, where added value could be 
brought to UNDP. However, this has not yet been exploited systematically. Thus, it is 
concluded that there is scope for more substantive and technical interaction based on 
comparative advantage and that the opportunities need to be more fully and systematically 
investigated and exploited.  
 
In multi-bi co-operation, the value added for UNDP depends on the concrete projects 
supported by SDC and on the expertise and capacities brought to these by SDC. Additionally, 
a potential value added could consist in learning opportunities regarding SDC country work 
through, for example, experience exchange regionally or by use of feedback loops to UNDP 
HQ through SDC. This opportunity, however, is only partially utilised.  
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Value Added for SDC 
As has been stated above, SDC mainly acts a shareholder rather than as a stakeholder. 
Accordingly, the evaluation has found that the value added for SDC appears as a potential 
rather than a fact13.  
 
With regard to learning processes, the evaluation has shown that various thematic divisions 
express an explicit or a potential interest in working with UNDP on concrete issues, or to 
learn from UNDP conceptual and methodological work, and that this would be a value added 
to SDC. However, the value added in these cases has either not been exploited to the full 
extent (in that the follow-up process stumbled), has left scope for learning (e.g. additional 
methodological discussions on HDR), or has remained untouched (in that no contact has 
developed). Thus, it is concluded that there would be a need for further in-house co-
ordination and further initiatives from DMA to build contacts between UNDP and SDC 
thematic departments if greater learning is to be achieved.  
 
Generally, multi-bi co-operation provides an opportunity for SDC to co-operate with UNDP 
when it sees an advantage in terms of expertise and within the framework of the SDC country 
strategy. However, the potential for tapping into exchanges of experience at the country level 
is not fully used by DMA, for instance for the development of its capacities and arguments in 
interactions with UNDP at HQ level. Thus, at HQ level, the value added would be found 
mainly in bilateral departments and is minimal in DMA. 
 
In conclusion, it appears that there is scope for exploiting comparative advantages to a larger 
degree than at present in order to create value added from the co-operation in both 
organisations. In particular, good governance and crisis prevention/management for SDC and 
concept development (for example, in relation to the HDR) for UNDP are perceived as areas 
for further co-operation. Apart from a perceived comparative advantage of SDC in RBM 
management, these comparative advantages mainly concern issues of a substantive nature – 
be it in HQ, technical or country level co-operation.  
 
For the advantages to be more systematised and more fully exploited, initiatives within SDC 
are required to establish contacts between UNDP and thematic departments and to establish 
and utilise more fully feedback loops between country-level/bilateral departments and DMA. 
This would create an overview of country level experiences, which can be used coherently in 
HQ interactions, as well as opening a channel for bringing up and solving problems in specific 
co-operation.  

4.4 Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Risks of Interactions  
 
To systematise the findings and conclusions on the key questions in order to draw overall 
conclusions regarding the present interaction between SDC and UNDP, a matrix displaying 
the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and risks (SWOR) is found below. The SWOR-
matrix elaborates on the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and risks for SDC as well as 
UNDP to identify opportunities and limits in SDC's relationship with UNDP. However, as the 
evaluation does not to an equal extent analyse the two organisations, it is not exhaustive on 
the dimensions for UNDP. This SWOR focuses on the present SDC-UNDP interaction, 
whereas the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and risks of various future options are 
made in the following chapter.  
 

                                                 
13 According to the methodology, the evaluation team has included in this section the issues of whether SDC is learning from 
UNDP and the value-added of the multi-bi projects co-operation from the Approach Paper. Thus, it does not include an 
assessment of the general added value of UNDP that is emphasized by SDC and UNDP (such as universal field presence, 
working with non-performers etc.) that would require a more thorough investigation of UNDP as an organization. The 
evaluation focuses on added value from a stakeholder perspective.   
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Box 2 
Strengths and weaknesses, opportunities and risks of SDC-UNDP interaction 
 
Strengths Weaknesses 
for SDC 
• SDC has a strong position as a shareholder, 

which is recognised and valued by UNDP. 
• SDC is on top of UNDP affairs and has large 

knowledge on UNDP’s work with regard to 
organisational, managerial and administrative 
issues. 

• Broad accordance between SDC 
development priorities (as expressed in 
Strategy 2010) and UNDP priorities (as 
expressed in the thematic areas and MYFF).  

• Recruitment of Swiss nationals in UNDP (a 
national concern) has been initiated in a pilot 
phase, which appears successful. 

 

for SDC 
• Present SDC-UNDP HQ relations focused on 

EB matters do not appear geared to address 
a substantive interaction as expressed in the 
multilateral strategy/ISP and in the 
interests/needs of thematic departments. 

• Comparative advantages of UNDP in 
substantive/thematic areas not well exploited 
for creating learning opportunities in SDC. 

• Present co-ordination and co-operation 
mechanisms in SDC and with PAIII are 
insufficient to systematise experiences and 
ensure a coherent policy towards UNDP at all 
levels. 

• There is no overview of the entire multi-bi co-
operation of SDC at HQ-levels and thus these 
experiences cannot be used systematically to 
address country level performance issues 
with UNDP. 

 
for UNDP 
• SDC is a loyal shareholder that does not put 

forward a bilateral agenda which is not in 
accordance with UNDP priorities. 

• SDC places emphasis on core funding, which 
is needed by UNDP in order to maintain 
general comparative advantages, such as 
high presence, coordinating functions and 
being a trusted partner. 

• Support from SDC in administrative and 
organisational reforms.  

for UNDP 
• The perceived comparative advantages of 

SDC in substantive areas are only being 
partially exploited in the co-operation. 

• Outreach to and partnerships with Swiss civil 
society and private companies are not well 
established.  

 

Opportunities  Risks  
for SDC 
• Multilateral strategy and draft ISP provide a 

basis for establishing more institutionalised 
interactions and promoting a substantive 
dialogue with UNDP.  

• Interest from some thematic divisions in SDC 
to co-operate more closely with UNDP and a 
potential for establishing learning processes.  

• Recruitment of new SDC staff for UNDP 
interactions with expertise matching new 
priorities and strategies of SDC (when the 
existing team leave their positions). 

for SDC 
• SDC has difficulties in increasing financial 

support for UNDP. 
• Scepticism towards UNDP among 

geographical divisions in SDC. 
• If interaction remains focused on EB matters 

of organisational issues, there is a risk that 
DMA becomes further isolated in SDC and 
the indicated moves towards substantive 
interaction and positions do not materialise.  

• The UNDP-team in SDC leaving their present 
posts within the foreseeable future will create 
a vacuum. 
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for UNDP 
• Interest from UNDP to co-operate more with 

SDC in thematic areas where SDC is perceived 
to have a comparative advantage, particularly 
good governance and crisis prevention. 

• Interest in learning opportunities at 
country/regional level, where SDC has 
comparative advantages. 

• MYFF, SFR and ROAR can serve as a 
framework for a coherent dialogue with SDC 
based on UNDP priorities. 

 

for UNDP 
• Concerns about the amount of core 

funding forthcoming in the coming period. 
• Need to show reforms having an effect on 

country level performance. 
• Weak outreach to Swiss public could lead 

to less public support for UNDP. 
 
 

4.5 Overall Conclusion on Relevance, Effectiveness and Efficiency 
From the key questions outlining the scope of the evaluation, general considerations 
regarding the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of the SDC-UNDP interaction can be 
derived which are useful for defining future collaboration opportunities. 
 
Relevance (the extent to which the objectives are consistent with beneficiary requirements, 
country needs, global priorities and partners' and donors' policies), effectiveness (the extent 
to which the development intervention's objectives were achieved or are expected to be 
achieved) and efficiency (a measure of how economically resources/inputs are converted to 
results) 14 are usually defined in relation to development projects or programmes. As the 
evaluation concerns interactions with a multilateral institution, it has been considered 
necessary to modify the definitions in some instances, as described below under each 
heading. The dimensions are mainly assessed in relation to the objectives of SDC and not 
UNDP, since this would have required a broader analysis of UNDP as an organisation and its 
general goals, policies and strategies.  
 
Further, as is apparent in the findings, within SDC there is presently a greater wish for 
strengthening the profile of interaction on other dimensions than in the past. It is therefore 
appropriate to assess relevance, effectiveness and efficiency not only in relation to 
past/present strategies, but also to consider them in relation to the future SDC strategies and 
interests expressed.  
 
Relevance 
The evaluation assesses the extent to which the types of interactions identified in the findings 
have been directed/geared towards goals and priorities as described in SDC's multilateral 
and general strategies and as expressed by SDC staff15.  
 
SDC's interactions with UNDP appear to have been relevant seen from the perspective of 
Swiss multilateral interests and claims promoted which have been centred on organisational 
issues, notably institutional and administrative reforms. For these issues, the present 
relations centred on EB matters and interactions at HQ-levels between DMA and UNDP New 
York are relevant.  
 
However, taking into consideration recent changes within UNDP - moving from project 
implementation to an advisory service organisation and with the administrative reforms in 
place at HQ level – and the interest for greater substantive and technical co-operation with 

                                                 
14 These definitions are taken from: OECD/DAC (2002). Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based 
Management. OECD Publications, Paris.  
15 Note that as the multilateral strategy and ISP have very recently been drawn up, present relations have to be assessed 
primarily on basis of statements on reasons for collaboration given in e.g. budget proposals and by SDC staff. 
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UNDP, the present form of interaction appears less relevant for the future. Interaction on 
issues of a substantive and technical nature would require a forum where stakeholder 
priorities and concerns can be discussed more thoroughly with UNDP. It would also require 
more substantial and technical expertise as input to the dialogue.  
 
It seems relevant to establish an increased substantive dialogue, as there are overlapping 
priority areas in SDC and UNDP strategies, where there appears to be scope for exploiting 
comparative advantages.  
 
Effectiveness 
It is assessed to what extent interactions appear to have achieved the objectives of SDC 
through looking at the achievement of Swiss priorities in UNDP.  
 
In relation to the historical emphasis of SDC on the corporate level, improving the functioning 
of UNDP in relation hereto, the relations can be assessed as quite effective. With a limited 
staff input, a number of Swiss priorities have been achieved or taken up for further analysis. 
However, as other countries supported a number of issues as well, effectiveness might also 
to some extent stem from the synergy of objectives as a whole. 
 
SDC regards these interventions and support to the organisational reform as a support to 
development issues through improved UNDP performance. Organisational reform of UNDP 
has provided the basis for improved delivery capacity and, as such, SDC interventions can be 
seen as effective. However, with regard to shaping the strategic priorities of UNDP and 
strengthening specific development issues, this can be seen as a very indirect strategy and 
from this angle effectiveness can be questioned.  
 
In relation to supporting a substantive agenda based on LMC experiences, there appears to 
be scope for making interactions more effective through developing the ISP further as a basis 
for the dialogue. It would also be worth conducting annual consultations where substantive 
issues and national concerns can be addressed much more effectively than in EB meetings 
or forums surrounding these.  
 
Findings also point to the need for strengthening in-house capacities, co-ordination and co-
operation in SDC for such a dialogue to be effective. In substantive interaction, a 'bottom-up' 
approach where technical and multi-bi co-operation is regarded as part of the multilateral 
strategy at HQ-levels, and thus incorporated into analysing and exploring strategic issues, 
does not make up part of present interactions. The 'bottom-up' approach could be used for 
strengthening capacity in SDC for undertaking a substantive dialogue with UNDP at HQ level 
(the 'top-down' approach) and thus the effectiveness of interactions.  
  
Efficiency 
Efficiency concerns the use of SDC resources and whether these appear to be in accordance 
with the achievements. As it is not possible directly to measure the input-output relation, 
focus is placed on whether there appears to be inefficiencies; for example, in getting through 
to UNDP or in co-ordination in SDC.  
 
When looking solely at the relations between SDC DMA and UNDP HQ level, present 
interactions are efficient. Compared to LMCs, SDC is in the low end regarding the use of 
human resources for maintaining relations with UNDP. Based on the present resources, SDC 
is able to participate actively in the co-operation and there is a general recognition from 
UNDP and LMCs that SDC staff act professionally and are well prepared for meetings and 
discussions.  
 
However, with a shift in SDC strategies towards a greater focus on a substantive dialogue 
there will be a need to use existing resources differently. If SDC wishes to take steps towards 
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formalising interactions with UNDP through annual consultations and taking a greater interest 
in following and intervening on substantive issues, the experiences of Denmark, the UK and 
Sweden show that there might well be a need to increase the human resources available.  
 
Further, it appears that the efficiency of SDC in-house co-operation and co-ordination could 
be improved. At present, there is no systematic interaction between DMA and other 
departments and lines for disseminating specific issues related to UNDP co-operation within 
DMA are not widely known by the rest of SDC. This lack of dialogue and insights in-house 
makes it difficult to use resources optimally. The findings of the evaluation have shown 
instances where this has led to a lack of follow-up on initiatives taken. 
 
In the same vein, as multi-bi co-operation is dispersed among departments and at country 
levels, the full overview and understanding is not found in SDC. These inefficiencies in SDC 
co-ordination and co-operation have a negative influence on the effectiveness of co-operation 
with UNDP. The lack of an overview of interventions and feeding-in of experiences from 
various divisions and countries creates a risk that a coherent and effective policy towards 
UNDP is not pursued to the extent otherwise possible and that in-house learning is impeded. 
 
Taking all these factors into consideration, the assessment of SDC’s present interactions with 
UNDP are used as a basis to develop options for the future - all of which have different 
implications regarding the strengths and weaknesses of collaboration with UNDP and 
represent new opportunities and risks for SDC and UNDP. These options show different ways 
of improving the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of SDC interaction with UNDP and 
are further elaborated in the recommendations.  
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5 Options and Recommendations 

5.1 Introduction 
 
Based on the above conclusions, which have focused on the opportunities and limits of 
SDC’s present relationship with UNDP, the evaluation team finds that different options 
are open regarding SDC’s future interaction with UNDP. 
 
These options are crystallised into three different scenarios which all focus on different 
ways for SDC to better define and achieve its objectives in its engagement with UNDP. 
The opportunities and limits of each scenario are outlined in a SWOR-analysis. 
 
The three scenarios highlight different emphases in SDC-UNDP interaction as well as 
different SDC strategies of interaction. The three scenarios are discussed more fully 
below. It is a common assumption for the scenarios that the allocation between Swiss 
multilateral and bilateral funding is maintained as it is at present, i.e. 1/3 multilateral 
versus 2/3 bilateral. 
 

Based on the full range of possibilities 
embodied in the scenarios, the 
evaluation team has formulated a 
recommendation regarding types of 
interaction that SDC should strive 
towards developing with UNDP. The 
preferred option and strategy is 
subsequently discussed in more detail 
by giving recommendations on the 
building blocks of an implementation 
strategy and the sequencing of the 
building blocks over time.  

 

5.2 Options open to SDC 
 
Scenario 1:  
SDC to focus on the EB of UNDP - "Focused Interaction Scenario" 
This scenario focuses on reinforcing the existing practice of SDC to work for a 
strengthening of the organisational aspects of UNDP by using the EB sessions, and its 
related formal and informal channels of communication, as the key focus of SDC-UNDP 
interaction. This is a practice that SDC has developed with some expertise over a 
number of years and which has earned Switzerland a reputation in UNDP and among 
member countries of being a loyal but critical friend of UNDP. Thus, SDC has 
undertaken the role of finding pragmatic solutions to organisational issues and possible 
compromises between different positions. 
 
No doubt the SDC staff members who have been instrumental in the implementation of 
this strategy have earned a highly respected name within UNDP, which has been to the 
advantage of Switzerland. However, based on the interviews undertaken, it is also clear 
that most persons interviewed, whether inside or outside UNDP, had difficulties in 
associating Switzerland to any developmental positions regarding UNDP. In this 
scenario, SDC can make a point of making its developmental policies clearer to the EB 
and to other partners. Further, SDC can enlarge its delegations to the EB meetings by 
including persons from some of its thematic divisions and thereby deepen its 
contributions to the Board on developmental issues. 
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With the organisational changes implemented in UNDP during the last three years and 
the shift towards performance assessments of defined policies, the scope for the 
traditional Swiss position to be the honest broker is still there. Concomitantly, there are a 
number of new challenges facing UNDP at the professional as well as the policy level, 
which call for new types of discussion to be undertaken at the EB.  
 
In conclusion, bringing more substantive issues to the attention of the EB and the 
inclusion of representatives from the thematic divisions constitute a relevant updating of 
already existing forms of SDC-UNDP interaction.  
 
Box 3 
Strengths and weaknesses, opportunities and risks of "Focused Interaction 
Scenario" 
 
Strengths Weaknesses 
for SDC 
• Can increase synergy between DMA and 

thematic divisions in SDC 
• Can build on appreciation by UNDP of SDC 

existing role as regards the EB 
• Can lead to greater relevance of SDC 

interventions in the EB 

for SDC 
• Does not address effectiveness of SDC 

interaction with UNDP at programme 
country level. 

• Does not address the need for an 
outreach towards Swiss Parliamentarians, 
Business Associations, and Civil Society 

for UNDP 
• Represents an improvement in quality inputs 

to     EB meetings 

for UNDP 
• Interaction with SDC limited to 

programmatic points of view 
Opportunities   Risks  
for SDC 
• A broader group of SDC Staff members will 

have first hand knowledge of the work 
surrounding the EB meetings 

• The interest from some thematic divisions in 
SDC to co-operate more closely with UNDP 
may partly be accommodated  

for SDC 
• The politicised setting of the EB Meetings 

will not lead to substantial dialogue but 
reduce the representatives of thematic 
divisions to delivery of prepared speeches 

• Scepticism towards UNDP among 
geographical divisions in SDC will not be 
addressed 

for UNDP 
• Represents a possibility to give more content 

to discussion of UNDP's six thematic areas 

for UNDP 
• SDC EB meetings will focus on policy 

issues and not country performance 
 
 
Scenario 2 
SDC implements its UNDP ISP - "Broadened Interaction Scenario" 
 
The draft ISP in many ways represents continuity but also a renewal of the Swiss 
position with regard to UNDP. SDC objectives with regard to UNDP are formulated much 
more clearly than in the past. The ISP is breaking new ground in arguing that 
Switzerland has an untapped potential for joint collaboration with UNDP, particularly with 
the private sector and civil society. Moreover, the ISP is suggesting that UNDP and SDC 
should hold annual consultations to discuss all relevant issues, particularly to assess and 
review the priorities mentioned in the ISP-document. 
 
If the ISP were to be implemented as it stands, such a move would give the SDC an 
opportunity through the annual consultations to deepen the policy dialogue with UNDP 
and to raise other concerns directly related to the implementation of UNDP activities as 
well as concerns related to the performance of multi-bi projects in individual programme 
countries. In the same vein, UNDP would gain the possibility to deepen its dialogue with 
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one of its important donors and thus get inputs to its policy development and to the 
preparation of future EB meetings. Concomitantly, through a more elaborate outreach 
programme towards Swiss parliamentarians, business associations, and civil society 
organisations, the work of UNDP will be able to benefit from a better rooting amongst the 
Swiss public.  
 
In conclusion, this scenario represents a possibility to deepen the interaction and 
dialogue between SDC as a core funding donor and UNDP, to deepen the outreach to 
the Swiss public concerning UNDP matters, and to bring the interaction in line with the 
recommendations of UNDP as well as with the best practices in UNDP interaction with 
LMCs. 
 
Box 4 
Strengths and weaknesses, opportunities and risks of "Broadened Interaction 
Scenario" 
 
Strengths Weaknesses 
for SDC 
• Institutional Strategy of SDC – set priorities 

as basis for closer collaboration as well as a 
basis of which areas for co-operation can be 
discussed and monitored. 
 

for SDC 
• ISP – still quite vague on how to obtain 

Swiss priorities, so there is a need for 
further development of the partnership 
agreement/action plan on basis of ISP. 

for UNDP 
• MYFF, SFR/ROAR will serve as the basis for 

a more coherent and varied dialogue with 
Swiss actors  

for UNDP 
• Need for UNDP to spend more time in 

nurturing its relationship with SDC and 
the Swiss public. 

Opportunities  Risks 
for SDC 
• Annual consultations gives SDC greater 

insight and a broader opportunity to work 
with and learn from UNDP 

• Outreach activities give the Swiss public an 
insight into the work of and experiences 
gained by UNDP 
 

for SDC 
• SDC might move away from ‘a purist’ 

approach in terms of support to UNDP as 
an organisation and towards focusing on 
selected areas of UNDP work. 

• A Partnership Agreement could reinforce 
the view of UNDP as the donors’ club 
and reduce SDC credibility with partner 
countries 

• Greater knowledge about UNDP in the 
Swiss public might not lead to broader 
support for UNDP 

for UNDP 
• Possibility to know Swiss concerns at an 

early stage and to learn from Swiss 
experiences 

for UNDP 
• A trend towards a possible increase in 

non-core from SDC will be taken from 
core funding? 

 
 
Scenario 3 
SDC focus on UNDP country performance - "Deepened Interaction Scenario" 
 
During its interviews with staff at UNDP and SDC, the evaluation team noted a shift in 
emphasis giving more importance to the performance at programme country level and a 
concern to assure that time spent on development of policies, organisational and 
institutional arrangements, technical advisory services etc. results in a positive outcome 
at the programme country level. Within UNDP, this trend is found in the importance 
attached to results based management based on performance at country level. 
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Interviews in SDC reflected the importance attached to being involved with UNDP only in 
situations where it leads to warranted changes at the country level.   
 
During interviews with staff from SDC, UNDP and LMCs, the evaluation team picked up 
a number of ideas and practices which seen together can be said to constitute an 
approach to interaction with UNDP where the focus is on improving performance at the 
programme country level. Such ideas range from SDC insisting that performance in 
selected UNDP programme countries should be part of EB deliberations; that SDC 
should identify a few of its own programme countries to be the subject of discussion at 
the annual SDC-UNDP consultations with the presence of the relevant UNDP RR; that 
SDC in co-operation with UNDP's office in Geneva should organise study tours to 
selected UNDP programme countries for Swiss parliamentarians, business associations 
and civil society representatives; and that SDC should strengthen the feedback loops 
from multi-bi projects through SDC HQ, the Swiss UN Mission in New York to UNDP HQ 
in New York. 
 
In conclusion, this scenario will focus SDC-UNDP interaction on performance at country 
level and thereby build on some of the core competences and emphases within SDC as 
well as on present concerns of UNDP. 
 
Box 5 
Strengths and weaknesses, opportunities and risks: "Deepened Interaction 
Scenario"  
 
Strengths Weaknesses 
for SDC 
• Will bring SDC concerns relating to country 

level performance to the core of the 
interaction 

• Will make better use of existing SDC 
competence  

• Will strengthen the feedback loop between 
SDC country level, HQ in Bern, Swiss UN 
Mission, and their interaction with UNDP at 
various levels 

for SDC 
• May imply that various departments within 

the SDC will have to use more time in 
learning how to work with UNDP 

• At the end of the day, there might only be 
a limited number of UNDP programme 
countries where there will be scope for 
SDC-UNDP co-operation at the country 
level 

for UNDP 
• Facilitate that UNDP may have a solid 

partner at country level in areas such as 
crisis management and resolution as well as 
in sensitive governance issues (such as 
support to Parliaments, Security Reform)  

for UNDP 
• UNDP's often subtle way of working with 

host country governments may not always 
correspond to SDC's alleged direct 
approach to project implementation 

Opportunities  Risks 
for SDC 
• To focus SDC interaction with UNDP at a 

level, which will demonstrate the merit or 
demerit of the overall outcome of the co-
operation  

for SDC 
• To establish genuine feedback loops 

linking country level experience to SDC 
HQ and UNDP HQ might prove to be an 
overly time consuming exercise 

for UNDP 
• Can contribute to a strengthening of UNDP's 

co-ordinating role at programme country 
level  

for UNDP  
• SDC might not have sufficient relevant 

country experience, or the SDC country 
office in a given programme country might 
not be interested in relating to the 
experiences of UNDP in that country 
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5.3 Recommendations 
As appears from the above discussion, the focus of interaction differs between the 
different scenarios outlined. In the first option, the focus is on the EB, i.e. the 
international organisation. In the second, the focus is on the HQ of UNDP and SDC, as 
well as relations between UNDP and the Swiss public at large. The focus in the third 
option is on performance at programme country level.  
 
All three levels are relevant and have to be taken into account when discussing SDC-
UNDP interaction. The issue at hand is therefore not to make a clear cut choice, which 
will imply the elimination of some of the options, but rather to define where the SDC 
emphasis should be during the period 2004 – 2007. On the other hand, it is necessary 
for SDC to define a profile in its interaction with UNDP in order to ensure that the focus 
for interaction is clear and that resources are used in an effective manner. 
  
Taking all these factors into consideration, in order that SDC achieve its objectives for its 
engagement with UNDP, the team recommends that SDC should work towards a 
situation where a broader group of SDC staff members take part in the interaction with 
UNDP concerning substantive development issues and where the concern for 
improvement in UNDP performance at country level is the key factor in determining other 
forms of interaction. 
 
General Recommendation 
Recommendation 1 
SDC to focus on a "Broadened and Deepened Interaction Emphasis“ 
 
How such a "Broadened and Deepened Interaction Emphasis" can be phased in by SDC 
is developed in more detail below in the form of a number of recommendations, which 
constitute the building blocks for an implementation strategy. Following this, a number of 
recommendations are made for the implementation of the strategy on feedback loops, 
human resources and monitoring.  
  
Building blocks of a SDC implementation strategy 
Recommendation 2 
To introduce Annual Consultations between UNDP and SDC 
It is recommended that a system of annual consultations between SDC and UNDP is set 
up in line with the existing practice of UNDP and a number of LMCs. Such consultations 
are seen as most useful if they alternate between New York and Bern, thereby permitting 
4-5 persons from the visiting organisation to have the possibility of visiting a broad group 
of representatives from the host organisation. The agenda for such meetings may 
include: (i) mutual update “what do you want to know about us?”(ii) developments with 
regard to core functions of UNDP; (iii) developments regarding non-core functions; and 
(iv) any other business of mutual interest. 
 
It is recommended that such a meeting be organised on an informal basis in 2003/2004 
and thereby test the usefulness of this approach in the SDC-UNDP interaction before a 
system of annual consultations is formalised. 
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Recommendation 3 
SDC and UNDP Partnership Agreement (PA) for 2004 – 2007 
The basis for the PA should be the UNDP MYFF - to be agreed upon in June or 
September this year for the period 2004-07 - and the SDC ISP for UNDP. If this 
recommendation is followed, the PA will focus on how to strengthen the implementation 
of core areas within UNDP and thereby be different from both the Dutch PA, which is 
basically a financing agreement for non-core funding, and the British PA, which is 
basically delineating the British performance criteria for UNDP. 
 
The Partnership Agreement should be comprehensive and include issues relating to a 
SDC shareholder as well as a stakeholder point of view. The evaluation has noted that 
mutual interest for co-operation has been expressed in the following areas, which could 
well be included in a PA. However, SDC and UNDP in co-operation should investigate 
broadly the areas where the PA could serve as an umbrella and could lead to more 
substantive co-operation. 
 
(1) Conflict Reduction and Recovery. 
UNDP would welcome that UNDP and SDC work together to develop the best 
approaches in this area, possibly undertaking joint field missions and joint seminars, and 
that the SDC considers sending staff member(s) to New York on secondment. 
 
SDC would like to develop more contact with the UNDP Crisis Prevention Centre in 
Geneva and hopefully also develop methodological cooperation, including making use of 
the Swiss FAST approach within UNDP. 
 
As a first step, UNDP in New York would be interested in organising a meeting in 
Geneva at its Conflict Reduction and Recovery division with participation from SDC in 
Bern and from UNDP, New York.  
 
(2) Methodological work on Good Governance, the example of the HDR 
The HDR editor welcomed the Swiss interest in the HDR as an alternative to the 
Washington Consensus and the support Switzerland had given to HDR in situations 
where it was under strong criticism. Seen from the point of view of UNDP, co-operation 
should be limited to seminars relating to discussions of the contents and methodology of 
the report and possible non-core funding of the HDR. This type of seminar will represent 
a new type of systematic interaction between SDC and UNDP in a more conceptual and 
methodological exchange of experiences between staff at HQ-levels. 
 
(3) Country experiences from Good Governance 
UNDP RR interviewed stressed that SDC is very respected for its work on good 
governance, decentralisation, and democratisation. UNDP would welcome if SDC could 
organise, in Tanzania for example, a workshop where SDC's country experiences in this 
area would be presented and discussed as a source of information and reflection for the 
Tanzanian UNDP Governance Programme. 
 
Similarly, in Bern, the Governance Division in the Thematic Department indicated an 
interest in learning more from UNDP's conceptual work with regard to good governance, 
including its work on indicators as they have been presented in the HDR. 
 
(4) Approaches to Results Based Management 
During discussions with the UNDP Evaluation Department it was stressed that UNDP 
was interested in looking at the possibilities for working with SDC on further conceptual 
development of results based management and for undertaking joint evaluations in this 
area. 
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Recommendation 4  
To give more focus to UNDP performance at programme country level. 
While there will be a number of ways to further this recommendation, two immediate 
forms of interaction follow naturally from the discussion above. First, it is recommended 
that discussions of selected country level performances be included at SDC-UNDP 
annual consultations and that the relevant UNDP RR be invited to participate in such 
meetings. This has proven useful for LMCs. Secondly, it is recommended that SDC 
should attempt to influence the agenda of the UNDP EB meetings so that country 
performance assessments are included specifically within the Board and not only as 
broad summaries within ROAR. 
 
Recommendation 5 
Establish a UNDP Swiss outreach office in Bern 
As concerns the need to strengthen the outreach to Swiss parliamentarians, business 
associations and civil society organisations, the team recommends that the SDC urges 
UNDP to establish a satellite office in Bern to be manned by a staff member from the 
UNDP Geneva office.  
 
Irrespective of all good intentions, the Geneva UNDP office does not fill its outreach role 
sufficiently at present and efforts have a certain bias towards the French speaking part of 
Switzerland. A future separation of the outreach function from the day-to-day work in the 
Geneva office related to international organisations may represent the decisive 
precondition in order to bring sufficient attention to this task and to give more balance 
between outreach activities geared towards French, Italian and German speaking parts 
of Switzerland. 
 
In terms of the sequencing of the latter four recommendations, the team suggests that 
Recommendation 2 be tried out first. In case annual consultations are considered useful 
and worth the effort, the implementation of Recommendation 3 and part of 4 follow 
naturally. As regards Recommendation 5, its realisation will depend upon the interest of 
UNDP in such an endeavour. An additional concern is the financing of such an office, 
which could easily become a prohibiting factor if the office was considered as a stand-
alone activity. The team, therefore, recommends that SDC look for a Swiss NGO as a 
volunteer to host such an office and which would have a suitable profile and reputation in 
order to serve as host.    
 
Feedback loops in SDC-UNDP interaction 
Recommendation 6 
To strengthen existing feedback loops within SDC and between SDC and UNDP 
There is a need and a scope to strengthen the feedback loops within SDC relating to 
SDC co-operation with UNDP in a pragmatic and time-effective manner. It is 
recommended to use simple instruments, such as: (i) where SDC continues with a policy 
of having some full time staff members sharing their time between different divisions, 
SDC should try to assure that informal cross-fertilisation is taking place by attempting to 
locate such staff members in geographical, thematic and multilateral divisions 
respectively; (ii) DMA should be more proactive in assuring that geographical and 
thematic divisions are familiar with UNDP affairs; (iii) set up (on an experimental basis) a 
network of staff members from various departments having an interest in UNDP work; 
(iv) develop further the existing electronic survey 'Rapid Assessment of Co-operation 
with UNDP', in order to ensure that SDC country offices can communicate their positive  
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experiences as well as concerns on multi-bi co-operation to DMA at SDC HQ in Bern as 
well as to the Swiss UN Mission in New York; (iv) learn from the experience of the first 
Swiss demarche to UNDP about a country performance concern in order to strengthen 
the feedback loop between SDC country offices, SDC HQ, Swiss Mission to the UN and 
UNDP HQ. 
 
Need for additional SDC human resources 
Recommendation 7 
On an experimental basis to allocate more staff time to SDC- UNDP co-operation 
In as much as the team would have liked to suggest that a broadened and deepened 
interaction with UNDP does not necessarily imply a need for extra human resources to 
work with UNDP related concerns within SDC, the experience from LMCs suggests that 
this is not the case. On the contrary, more interaction between SDC and UNDP along the 
lines indicated above will require extra time for preparation, participation, and follow-up 
within DMA as well as within the thematic and geographical divisions.  
 
Thus, the team recommends that SDC management discuss with the thematic divisions 
their areas of intervention with UNDP and negotiate the time they should set aside for 
this in their annual work plans (i.e. Vereinbarung /Accord de Prestation). As regards 
DMA, based on the experiences of LMCs, it is recommended that at least half a person-
year be added to the present staff resources available to work on UNDP matters. 
 
Obviously, these recommendations lead to a concern regarding the cost-benefit of such 
additional allocation of human resources. It is therefore recommended that an action 
plan for SDC-UNDP interaction for 2004 be developed and to assess internally by early 
2005 whether the allocation of extra staff time proved relevant. 
 
Monitoring strengthened SDC-UNDP interaction 
Recommendation 8  
To develop indicators for monitoring SDC-UNDP Interaction 
Based on the ISP and related Partnership Agreement, it is recommended that SDC 
develop indicators to monitor “whether SDC did the things it said it would do” and 
“whether the performance of UNDP matches the goals which UNDP and SDC set out 
together”. 
 
Recommendation 9 
To elaborate an overview of SDC core and non-core funding  
It is recommended that SDC on a yearly basis elaborate a fact sheet providing an 
overview of all core and non-core funding to UNDP (including multi-bi projects). In this 
way, SDC will be better able to disclose general patterns in its co-operation with UNDP 
and to co-ordinate interventions in a coherent manner, rather than seeing the different 
interventions as single actions. Such an overview is particularly warranted with regard to 
multi-bi projects. 
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Independent Evaluation  

of SDC’s Interaction with UNDP 
 

Approach Paper 
 

January 16, 2003 
 

 
1. Evaluation Background an Rational 

a) The United Nations Development Program (UNDP)  
The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) is the UN’s principal provider of 
development advice, advocacy and grant support. With 132 country offices and activities in 
166 countries, it forms an extensive global development network that enjoys the trust and 
confidence of most governments and many NGOs.  
 
UNDP has specialised expertise in the areas of democratic governance, poverty reduction, 
energy and environment, crisis prevention and recovery, HIV/AIDS, and information and 
communications technology. UNDP also engages in extensive advocacy on poverty issues 
with - among other instruments - its widely-cited Human Development Reports. 
 
UNDP plays a key role in the implementation of the UN reform process. The main objective 
of the reform process is to improve the co-ordination of the operational activities of the UN 
system, particularly at the country level. The Administrator of UNDP heads and co-ordinates 
the work of the UN Development Group (UNDG). 
 
UNDP is the largest agency among the UN funds and programmes. UNDP, as the UN 
agency with the broadest General Assembly mandate, has over the years been entrusted 
with numerous new tasks and activities. At the same time, the volume of general resources 
declined significantly. These two factors resulted in a UNDP which saw its human and 
financial resources spread too thinly over too many thematic areas and UNDP struggled to 
remain relevant next to the World Bank which has approximately ten times more resources. 
Through its Business Plan 2000-2003, UNDP’s present management has managed quite 
successfully to reposition UNDP as a key multilateral development organization once again. 

 
UNDP at a Glance 
Service to developing countries: since 1965 
Countries and territories served: 170 
Country Offices: 132 
Headquarters: New York 
Permanent staff: 4‘600 
International programme staff: 700 
Total financial resources: US$ 2,5 billion (2001) 
General resources: US$ 680 million (2001) 
Multiple resources: US$ 1,820 million (2001) 
Governing body: 36-member elected Executive Board 
Administrator: Mark Malloch Brown (UK) 
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b)  The Collaboration of the Swiss Agency for Development Cooperation (SDC) with 
UNDP 
Switzerland became a full member of the Organization of the United Nations in 2002. This 
will lead to greater Swiss political engagement in the UN System and will also open new 
perspectives for SDC. SDC's future collaboration with UNDP will have to be situated within 
this new context  
 
UNDP has been a major partner of Swiss development co-operation for many years. SDC, 
which is part of the Federal Department for Foreign Affairs, is the responsible office for 
Swiss collaboration with UNDP. Within SDC, the Department for Policy and Multilateral 
Cooperation (DPM) has the lead in close collaboration with the Swiss Mission to the UN and 
in association also with the other operational and thematic departments of SDC. Within 
DPM, the Division for Multilateral Affairs (DMA) is responsible for the UNDP portfolio.  
 
Switzerland’s financial contribution to UNDP is significant. With almost US$ 30 million in 
2001, Switzerland was the eighth largest contributor to the general resources of UNDP. On 
a per capita basis, Switzerland was the fifth largest contributor behind Norway, Denmark, 
Sweden and the Netherlands. Switzerland also contributes to various UNDP trust funds 
(e.g. Afghanistan, small arms, etc.). Its contribution to such funds amounted to Sfr.1.32 
million in 2001. 
 
Switzerland is active in UNDP's Executive Board where it participated in the deliberations 
which led to UNDP’s recent major transformation. At the country level, SDC’s country 
divisions are engaged in a number of joint projects with UNDP (i.e., “multi-bi” projects). In 
addition, DPM consults with UNDP staff bilaterally on various UNDP-related issues on an 
on-going basis.  
 
The rationale behind SDC’s engagement with UNDP derives from UNDP’s human 
development approach and its role in the UN System:  
- UNDP objectives as defined in its Business Plan 2000-2003 are broadly consistent 

with the objectives of Swiss development co-operation. UNDP pursues a holistic 
approach in its advocacy against poverty and for sustainable human development.  

- UNDP works without conditionality and its „door“ is always open which is of particular 
importance for isolated countries and for countries in crisis situations.  

- UNDP’s almost universal field presence provides not only the infrastructure for UNDP 
but also for the entire UN-System. UNDP plays a key role in improving the co-
ordination of the operational activities of the UN System, particularly at the country 
level.  

- Through its contribution to UNDP, Switzerland is able (1) to support a key player in 
international development cooperation and (2) to extend its assistance also to 
countries in which it does not have a bilateral development programme. 

 
Six Swiss nationals presently work for UNDP. In addition, Switzerland annually finances two 
to four Swiss Junior Professional Officers (JPOs), who work in UNDP country offices.  
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c)  Why an evaluation and why now: 
SDC’s engagement with UNDP, which is longstanding and significant, has not so far been 
the subject of a major evaluation. SDC has been pursuing the same general policy 
objectives vis-à-vis UNDP for many years. Over the past three years, during which UNDP 
underwent a significant transformation process, SDC has taken part in the deliberations in 
the Executive Board. SDC now wants to evaluate whether this engagement has been 
effective and how it could improve its performance. 
 
SDC's DPM is presently developing a new strategy for its activities which will also lead to 
the formulation of Institutional Strategy Papers, including on UNDP. UNDP is preparing a 
new Business Plan for 2004-2009. The evaluation is timed so that its findings will 
constructively feed into both of these processes. 
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2. Evaluation Objectives  
 

The purpose of the evaluation is to provide an independent assessment of the relevance, 
effectiveness and efficiency of SDC's interaction with UNDP in order to ensure 
accountability and to learn from experience to improve performance. 

 

The evaluation findings will allow SDC to  

- Draw lessons from its experience with UNDP to date,  

- Identify the opportunities and limits of its relationship with UNDP and 

- Better define and achieve its objectives in its engagement with UNDP.  

 

Scope of the Evaluation 
 
The evaluation will focus mainly on the timeframe 1999 to 2003 (i.e., the UNDP Business 
Plan Period 2000-2003 including the planning phase which began in 1999). 
 
The shaded box in the diagram below illustrates the focus of the evaluation. UNDP will be 
examined to the extent necessary for assessing the relevance and effectiveness of SDC's 
interaction with UNDP. This is an evaluation of SDC’s engagement with UNDP and not of 
UNDP itself. 
 
 
 

 = Scope of the 
   evaluation 

Swiss Mission to 
the UN in NY

Executive Board 

 

Management  
NY + Geneva 

Regional Bureaux 

Country Offices 

SDC UNDP

E-Dep. / COOF 

O-Dep. / COOF 

H-Dep. / COOF 

F-Dep.  

M-Dep. 
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2.1 Key Questions    
 

1.  How well does SDC as a shareholder16 manage its interaction with UNDP? 
- To what extent is SDC “on top of UNDP affairs”?  

- Does SDC adequately monitor UNDP’s role and programmatic work in order to be 
able to judge UNDP’s  overall performance?  

- What is SDC's contribution (through its interaction with UNDP) in shaping UNDP’s 
strategic orientation and delivery capacity? 

- Is there sufficient exchange of knowledge and experience between SDC and UNDP? 
Is SDC learning from UNDP? 

- How does SDC's engagement in UNDP compare with other donors?   

 

2. How well does SDC as a stakeholder17 manage its interaction with UNDP? 
- Is SDC's interaction with UNDP in line with the objectives of SDC's Strategy 2010? 

- What is the value-added for both partners of the existing multi-bi cooperation (at the 
headquarters and at the country level)? 

- Should SDC increase its multi-bi cooperation with UNDP? If yes, in which areas? 

- Is SDC also looking after other national objectives and concerns in its interaction with 
UNDP (e.g., the presence of Swiss nationals in the staff of UNDP) ? 

3. Does SDC's engagement create added value for UNDP beyond the financial 
contribution?  

- Does SDC have a comparative advantage in the UNDP context? If so, in what areas 
and how could it better build on this advantage? 

4. Are coordination and cooperation within SDC on UNDP matters adequate? 
- Does SDC pursue a coherent policy in its dealings with UNDP, i.e., in its Executive 

Board interventions, in the programmes/projects financed through non-core resources, 
in the humanitarian field? 

- Do the feedback loops (knowledge exchange, agenda setting, decision-making) within 
the DPM (in particular between the Division for Multilateral Affairs and the Bretton 
Woods Institutions Division) and between DPM and the other departments (bilateral, 
humanitarian and thematic ) function adequately?  

5. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the present collaboration and what are 
the opportunities and risks for SDC's future collaboration with UNDP? 

- What could SDC do to improve its effectiveness in the UNDP context? 

 

                                                 
16 As a member country of UNDP and through its financial contribution,  Switzerland is a shareholder that contributes to 
and shares responsibility with other member countries  for UNDP as a whole. Under  the shareholder perspective, the 
organisation as a whole is in the foreground.  
17 As a stakeholder, Switzerland has development and as well as other national objectives. Under the stakeholder 
perspective, it is this Swiss agenda that is in the foreground 
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2.2 Expected Results  
 
(at OUTPUT level) 
 
• A publicly available evaluation report containing findings, conclusions, lessons and 

recommendations not exceeding 30 pages plus annexes and including a DAC summary 
• An Agreement at Completion Point and management responses regarding key 

conclusions and recommendations  
• Identification and formulation of lessons learned  
• Dissemination of main lessons learned  
 
(at OUTCOME level) 
 
SDC draws lessons from its experience with UNDP. The SDC departments implicated in the 
UNDP portfolio improve their performance with regard to interaction with UNDP. 
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3 Partners 
 
3.1 Core Learning Partnerships (CLP) 
(= those who are directly concerned by evaluation’s recommendations and lessons and who 
need to take action) 
 
- Swiss Agency for Development and Co-operation 

- Multilateral Department: Mr. Serge Chapatte;  
- Division for Multilateral Affairs: Mr. François Rohner, Mr. Urs Zollinger 
- Swiss UN Mission: Mr. Olivier Chave 
- Thematic Division Staff: Mr. Jean-François Cuenod, Ms. Brigit Hagmann, Mr. Marco 

Rossi, Ms. Nadine Speich, Mr. Günther Bächler 
- Country Division Staff: Mr. Martin Fässler, Ms. Ursula Läubli, Mr. Felix Fellmann 
- Humanitarian Division staff: Mr. Meinrad Studer  

 
 
3.2 Board Learning Partnership (BLP) 
(= others interested in the evaluation’s lessons, e.g., others with similar programmes or 
objectives)  
 
- Other SDC staff involved with multilateral organizations: M-Department and UN 

Mission staff 
- UNDP staff  
- Other donors  
 
 
3.3 Respective Roles 
 
- SDC’s Evaluation Officer (Evaluation & Controlling Division) designs the evaluation 

framework (“Approach Paper”) with input from the CLP, administers the contracts with 
the consultants and keeps in touch with the core partners, organizes the overall process 
with respect to i) discussions on recommendations, ii) comments on lessons learned, 
and iii) decisions for dissemination.  

- The Core Learning Partnership (CLP) ensures that the consultants have access to all 
necessary information (documents, interviews). It comments on the evaluation design 
and the draft evaluation report (feedback to consultants about whether additional 
research needs to be done). During the Completion Point Workshop, it discusses the 
evaluation findings, conclusions and recommendations and negotiates and approves the 
Agreement at Completion Point and the Lessons Learned. It decides who should be 
targeted for dissemination.  

- The Broad Learning Partnership may be interested in the evaluation results and will be 
targeted for dissemination. 

- Consultants contracted by SDC’s E&C Division elaborate an evaluation work plan, carry 
out the evaluation, submit the draft report to the CLP, take on board comments as 
appropriate and finalize their evaluation report. 

- At SDC, department-level management and the General Director comment in COSTRA 
on the Agreement at Completion Point and approve it.  



Evaluator's Final Report 
 

56  

 

4 Process 
 
An evaluation, which will answer the aforementioned key questions, is conducted by the 
consultants contracted by SDC.  
 
The evaluators will submit a draft report to the CLP, note the CLP’s comments and follow-up 
as appropriate. The Final Evaluation Report will consist of a DAC summary, the Agreement 
at Completion Point and Lessons Learned drawn up by the CLP and the Evaluators’ Report 
consisting of findings, conclusions, suggested lessons and recommendations, and annexes. 
 
4.1 Methodology 
 
- Review of relevant documents 

- Semi-structured interviews with relevant SDC staff at headquarters complimented with 
electronic surveys or telephone interviews with SDC staff abroad as necessary. 

- Interviews with UNDP staff in New York and Geneva, complimented with electronic 
surveys or telephone interviews with UNDP staff in other countries as necessary 

- Interviews and electronic surveys with like-minded donors (e.g., Denmark, Netherlands, 
Sweden, Canada) and representatives of programme countries. 

- SWOT analysis (strengths/weaknesses/opportunities/threats or risks) 

- Articulation of findings, conclusions, suggested lessons and recommendations  

 
The consultants will elaborate a work plan and may revise the above proposal in 
consultation with SDC’s evaluation officer based on their analysis of the situation. The work 
plan will include a timetable, allocation of responsibilities, justification of the evaluation 
methodology (including an indication of how the evaluators will proceed to answer the key 
questions). 
 
4.2 Main Steps – Work Schedule 
 
 ACTIVITIES Deadline 
 Approach Paper draft available End of August 02 
 Terms of Reference ; Consultant selection ;  End of September 02 
 Contracts signed Mid-January 03 
 CLP Meeting to finalize Approach Paper December 10, 02 
 Approach Paper posted on Intraweb January 03 
 Evaluation implementation January-February 03 
 Draft Evaluator’s Report issued by consultants February 27, 03 
 CLP Meeting to discuss Draft Evaluators’ Report March 10, 03 
 Evaluation Report finalized by consultants March 18, 03 
 Completion Point Workshop: CLP negotiates and approves 

Agreement at Completion Point and Lessons Learned, 
determines follow-up.  

8. April 03 

 Final Evaluation Report ready for publication (DAC Summary, 
Agreement at Completion Point and Lessons Learned, 
Evaluators’ Report with findings, conclusions, lessons, 
recommendations, annexes,) 

End April 03 

 Dissemination completed, posted on Internet  End June 03 
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4.3 Consultant Selection and Time-Effort 
 
 
 CONSULTANTS 
 Profile: sound command of 

evaluation methodology; experience 
in the evaluation of institutions and 
institutional partnerships, sound 
knowledge of multilateral institutions 
and of development cooperation, 
excellent English skills 

Name : (international) Jens Erik Torp as 
Team Leader  

 Profile : sound command of 
evaluation methodology; experience 
in the evaluation of institutions and 
institutional partnerships, excellent 
English skills  

Name : (Swiss) Fritz Sager 

 RESOURCE PERSON 
 Profile: sound command of 

evaluation methodology, sound 
knowledge of UNDP and of 
development cooperation 

Name: Arild Hauge 

 TIME EFFORT  
 Two evaluators:      70 person days (total) 

Resource person:     8 days 
 
Anne Bichsel 
Evaluation Officer, SDC Evaluation & Controlling Division 
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List of Persons Met 
 
SDC Bern  
Remo Gautschy  Deputy Director, SDC 
François Rohner Head, Multilateral Unit 
Régis Avanthay  Deputy Head, Multilateral Unit 
Serge Chappatte Head, Multilateral Division 
Urs Zollinger Officer-in-charge of UNDP 
Günther Bächler  Head of Unit, Conflict Prevention + Management 
Felix Fellmann  Programme Officer, CIS 
Brigitte Hagmann  Head of Unit, Employment + Income 
Dino Beti  Consultant,  Formerly working with SDC in Bern and 

NY 
Jean-François Cuénod  Head of Unit, Good Governance 
Marco Rossi  Head of Unit, Social Development 

Martin Fässler  Programme Officer, East Africa/ Multilateral Affairs 
Anne Bichsel Evaluation and Controlling Division 
Véronique Hulmann Programme Officer, Unit Asia I, Desk Bangladesh 
Markus Eggenberger Programme Officer, Co-operation with Eastern 

Europe 
Nadine Speich Programme Officer, Natural Resources and 

Environment 
Chrystel Ferret Programme Officer, Governance Division - Gender 
Barbara Affolter Media and Communication 
  
SDC New York  
Olivier Chave Counsellor, Economic and Development Affairs  
Ariane Waldvogel Second Secretary 
  
Others, Bern  
Erwin H. Hofer Federal Department of Foreign Affairs, Ambassador, 

Head of Political Division III, International 
Organisations, Disarmament  

Rita Adam Federal Department of Foreign Affairs, Political 
Division III 

Lisa Isler Cinfo 
Dino Beti Consultant 
  
UNDP, New York   
Hafiz A. Pasha UN Assistant Secretary general, UNDP Assistant 

Administrator and Regional Director of the Regional 
Bureau for Asia and the Pacific 

Bruce Jenks Director, Bureau for Resources and Strategic 
Partnerships 

Mourad Wahba Director, Division for United Nations Affairs, Bureau 
for Resources and Strategic Partnerships 

Rekha Thapa Director, Executive Board Secretariat, Bureau for 
Resources and Strategic Partnerships 
 

Nicola Harrington Director, Division for Resources Mobilization, Bureau 
for Resources and Strategic Partnerships 
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Arvid Tuerkner Donor Relations Analyst, Division for Resources 

Mobilization, Bureau for Resources and Strategic 
Partnerships 

Jan Mattson Assistant Administrator and Director, Bureau of 
Management 

Debbie Landey Deputy Assistant Secretary General BOM and 
Director OHR 

Soheyla Chahkar-Farhang Special Adviser, Office of the Administrator 
Sakiko Fukuda-Parr Director, Human development Report Office 
Ameerah Haq Deputy Assistant Administrator and Deputy Director, 

Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery 
Shigeki Komatsubara Programme Adviser, West Africa Cluster, Regional 

Bureau for Africa 
Mary Symmonds Country Programme Adviser, SADC and Indian 

Ocean Cluster, Regional Bureau for Africa 
Kari Blindheim Programme Specialist, North East Asia and Mekong 

Division, Regional Bureau for Asia and the Pacific 
Hiroko Takagi Programme Analyst, ESAP/SEAM, Regional Bureau 

for Asia and the Pacific 
Nurul Alam Deputy Director, Evaluation Office 
Jesus O. Reyes Meeting Planner Consultant 
John Hendra UNDP Country Office, Tanzania (tel. conference) 
Jaceline Bazile-Finley UNDP Country Office, Mali (tel conference) 
Jordan Ryan UNDP Country Office, Vietnam (tel. conference) 
Abu Selim UNDP Country Office, North Korea (tel. int.) 
Omar Bakhet Director, UN Liaison (tel. int.) 
  
UNDP Geneva  
Odile Sorgho-Moulinier Director 
Bertrand Coppens Deputy Director 
Luc Franzoni Deputy Director 
Georg Charpentier Deputy Director 
  
Others  
Kwabena Osei-Danquah Senior External Relations Officer; Information, 

Executive Board and Resource Mobilization Division, 
UNFPA 

Mehdi Mirafzal First Counsellor, Permanent Mission of the Islamic 
Republic of Iran to the UN 

Poul Grosen Director, UNDP Nordic Office 
  
Like-minded Countries  
Sandra Luiszoon UNDP Coordinator, MFA, the Netherlands 
Mihir Joshi DFID, UK 
Sheila Round DFID, UK (telephone interview) 
Bjørn Andersson Deputy Director, Dept. for Global Development, MFA, 

Sweden 
Christina Båge UNDP Coordinator, SIDA, Sweden 
Elisabeth Levin Director, Multilateral Coordination, SIDA Sweden 
Steinar Lindberg UNDP Coordinator, MFA, Norway 
Bo Jensen Head of Section, UN-programmes, Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs, Denmark 
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Itinerary 
 
 
Date Event and Place Consultants 
10.12.02 Start-off meeting, Bern JET, AH, FS 
   
15-17.1.03 Interviews, SDC Bern JET, FS 

24-30.1.03 Interviews UNDP/SDC, New York JET 
4-12.2.03 Interviews, Like minded countries 

- The Netherlands, 4.2.03 
- The UK, 5.2.03 
- Sweden, 6.2.03 
- Norway, 12.2.03  

AH 

5-17.2.03 2nd round of interviews SDC, Bern FS 
12.2.03 Interviews, UNDP, Geneva FS 
24.2.03 Interviews with Danish MFA and UNDP Nordic 

Office 
JET, LMJ 

   
26.2.03 Meeting with François Rohner, SDC JET, LMJ 
27.2.03 Submission of Draft Report JET, FS, AH, LMJ 
10.3.03 CLP meeting JET, FS 
31.3.03 Submission of Final Draft Report JET, FS, LMJ 
08.4.03 CLP meeting JET, FS 
05.5.03 Submission of Final Report JET, FS, LMJ 
19.5.03 Completion Point Workshop JET, FS 
 
 
JET:  Jens Erik Torp 
FS:  Fritz Sager 
AH: Arild Hauge 
LMJ:  Lise M. Jensen 
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Methodology Applied by the Evaluation Team 
 
Steps of the Evaluation 
The following steps have been applied in answering the key questions of the 
Approach Paper and thus responding to the objectives of the evaluation: 
 
Step 1: SDC objectives and policies with regard to UNDP  
To be able to assess SDC’s interrelations with UNDP, as a first step, it was 
necessary to provide an understanding and overview of objectives, policies and 
strategies of SDC in general and in relation to UNDP. Providing such an overview 
serves the assessment of actual relations and the assessment of whether interaction 
is in line with objectives. It also serves the assessment of the coherence, co-
ordination and co-operation within SDC on UNDP matters. 

 
Step 2: Assessment of SDC interactions with UNDP 
The assessment of interactions includes the role as shareholder and as stakeholder, 
as the two roles are interrelated and should be coherent in dealings with UNDP. This 
includes an assessment of the role and interactions at various levels, including 
UNDP Executive Board, UNDP Geneva, thematic co-operation and country level co-
operation.  
 
Step 3: Assessment of Co-ordination and Co-operation within SDC 
The co-operation and co-ordination within SDC on UNDP matters is assessed, i.e. it 
is assessed whether adequate feedback loops exist in SDC on experiences with 
UNDP, follow up with UNDP and exchange of ideas and whether the policy pursued 
is coherent.   
 
Step 4: Assessment of Added Value 
The analysis builds on the findings and analysis from the steps above in assessing to 
which extent interaction with SDC indicates added value to UNDP. The analysis also 
looks at the potential for added value, which might not be prevalent in current 
relations.  
 
The question of added value to UNDP is meaningfully supplemented by the question 
of added value to the SDC. Part of this is asked in key questions 1 and 2 of the 
Approach Paper through the sub-questions ‘Is there sufficient exchange of 
knowledge and experience between SDC and UNDP? Is SDC learning from UNDP?’ 
and ‘What is the value-added for both partners of the multi-bi co-operation between 
SDC and UNDP?’. However, to emphasise these further (as they provide valuable 
input for the SWOR, conclusions and recommendations) the overall question of ‘ 
What is the value-added for SDC of interaction with UNDP?’ is assessed in step 4 as 
well.  
 
Step 5: Assessment of Strengths and Weaknesses, Opportunities and Risks (SWOR) 
This SWOR-analysis (Risks replace Threats from the traditional SWOT-analysis) 
provides a synthesis of the above steps in a final assessment of the co-operation 
between SDC and UNDP. This serves to identify overall conclusions on relevance, 
effectiveness and efficiency of interaction as well as recommendations for the future. 
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Step 6: Conclusions and recommendations 
The conclusions summarise the main findings (answering the five key questions) and 
assesses the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of interactions. On this basis 
options and recommendations for future SDC interactions with UNDP are articulated.  
 
Methodology Applied 
The following methodology has been used for data collection:  
 
Review of relevant documents.  
The documents reviewed include documents on objectives, policies and strategies of 
SDC and UNDP, SDC meeting reports from UNDP board meetings, earlier 
evaluations and material from the SDC Report on the Rapid Assessment of UNDP. In 
addition, documentation on selected multi-bi projects is reviewed.  
 
Particularly, a systematic qualitative document analysis is conducted on Swiss 
interventions and initiatives in the UNDP Executive Board over the period 1999-2002. 
This analysis indicates the Swiss priorities as well as the changes over time and the 
perceived success of Swiss interventions. In addition to providing valuable 
information on its own, this document analysis provides a basis for further exploring 
the priorities and how they have been handled through interviews. A systematic 
review of SDC's line of argument for budget allocation to UNDP has also been 
conducted for the period 1999-2002. Finally, SDC country reports have been 
systematically analysed regarding UNDP interaction. For these systematic document 
analyses, structured cross-tables have been used, in which cumulated information 
can be summarised and presented in a focused manner. These tables as well as the 
list of documents consulted can be found in the Annexes. 
 
Interviews with relevant SDC staff, UNDP staff, Like-minded Countries and other key 
informants.  
Core SDC and UNDP headquarters’ staff have been consulted and interviewed in 
order to get a thorough understanding of the type of interaction between SDC and 
UNDP headquarters, SDC's perceived impact on UNDP-activities and value-added.  
 
The interviews have been qualitative in nature and information has been cross-
checked among respondents. In planning and conducting rounds of interviews, it has 
been ensured that new interviews always built on information already obtained. 
 
In addition to these interviews, a round of interviews has been conducted with 
selected Like-minded Countries (Sweden, Denmark, Norway, UK and the 
Netherlands) to contrast and compare the experiences of SDC and to provide 
inspiration for future SDC-UNDP co-operation. The interviews were semi-structured 
based on interview forms in order to obtain similar information from all the countries. 
Representatives of UNDP programme countries have also been interviewed to 
provide their perspectives on UNDP.  
 
Interviews have been used for all steps of the approach outlined above. Please refer 
to Annex II for the list of persons met. 
 
Discussion with stakeholders of findings, conclusions and recommendations  
The target group of such a forward-looking evaluation is primarily SDC and UNDP. 
Therefore emphasis in the methodology is placed on involving these target groups in 
the evaluation and particularly in the discussion of findings, conclusions and possible 
strategies for the future.  
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Particularly SDC staff, who are the main target group, is involved through the 
formation of a Core Learning Partnership (CLP), which have discussed the 
evaluation in several meetings: a start-up meeting, a meeting to discuss the draft 
report and a completion point workshop. Further, the consultants strive to receive 
comments on findings and preliminary conclusions and recommendations from key 
SDC staff along the way in order to use their input and feedback. This serves to give 
realistic recommendations for the future.  
 
No electronic survey of experiences of SDC staff abroad.  
An electronic survey originally had been planned, but finally has not been conducted 
as the rather extensive 'Rapid Assessment of UNDP and UNICEF' at country level 
had been conducted in 2002. In an e-mail, SDC's evaluation officer declared that the 
evaluators would first assess the findings of the Rapid Assessment and would only 
contact the co-ordination offices when more in-depth or other information would be 
needed. It was decided to work through headquarters to make sure that the co-
ordination offices would not be asked for information already available in Bern.  
 
Field Studies have not been conducted 
It should be noted that in accordance with the Approach Paper, the evaluation does 
not include field studies to assess the relations between UNDP and SDC at 
regional/country level. However, the evaluation makes use of indirect sources 
(Report on the Rapid Assessment of UNDP; interviews at headquarters) to identify 
issues at this level. Furthermore, existing evaluations have been taken into account, 
telephone interviews with UNDP representatives at country level have been 
conducted, and selected multi-bi projects have been analysed. 
 
In this respect, it is worth mentioning that SDC's evaluation officers have undertaken 
two attempts to provide the evaluators with an overall list of multi-bi projects. First, 
the controlling unit was contacted where no multi-bi-category figured. The unit 
produced a list of payments to creditors including the criteria "UNDP" or "PNUD" for 
2002. This list did not seem to include all multi-bi projects. A second attempt 
consisted in an e-mail to all bilateral units to send their overviews over multi-bi 
projects. This attempt resulted in a collection of hardly comparable lists and files, 
which did not allow for overall analysis, either. However, cases from this second 
collection have been selected to take a closer look at the functioning of multi-bi 
projects and collaboration at country level. 
 
The decision not to include field studies to some extent affects the use of conclusions 
and recommendations, as these might not be transferred directly to the 
country/regional level. An assessment by country offices in selected countries (Rapid 
Assessment of the UNDP and UNICEF, 2002) indicates that there might still be a gap 
in the knowledge of UNDP at this level among SDC country co-ordinators and that 
the multi-bi co-operation could be further strengthened. Thus, in the future, additional 
assessment of country level relations might be needed to supplement the present 
identification of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and risks. 
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Documents Consulted 
 
Beti, Dino (Nov. 2002),  
Taking Stock of the Role and Functioning of Multilateral Development Institutions.  
 
Beti, Dino (2002),  
Reports on MOPAN meetings, October and November 2002. 
 
Böhret, J., Werner J, and A. Kronenwett (1988),  
Innenpolitik und politishe Theorie. Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag.  
 
DFID (March 1999),  
Working in Partnership with the United Nations. 
 
DFID (Nov. 2000),  
Working in Partnership with the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) 
 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, The Netherlands (2000),  
Working together, getting results: Towards an international development architecture.  
 
OECD/DAC (2002),  
Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management. Paris: OECD 
Publications. 
 
SDC (various years),  
Allgemeiner Beitrag der Schweiz an das Entwicklungsprogramm der Vereinten 
Nationen (UNDP) 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002. 
 
SDC (various years),  
Meeting reports on UNDP Executive Board Meetings. 
 
SDC,  
various meeting notes.  
 
SDC (undated),  
Allgemeiner Beitrag der Schweiz an das Entwicklungsprogramm der Vereinten 
Nationen (UNDP) für 2001. 
 
SDC (undated),  
SDC Jahresprogramm 2002. Sektion Multilaterale Angelengenheiten. 
 
SDC (undated),  
The Swiss Regional Mid-Term Programme Central Asia 2002-2006. 
 
SDC (Nov. 2002),  
Institutional Strategy for the UNDP 2003-07, 4th draft.  
 
SDC (Nov. 2002),  
Annual Programme 2003. Mozambique. Draft. 
 
SDC (2002),  
Die Multilaterale Strategie der DEZA.  
 



Evaluator's Final Report 
 

76  

SDC (2002), 
Ein Jahrzehnt cinfo 1990-200. Ergebnisse und Perspektiven. Evaluation 2002/1. 
 
SDC (Dec. 2001),  
Co-operation Mozambique-Switzerland. Country programme 2002-2006. 
 
SDC (June 2000),  
External Evaluation. 
 
SDC (2000),  
Strategy 2010.  
 
SDC (1999),  
Guiding Principles.  
 
SDC (1994),  
Guidelines North – South. Report by the Federal Council on Switzerland’s North-
South Relations in the 1990s.  
 
Sida/Regeringskansliet (2002),  
WORKING IN partnership with UNDP, UNFPA and UNICEF. A Swedish Strategy 
Framework for 2002-2005. 
 
UNDP (2003),  
Annual Work Plan of the Executive Board of UNDP and UNFPA First Regular 
Session 2003. 
 
UNDP (2002), 
Human Development Report 2002. Deepening Democracy in a Fragmented World. 
 
UNDP (2002),  
2002 Annual Report. 
 
UNDP (2002),  
Annual Report of the Administrator on Evaluation 2001 (DP/2002/27). 
 
UNDP (2002),  
Executive Board of the UNDP and UNPFA: Report on the Second Regular Session 
(23 to 27 September 2002, New York) 
 
UNDP (June 2002),  
UNDP MRF – Balanced Scorecard Report. 
 
UNDP (2001),  
SFR/ROAR for Vietnam, Mozambique and North Korea. 
 
UNDP (2001),  
Update on the Multi-Year Funding Framework and Revised Integrated Resources 
Framework (DP/2001/25). 
 
UNDP (2001),  
Evaluation of Non-Core Resources. Evaluation Office. 
 
 
UNDP (Nov. 2001),  
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Development Effectiveness. Review of Evaluative Evidence. 
 
UNDP (Oct. 2001),  
UNDP Management Results Framework (MRF) Main Features.  
 
UNDP (2000),  
The Way Forward: The Administrator’s Business Plans, 2000-2003. First Regular 
Session 2000 (DP/2000/8). 
 
UNDP (2000),  
Results-Oriented Annual Report 1999.  
 
UNDP (1999),  
Financial, Budgetary and Administrative Matters. Multi-Year Funding Framework, 
200-2003. Strategic Results Framework (DP/1999/CPR.12). 
 
UNDP (1999),  
Financial, Budgetary and Administrative Matters. Multi-Year Funding Framework, 
200-2003. Report of the Administrator (DP/1999/30). 
 
UNDP (Dec. 1999),  
Business Plans 2000-03. Comprehensive Assessment of the UNDP 2001 Change 
Process. 
 
UNDP,  
Various information material on crisis prevention and recovery 
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Analysis of SDC's Country and Regional Reports 
 

 
SDC Report UNDP mentioned 

as partner 
UNDP mentioned 
as potential 
partner or 
complementary 
agency 

Common projects 
(multi-bi projects) 
mentioned 

Nepal 1998-2004 - - - 
Bhutan 1998-2002 - X - 
Mekong Region 2002-
2006 

X - X 

Pakistan 1999-2005 - - X 
India 1996-2003 - - - 
Bangladesh 1995-2002 - - X 
Regional Programme 
Central America 1999-
2005 

X - X 

Peru 2002-2007 - - - 
Ecuador 1998-2002 - X - 
Bolivia 1998-2003 - - - 
Middle East and North 
Africa 2002-2006 

- X - 

Burkina Faso 2001-
2006 

- - - 

Rural Development 
Programme 
Madagascar 2000 

- - - 

Tanzania 1999-2003 - - - 
Mozambique 2002-
2006 

X - X 

Rwanda 2002-2004 - - - 
 
Note: No country reports on Eastern Europe have been analysed. 
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Swiss Interventions and Initiatives in UNDP Board 1999-2002 
 
Swiss interventions and initiatives on both policy and polity level and their success 1999-2002  
(as they show in SDC's meeting reports) 
 
Interventions and 
initiatives 

25-29 jan 
1999 

12-16 apr 
1999 

14-23 jun 
1999 

24-28 jan 
2000 

3-7 apr 
2000 

19-23 jun 
2000 

25-29 
sept 2000

26 jan - 6 
feb 2001 

11-22 jun 
2001 

10-15 
sept 2001

21 jan - 6 
feb 2002 

17 - 28 
jun 2002 

23-27 
sept 2002 

X: issue has been taken up as a claim by Swiss delegation in the respective meeting; ++: full success, i.e. Board fully complies with the Swiss claim;  
+: partial success, i.e. Board complies with parts of the Swiss claim; - no success, i.e. Board does not comply with the Swiss claim  
a) Polity level: Institutional and organisational dimension of political action 
Core funding instead of 
non-core funding 

X X     X X  X  X  

Result oriented annual 
report: measurable 
objectives and better 
indicators 

X  X   X   X     

Earlier announcement of 
donor's contribution (jan 
instead of jun) 

X X X        X   

Strengthening of and 
concentrating on UNDP's 
coordinating role in UN-
system 

 X X X X +   X     

New repartition of core 
funds in favour of resident 
coordinators 

X   X          

Executive board is too 
large to allow in depth 
discussions 

   X          

Formal board discussion of 
evaluation of UNDP-
UNOPS-relation 

    -         

New evaluation of UNOPS       X      X 
Importance of human 
resource management in 
New Business Plan 

       X X  X   

Finding a solution for 
UNDP-UNOPS-conflict 

        X  ++   



Evaluator's Final Report 
 

86  

Interventions and 
initiatives 

25-29 jan 
1999 

12-16 apr 
1999 

14-23 jun 
1999 

24-28 jan 
2000 

3-7 apr 
2000 

19-23 jun 
2000 

25-29 
sept 2000

26 jan - 6 
feb 2001 

11-22 jun 
2001 

10-15 
sept 2001

21 jan - 6 
feb 2002 

17 - 28 
jun 2002 

23-27 
sept 2002 

X: issue has been taken up as a claim by Swiss delegation in the respective meeting; ++: full success, i.e. Board fully complies with the Swiss claim;  
+: partial success, i.e. Board complies with parts of the Swiss claim; - no success, i.e. Board does not comply with the Swiss claim  
Cooperation UNDP- 
International Financial 
Institutions 

        X  X   

Harmonization of country 
programmes of different 
UN-organizations 

        X     

Initiative to discuss UNDP-
funding in international 
institutions (OECD, DAC) 

        X     

Funding: problem of 
'grantisation' (grants 
instead of loans) 

           X  

Swiss initiative: non-core 
funds should also 
contribute to general 
administrative costs 

            + 

b) Policy level: Contents dimension of political action 
Additional commentaries 
on ECOSOC-report 

    ++         

Promoting Information and 
Communication 
Technologies  

      X  ++     

Suspending non priority 
activities / focussing on 
core thematic areas 

   X  + X       

UNDP in crisis- and post-
crisis-situations 

       X      

Evaluation office should do 
more strategic evaluations 
of general interest 

            X 

 
Note: There are no votes in the Board, it only unanimously complies with propositions. 
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Like-minded Countries' Interaction with UNDP18 
 
Bilateral consultations with UNDP 
In addition to UNDP Executive Board meetings, UNDP finds that it needs a 
supplementary way of exchanging views and building confidence with donors, as 
discussions in and around Board meetings are not very conducive for a direct 
interaction between UNDP and a donor. UNDP therefore welcomes Annual 
Consultations with those of its donors, which are instrumental in core funding.  
 
These meetings typically last 1 - 1.5 days and can either take place in New York or 
alternate between New York and the capital in question. UNDP has various 
assumptions surroundings such meetings: That the donor contributes substantially to 
core-funding (= the entry ticket), and that it is an informal consultation facilitating an 
exchange of information between the two organisations and clarification of concerns 
etc. Such annual consultations exist with the UK, Norway, Denmark and the 
Netherlands, whilst Sweden has had consultations on a more ad hoc basis (but from 
2003 these are changed into annual consultations). 
 
The agenda of bilateral consultations naturally focus on the unique priorities that the  
donor has and is often centred on trust fund plans and activities, one exception being 
Denmark. It is emphasised by LMCs that through the annual consultations it is better 
assured that national view-points are taken into account in UNDP reflections, e.g. 
before issues are put before the Board. Thus, much value is attributed to the 
consultations. 
 
In addition to annual consultations, the LMCs also emphasise the value of more 
informal and ad hoc meetings with UNDP senior management (Minister-level 
meetings with MMB, annual visits to capital of BRSP and DGO Directors). None of 
the countries maintain any formal contacts with nationals who work for UNDP, but all 
still emphasise their importance as sources of information about what is going on in 
the organisation. 
 
Institutional strategies and partnership agreements 
For the LMCs there appear to be various levels and ways of formalising relations with 
UNDP through either co-signed partnership agreements or Institutional Strategy 
Papers (ISPs). In some cases, ISPs outlining the broad strategies are supplemented 
by more specific action plans and indicators of performance. In most cases, the ISP’s 
appear largely as an instrument that guides trust fund/non-core operations. However, 
this does not seem to be the only option, as Denmark who mainly contributes to core-
funding also finds it valuable to have an ISP to guide focus of Danish priorities and 
future monitoring of UNDP and Danish performance. Norway is the only LMC with no 
public strategy or umbrella agreement, although the MFA maintains an internal brief 
that outlines current bilateral priorities. 
 
A Partnership Agreement is seen by UNDP as a working document, which relates to 
the Annual Consultations, and should permit the partnership to be flexible. The 
Partnership Agreement should therefore in the view of UNDP not be seen as a rigid 
document having the aim of making UNDP accountable, but rather be seen as way of 
encouraging further co-operation. 
 
The DFID ISP from 2000 was conceived within a larger strategy framework for 
“Working in Partnership with the UN”. Accompanying the strategy is an Action Plan, 
which gives more specific directions for implementation of the ISP and a 
                                                 
18 Also refer to Table 5: Summary facts about Like-minded Countries' interaction with UNDP in the main report. 
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Memorandum of Understanding (MoU), which covers the administrative 
arrangements. The UK strategy, which is up for renewal in 2004, also comes with a 
3-4 year formal commitment of core resources. 
 
As the only country, the Netherlands has a partnership agreement, which is co-
signed by UNDP, running from 2001 to 2003 (although DFID has a MoU). The 
agreement focuses only on non-core activities to be supported by the Dutch and 
constitutes a financial agreement on these. It does not spell out broader Dutch 
objectives or strategies for UNDP. The partnership agreement did not reflect any 
reduction in core funding, but has been accompanied by smaller volumes of multi-bi 
assistance.  
 
In Denmark it has been perceived that there is no need for such a specific 
partnership agreement at this stage, as the main contribution is core-funding. 
However, the Danish ISP is at present being updated, with weight being placed on 
defining more specific objectives and results to be obtained. This is done through a 
'logical framework'-analysis indicating objectives, expected results and indicators. 
Indicators are elaborated both for  UNDP performance and for Danish performance in 
priority areas. 
 
All strategies have been developed in consultation with UNDP, among others through 
the bilateral consultations. Further, in some cases a larger group of stakeholders has 
been consulted, as in the case of DFID who conducted meetings with UK civil society 
organisations and with the Utstein group of fellow donors.  
 
Core vs. non-core funding 
All LMCs express a clear understanding that UNDP prefers support as core funding. 
However, non-core funding is highly appreciated when incremental. Non-core funding 
can comprise two fairly different kinds of assistance. On the one hand there are 
thematic, HQ-level trust funds – which are intended to influence particular aspects of 
UNDP policy and organisational capacity. Such trust funds thus come with a 
considerable degree of substantive ‘direction’ – i.e. the desire to make some 
permanent change within the organisation itself. On the other hand, there is multi-bi 
assistance – which is aimed at increasing the resource allocation to particular 
countries or regions – i.e. without necessary entailing any expectation of 
organisation-wide reforms.  
 
Several LMCs have different organisational units that are responsible for core and 
non-core support, respectively. In Holland, UNDP co-ordinating desk has 
responsibility for core funding, whereas individual technical departments have 
responsibility for different aspects of non-core and trust fund activities. In Sweden, it 
is the MFA that maintains responsibility for core funding, whereas responsibility for 
multi-bi assistance is split between SIDA HQ and SIDA country offices. In Denmark, 
responsibility for multi-bi assistance is delegated to the embassies, whereas core 
funding and trust funds are the responsibility of the MFA. 
 
It appears that due to these split responsibilities, in most countries there is not an 
overall grasp of all UNDP-contacts and involvements, particularly multi-bi assistance 
at the country level. Often the multi-bi assistance is not tied in to the overall priorities 
in working with UNDP at headquarters level, but tied to bilateral country strategies. 
However, in some cases there appears to be opportunities for country-level concerns 
to be brought up in LMC-UNDP headquarter discussions, through e.g. the annual 
consultations. DFID appears to be the only LMC to have a full grasp of their UNDP-
involvement, which seems to be due to their internal organisation and to having 
relatively more human resources allocated to UNDP-matters.   
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Country Performance Monitoring and Studies 
As UNDP is moving towards results-based management, the MYFF and ROAR 
constitute elements that are used for monitoring of UNDP performance by the LMCs.  
 
It appears that after major reforms having been implemented at UNDP headquarters 
level, the next challenge is for the reforms to be transformed into improved 
performance at country level. As such, UNDP country level performance is acquiring 
increasing importance in LMC monitoring and consultations with UNDP. Such 
country level assessment takes various forms.  
 
All countries indicate that UNDP country programmes are sent, before eventual 
approval at EB, to their respective MFA country desks or embassies for review. 
Attention to review of individual UNDP country programmes is commensurate with 
relative importance of bilateral assistance (or political interest with regard to 
conflict/crisis countries). Some countries also have a routine practice of asking their 
country offices to report on UNDP prior to the annual bilateral consultations or in 
relation to other meetings. 
 
Further, Denmark monitors UNDP performance at the country level by conducting 
own field trips annually as preparation for the annual consultation with UNDP (2-4 
trips annually). Also, both Sweden and the UK have conducted their own field trips to 
verify how Executive Board agreements and pronounced UNDP policy statements 
translate into change on the ground. These field trips are separate and in addition to 
those coordinated by the Executive Board.  
 
Additionally, the Multilateral Organisation Performance Assessment Network 
(MOPAN) has recently been established with participation from LMCs. This 
constitutes a forum in which UNDP-performance on selected issues will be assessed 
in the future. MOPAN monitoring is to include analysis at the country level. 
 
Also at a general level, analyses conducted by LMCs on UNDP issues can be used 
for strengthening certain points/issues in their interactions with UNDP. For instance, 
the Nordic countries conducted an analysis of UNDAF/CCA, which has been used for 
their discussions at annual consultations and interventions in the Executive Board. It 
is perceived by the Danish MFA that the main conclusions of this report had an 
impact on UNDP actions. 
 
Human Resource Allocation to UNDP liaison  
The British and Danish are clearly the donors that generally spends most human 
resources for staying on 'top of UNDP affairs', but interestingly within different 
contexts, as the UK has quite a large non-core contribution and interaction on 
substantive areas, whereas Denmark focuses on core-contribution and perceive itself 
as being influential mostly on organisational issues such as managerial reforms 
(although Denmark also has established a dialogue on substantive issues and has 
pushed for e.g. UNDP focusing on a few core themes).  
 
Since becoming a Vice-President and member of the Executive Board Bureau from 
2003, Norway has temporarily increased the volume of human resources for UNDP. 
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