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Operational Activities Segment of ECOSOC 2001

Statement by Mr. B.S. Bishnoi, Counsellor on July 5, 2001

_____________________________________________________________
Mr. President,


We associate ourselves with the statement made by Ambassador Asadi of Iran on behalf of the Group of 77.  We thank the Secretariat for the documents before us and request them to take into account our comments, which indicate our approach, before finalising the report for the Triennial Policy Review by the 56th General Assembly.

2.
It is clear to member States and to the Secretariat that there has, over the years, been some erosion of faith in the operational activities of the UN System.  The erosion has been both in the faith of programme countries and of donor countries.  It has, however, not yet reached crisis proportions.

3.
I would like to begin by addressing the erosion of faith among donor countries.  This is reflected in the resource situation of UN Funds and Programmes.  The decline in core resources of the UNDP has been extremely pronounced over the last few years.  These have, since 1995, declined by more than 30%.  Over the same period, the core resources of UNFPA have fallen by 11% and those of UNICEF have increased by 4%.  The problem, therefore, seems to have more to do with the UNDP rather than the other members of the UN Development Group.

4.
The Report of the Secretary General on the MYFF and the UNDAF refers to the question “Why pay for multilateral assistance?”,  This, presumably, is a query posed by the taxpayer in donor countries.  It is, of course, an extremely relevant query.  The response from UNICEF, we expect, would be that your money helps in meeting the basic needs of children and in expanding their opportunities so that they can reach their full potential.  The response from UNFPA, we expect, would be that your money helps to provide access to reproductive health, it supports the empowerment of women and it promotes awareness of population and development issues.  These are responses which generate optimism.  If they are validated by programme countries, they also engender faith and a willingness to pay.

5.
The response by UNDP to the query “why pay for multilateral assistance?”, if one would go by its mission statement, would be that your money helps to build the capacity of recipient countries for poverty eradication, employment creation, empowerment of women and protection of the environment, giving first priority to poverty eradication.  This would be a worthwhile cause.  It has, however, been worthy of only a fraction of UNDP’s programme expenditure over recent years.  Down to earth and downstream activities which deal with providing the poor with access to basic social services and productive resources are categorised as sub-goal 2 of goal 2 in UNDP’s Strategic Results Framework.  They accounted for US$ 400 million or about 22% of UNDP’s programme resources in the year 2000.  Such an allocation does not allow programme countries to validate whatever response is given to the query “why pay for multilateral assistance?”  Faith is, therefore, not engendered, nor is a willingness to pay.

6.
What does the UNDP actually do?   The answer is that its primary goal is “good governance - euphemistically referred to in its Strategy Results Framework as the “creation of an enabling environment for sustainable human development”.  This accounts for US$ 780 million or 42% of UNDP’s programme expenditure.  How is this money spent?  It is spent on upstream activities i.e. on policy advice.   The rationale for such an approach is that good governments would naturally fulfil their national obligation of the development of their peoples.  Of course, if after some years, there is still not adequate evidence of development, the fault would be that of the governments for not being good enough.  This approach, regrettably, fails to see much of a connection between poverty and resource endowment or between poverty and historical and geographical factors.  The view from programme countries is, however, different.  The UNDP is seen as having become a programme that only takes on soft challenges and, therefore, increasingly peripheral to the real needs of recipient countries.

7.
It is our view that donor countries are sensitive to the increasing marginalisation of the UNDP to the real needs of programme countries.  They do not, however, seem to understand the reasons for this marginalisation and their reaction is some what knee jerk.  They decide to provide resources either through cost sharing or through trust funds.  This, they feel, allows them to determine more closely the activities which receive funding and the manner in which the money is spent.  By doing so, they distort the priorities of the organisation and distract it from its mission.  They also, in this process, erode the faith of programme countries in multilateral development cooperation which is seen by them, increasingly, as a tool for advancing specific donor agendas. 

8.
I would like to swell for a few moments on the evaluation of UNDAF which was conducted by the Department of Economic & Social Affairs.  India has supported UNDAF as a simple synergistic approach designed to make the system more efficient under national ownership, in responding to national development priorities.  In our view, the evaluation of UNDAF with regard to its impact on the UN system is not important.  What is important are the benefits and the costs which UNDAF brings to recipient countries.

9.
We have noted with concern that the technical quality of CCAs and UNDAFs is uneven.  It is also disturbing that the report can only conclude that there are mixed signals on the implementation of the criteria regarding full government participation and ownership.  We note that UNDAF has had little replacement effectand that it has not been possible to assess if it provides a useful framework for programming by individual agencies.  This assessment is troubling, particularly given the fact that UNDAF has led to an increase in transaction costs for programme countries.  It would be difficult for programme countries to bear these costs if UNDAF is to only be a formalistic UN ritual.

10.
We notice that linkages are being established between UNDAF and the Comprehension Development Framework of the World Bank.  This, in our view, is pre-mature.  The CDF is still at the pilot stage and the Governing Body of the World Bank has still take a final view on it.

11.
The Report E/2001/66 mentions, in Section VI, that UNDAF generates opportunities to address sensitive issues such as human rights, internally displaced persons and alternative development strategies.  We note from Section II of this report that civil society participation is encouraged in the operational activities of the UN to avoid the pitfalls of patronage and pilferage.  Such formulations are, perhaps, designed to convince donor governments that the operational activities of the UN System are closely aligned with their ideologies and their agendas.  If this is the purpose, it does not seem to have worked - at least with regard to the resource situation.  It would, however, have eroded further the faith of programme countries.  Mr. President, we are through you addressing ourselves to the donor community.  And this is what we are saying.  It is not a question of one versus the other or of trusted partner of donor community versus trusted partner of developing countries.  It is, in fact, the contrary.  When programme countries find the operational activities of the UN System relevant to their real needs, they will say so and we have absolutely no doubt that the tax payer in donor countries will listen.

12.
The triennial policy review of the operational activities of the UN system will provide an opportunity for looking at the extent to which they need the real development needs of programme countries.  The case of India is sui generis because while the outlays of the Funds and Programmes in India might seem substantial, they account for only an insignificant proportion of our own development budget.  The new doctrines and compulsions have no impact on us.  Our views are, therefore, independent and objective.   We would be happy if they would contribute to the triennial policy review being meaningful.
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