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Argentina is located in the southern cone of
South America, with an area of 2,766,890 sq km
and a population of 40.482 million. Since the
early part of the 20th century, the country has
had the highest per capita income in Latin
America and one of the lowest levels of poverty
in the region. Notwithstanding the relatively low
rates of growth during the second half of the 20th

century and the transitory reversals in social
conditions and poverty levels, Argentina has been
able to maintain its high ranking in the Human
Development Index. However, the country faces
significant development challenges as the result
of important income and regional disparities.

In line with Executive Board decision 2007/24,
the UNDPEvaluation Office (EO) has conducted
an evaluation to assess UNDP contributions to
development results in Argentina.The evaluation
covers two programming cycles, 2002-2004 and
2005-2008, extended to 2009.This evaluation was
undertaken by an independent team of consult-
ants between August and December 2008.

The specific goals of the ADR were to:

i) Generate lessons from past experience and
make recommendations for future program-
ming at the country and corporate levels.

ii) Provide to stakeholders in the country an
objective assessment of UNDP contributions
to development results for a given multi-
year period.

iii) Support the UNDP Administrator’s
substantive accountability function to the
Executive Board and serve as a vehicle for
quality assurance of interventions at the
country level.

The principal focus of the evaluation was an
assessment of UNDP’s contribution to overall

national development. “Results” are defined as
“outcomes”, or the effects of one or multiple
outputs on processes or development conditions
in a sector or thematic area. It is recognized that
attribution, or precise causal linkage between
UNDP outputs and perceived outcomes may
at times be difficult to determine, particularly
in a complex environment with many variables
and actors.

The methodology was based on the general
ADR guidelines developed by UNDP as well as
the organization’s evaluation policy, and adopted
the following evaluation criteria: effectiveness,
efficiency, and sustainability for assessing contri-
butions to development results; and relevance,
responsiveness, and quality of partnerships for
assessing strategic positioning.

Argentina’s ADR focused on the following three
thematic areas: a) fostering democratic governance,
b) achieving the Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs) and reducing poverty under a
human development perspective, and c) ensuring
environmental sustainability. Reflecting on the
characteristics of Argentina’s economic history, its
current juncture and prospects, the ADR examined
the past with a forward-looking perspective.

Argentina’s ADR is particularly relevant for
two interdependent reasons. First, the country
cooperation programme is one of the largest
in UNDP and offers a unique opportunity to
further examine a particular situation with more
general relevance; third-party resources, particu-
larly funds from the Argentinean government,
the so-called “non-core resources”, are almost
exclusively Argentina’s source of finance.The second
reason is Argentina’s economic history and
development. Few countries have engendered as
much interest and research in terms of long-term
economic and social development.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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The central idea was to cull and glean from
the country programme evaluative evidence of
UNDP’s intended and achieved contributions to
development results.

CONCLUSIONS

The main conclusions of the evaluation are
the following:

1. UNDP’s cooperation programme in
Argentinawas aligned to national priorities
and demonstrated a responsive capacity to
emerging development challenges such as
the crisis of 2001. UNDP’s cooperation
frameworks and the objectives pursued were
consistent with national development needs
and were considered relevant. The organiza-
tion has also demonstrated good capacity to
adapt to changing development circum-
stances and flexibly adjusted the portfolio of
projects to respond to the agreements that
emerged from the Argentinean Dialogue
after the crisis of 2001.

2. When requested by the national govern-
ment, UNDP had the capacity to play the
role of a convener and honest broker by
bringing together development actors from
government, civil society and the political
systemat the federal,provincialandmunicipal
levels to face common challenges.The most
important development actors of Argentina,
including political parties, faith-based groups
among Catholics, Protestants, Jews and
Muslims, civil society organizations, academics
and the media gathered to deliberate at the
Argentinean Dialogue and found solutions
to the political, institutional and economic
crises facing the country. UNDP played a
key role in that process. After the crisis,
the political system reassumed its capacity.
However, the culture of dialogue continued
and permeated discussions at the national,
provincial and municipal levels with the support
of various UNDP projects reaffirming the
democratic values of Argentinean society.

3. The technical and analytical capacity of
UNDP staff is widely valued and recognized.

Engaging in a policy dialogue in Argentina,
a country with a sophisticated professional
and intellectual capacity is challenging.
UNDP had established not only a reputation
for efficient project administration capacity
but also a reputation for conducting signifi-
cant contributions to the analysis of develop-
ment challenges from a human development
perspective. The design and implementation
of new projects were praised by national
counterparts along with the technical
capacity of UNDP staff.

4. Some development actors perceive UNDP
mainly as a resource administrator, hence,
not recognizing its full potential role as a
development partner in Argentina. Key
partners acknowledge UNDP as a prestigious
organization with the potential to bring legiti-
macy, neutrality, credibility and knowledge
into the development process. However,
some partners expressed concern about
UNDP’s concentration on the administra-
tion of government resources. This concen-
tration poses risks since it may limit its
advocacy role for promoting public policies
with a human development perspective.

5. The sustainability of some UNDP inter-
ventions was questioned and these did
not always develop sufficiently their exit
strategies.More attention needs to be paid to
the sustainability of the benefits and results
of UNDP-supported interventions. In some
cases, it was identified that the benefits ceased
after the conclusion of UNDP projects. The
strengthening of administrative implementa-
tion capacities of institutions has been
limited, in those cases, to developing the
capacity to execute UNDP projects without
clear exit strategies. That was particularly the
case for projects of an administrative nature.

6. The project portfolio dedicated to
Development Support Services (DSS) did
decrease significantly in the time under
evaluation screening a positive trend
towards a more value-added portfolio, in
terms of technical assistance and attention
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paid to designing exit strategies. Since 2003
UNDP has contributed to the formulation
and, most importantly, to the execution of
various government emergency programmes
in response to the crisis. Many of these
programmes had ended by 2005. In addition,
the “strategic turn” implemented since 2005
has resulted in a more balanced programme
portfolio, as the share of big DSS projects has
diminished considerably.

7. The “giro estrategico” has been a positive
shift into the right direction. The direction
of the “strategic turn” encompassed an
institutional and capacity-building strategy,
focusing on the articulation of demands for a
greater and better quality social bond to
human development; strengthening citizens’
capacities for action and participation in a
more complex and uncertain context; and
deepening a territorial presence particularly
in those provinces and municipalities with
the lowest HDIs and greater disparities.
These orientations together with more
emphasis on designing exit strategies for new
projects are seen as a positive shift.

LESSONS LEARNED

UNDP operations in Argentina bring two potential
lessons learned for the organization corporately:

a. The importance of a highly qualified
human factor endowment for providing
technical assistance in middle-income
countries.Having a well-qualified technical
staff is of immense relevance for UNDP’s
work. Understanding the needs and develop-
ment challenges of the country in the areas of
poverty reduction, fostering democratic
governance and promoting environmental
sustainability and being able to provide
sound policy advice requires a sophisticated
professional team. Such human factor
endowment is most likely the source of new
information and information is the emerging
paradigm to complete economic and political
markets. Although a well-qualified technical
staff is not a full guarantee of relevance and

developmental effectiveness, its absence is close
to a guarantee of lacklustre performance.

b. The need of a strategic cooperation
framework for the UN system, even if it is
not a corporate requirement, enhances the
opportunity for more coherent and
effective UN cooperation. An effective
coordination of the United Nations system in
a country that almost reached the status of
net contributor country can be enhanced by a
strategic framework such as the one
developed by Argentina Country Team in the
United Nations Development Assistance
Framework (UNDAF). The existence of the
UNDAF enhances the probabilities of
indentifying synergies among agencies and
more direct coordination around the achieve-
ment of development outcomes.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The main recommendations of the evaluation are
as follows:

1. Support institutional capacity development
with a long-term perspective of recovering
the strategic role of the state in promoting
inclusive and sustainable human develop-
ment. Effective capacity building demands a
link to a broader set of institutional reforms.
This requires building political commitment,
sponsoring capacity development among
key stakeholders, and embedding capacity
development into broader national develop-
ment priorities.

2. Continue supporting dialogue and deliber-
ative mechanisms among different levels of
government and society (national, provin-
cial and municipal) to reach agreements on
how to reduce regional and local disparities
under the MDGs’ conceptual framework.
UNDP should continue playing a convener
role fostering democratic values embedded in
the practice of deliberation and dialogue
around the main development challenges
faced by Argentina, particularly in the
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interfaces of the three levels of government.
UNDP should fully capitalize the identified
opportunities such as strengthening the use
of knowledge network and products, and
include more actors beyond the immediate
stakeholders, to leverage and improve the
quality of its partnerships.

3. Continue developing and fostering inter-
sector initiativessuchastheonesrecommended
in National Human Development Reports
andMDGs reports based on new diagnoses
andempiricalevidenceabout thedevelopment
constraints faced by Argentina. National
Human Development Reports proved to be
significant contributions to advancing the
debate around public policies with a human
development perspective and a multi-
dimensional approach. The evidence-based
quality of the analysis together with the
advocacy capacity of UNDP can be further
utilized to address sensitive development issues.

4. Deepen the “Giro Estrategico” and the
policy advice and technical cooperation
role played by UNDP in the formulation of
public policies with a human development
perspective. The Giro Estrategico is a shift
in the right direction and needs to be
sustained. The UNDP project portfolio still
has room for improvement and the interven-
tions can still work on the link to capacity
development, its value added in terms of
policy advice and a reduction of DSS projects
of an administrative nature.

5. Ensure the sustainability of the benefits of
UNDP interventions once they are finished
by properly considering exit strategies.
There are several ways to address the need
for sustaining the benefits of UNDP-
supported projects. These include ensuring
the necessary institutional level of ownership
over the interventions and ensuring the
financial support from national funding
sources once UNDP support has ceased.

6. Support the systematization and lessons
learned from good practices undertaken
by the Argentinean Government in the
framework of South-South Cooperation.
The enhanced monitoring and evaluation of
UNDP interventions can assist in the
systematization of good practices and lessons
learned that can be of relevance to other
development initiatives within and beyond
the purview of the UNDP cooperation
programme for Argentina.

7. Ensure the capacity response of UNDP to
emerging consequences of global recession
and its impact on Argentina by adopting a
flexible approach to programming. UNDP
in Argentina should keep its capacity response
to ever-emerging development challenges
faced by the country. It will be necessary that
the next country programme preserve a
flexible approach to address, in close collabo-
ration and partnership with the national
government, the unexpected consequences of
the current global financial crisis.
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1.1 ADR PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The Evaluation Office (EO) of the United
Nations Development Programme undertakes a
series of independent evaluations under a
conceptual framework called “Assessment of
Development Results” (ADRs). The central idea
is to cull and glean from country programmes
evaluative evidence of UNDP’s intended and
achieved contributions to development results.
The main focus of ADRs is on development
results at the country level. They signal a transi-
tion in the accountability framework from
process compliance1 to results and to strategic
UNDP contributions to development. Their
scope includes UNDP’s responsiveness and
alignment to specific country challenges and
priorities, strategic positioning, and engagement
with partners2.

The number, selection of countries and timing
of ADRs are determined to ensure coverage and
to allow findings and recommendations to
inform the preparation of subsequent country
programmes. Currently all ADRs are finalized
prior to the development of new country
programme documents. In line with Executive
Board decision 2007/24, the UNDP EO has
assessed UNDP contributions to development
results in Argentina. The evaluation covers two
programming cycles, 2002-2004 and 2005-2008,
extended to 2009.This evaluation was undertaken
by an independent team of consultants between
August and December 2008.

The specific goals of ADRs are to:

i) Generate lessons from past experience and
make recommendations for future program-
ming at the country and corporate levels.

ii) Provide to stakeholders in the country an
objective assessment of UNDP contribution
to development results for a given multi-
year period.

iii) Support the UNDP Administrator’s substan-
tive accountability function to the Executive
Board and serve as a vehicle for quality assurance
of interventions at the country level.

Argentina’s ADR focuses on the following
three thematic areas: a) fostering democratic
governance, b) achieving the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs) and reducing
poverty under a human development perspective,
and c) ensuring environmental sustainability.
Reflecting on the characteristics of Argentina’s
economic history, its current juncture and
prospects, the ADR examined the past with a
forward-looking perspective3.

Argentina’s ADR is particularly relevant for
two interdependent reasons. First, the country
cooperation programme is one of the largest in
UNDP and offers a unique opportunity to
further examine a particular situation with more
general relevance; third-party resources, particu-
larly funds from the Argentinean government,
the so-called “non-core resources”, are almost
exclusively Argentina’s source of finance.The second
reason is Argentina’s unique economic history and
development. Few countries have engendered as

Chapter 1
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1. See Menon, Saraswathi, ‘Foreword’, in Evaluation of Results-based Management, UNDP Evaluation Office, United
Nations Development Programme, December, 2007, p. i

2. See United Nations, ‘The Evaluation Policy of the UNDP’, Executive Board of the UNDP and the United Nations
Population Fund, DP/2005/28 May 2006, p. 9

3. The ongoing process of UNDAF aims to identify the key areas and outcomes for UN cooperation.
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much interest and research in terms of long-term
economic and social development.

1.2 METHODOLOGY

The principal focus of the evaluation was an
assessment of UNDP’s contribution to overall
national development. “Results” are defined as
“outcomes”, or the effects of one or multiple
outputs on processes or development conditions
in a sector or thematic area. It is recognized that
attribution, or precise causal linkage between
UNDP outputs and perceived outcomes may
at times be difficult to determine, particularly
in a complex environment with many variables
and actors.

The methodology was based on the general
ADR guidelines4 developed by UNDP as well as
the organization’s evaluation policy, and adopted
the following evaluation criteria: effectiveness,
efficiency, and sustainability for assessing contri-
butions to development results; and relevance,
responsiveness, and quality of partnerships for
assessing strategic positioning. Based on the
inception report findings, the evaluation concen-
trated its attention on the role played by UNDP
to help the country get out of the economic and
political crisis of 2001 and the strategic shift of
the portfolio which was characterized mainly by
projects of an administrative nature on develop-
ment support services (DSS).

The preparatory phase involved initial review of
documentation as well as consultations in New
York with the EO, the Regional Bureau for Latin
America and the Caribbean (RBLAC) and key
departments of UNDP. The preparatory phase
also included a one-week scoping mission to
Buenos Aires, undertaken by the team leader and
the team specialist. The mission was used to
refine the scope of the evaluation, to discuss the
structure and rationale of the country programme
with national counterparts from the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and UNDP officers and to

identify additional documentation to guide the
team.The mission enabled the team to select key
projects and activities to be reviewed in greater
depth because of their particular relevance to
each of the programme themes. The mission was
also used to map UNDP partners in preparation
for more detailed interviews. This preparatory
mission was followed by a second round of desk
review of documentation and analysis of financial
information. A list of major documents consulted
appears as Annex 3. On the basis of the scoping
mission, desk review, notes and questions were
shared with the relevant units of the country
office in preparation for the main mission. An
inception report was produced outlining the
main evaluation areas, elaborating an evaluation
framework and spelling out the methodological
approach to undertake the evaluation. The
inception report was shared with the country
office and received further comments.

A main evaluation mission was undertaken from
27 October to 12 November 2008.The evaluation
team had extensive discussions with the senior
management of UNDP, with the programme
units responsible for thematic areas and with
project staff. It also met a significant number of
partners of UNDP in the government, in the UN
system, among multilateral and bilateral agencies,
NGOs and the civil society. To facilitate the
preparation of the interviews, in addition to
standard stakeholder mapping, a more detailed
analysis of the relevant stakeholders was made.
This analysis included an assessment of the
relationship between the stakeholder and
different practice areas or cross-cutting issues, as
well as the relationship with UNDP in general.
The list of people consulted appears as Annex 2.
The mandate, strengths and weaknesses of the
stakeholders were also analysed. Individual
interviews were semi-structured following two
template interview protocols, one for implementing
counterparts and the other for development
partners not directly engaged in the implementa-
tions of projects.

4. ‘Guidelines for an Assessment of Development Results’ (ADR), UNDP Evaluation Office, December 2007
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clear. The sample identified successful and less
successful interventions, with the intention of
conducting a gap analysis to distil causalities.The
sample was representative of the practice areas
and sources of funding. (See Figure 8)

The analysis made use of a “triangulation” method,
based on (a) programme documentation, evalua-
tion reports and other relevant written material,
(b) stakeholders’ perceptions, and, (c) existing
primary data and surveys such as the Partnership
Survey and the Global Staff Survey. The country
office was extremely forthcoming in facilitating
access to all the documentation.

Finally, the evaluation faced a number of limita-
tions in analysing the progress made towards the
contribution to development results including:
changes in the original dates and the short time
for conducting the evaluation; the purposive
sample containing biases to capture the strategic
orientation of the programme portfolio; limited
access to baselines in some of the interventions,
and the absence of outcome evaluations commis-
sioned by the country office.

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The report is organized in four chapters.
Following the Executive Summary and this
introduction, a second chapter examines the
national development context. This is followed
by a third chapter assessing the contribution of
UNDP to development results in Argentina
through its programme activities and other non-
project interventions. A final chapter draws the
conclusions of the evaluation exercise and makes
recommendations.

While the analysis of the various programme
interventions is based on an overview of the
full portfolio of projects under each major
programme theme, a few representative projects
are presented in more detail in boxes that
accompany the text.

The desk review, the interviews and the individual
and group meetings were supplemented by field
visits to project sites in the municipalities of La
Matanza, Moreno, Famailla and San Miguel de
Tucuman (Provinces of Buenos Aires and
Tucuman). The selection of site visits took into
account the existence of more than one UNDP
project in different thematic areas that are
potentially complementary; the existence of
initiatives that combine interventions at national,
provincial and municipal level; and the coverage
of less developed areas like the northwest region
of the country and the urban peripheral area of
Great Buenos Aires. During the main mission, it
was decided not to conduct a field visit to Chaco
Province. This decision was made due to logistic
constraints and to optimize the short time available.
Nevertheless, the case of the Chaco Province was
carefully analysed through desk reviews, phone
interviews and interviews with representatives of
the local government who went to Buenos Aires.

Given the limitations in time and the scope of
the evaluation (over 200 projects in the two
programming cycles) the evaluation team used a
purposive sample approach5. The programme
portfolio was concentrated mainly in projects
funded by the Government of Argentina, and
outcome achievements were not necessarily
related to the financial scale of projects. UNDP-
funded initiatives were also crucial for the
promotion of cooperation issues such as advocacy
and policy advice.

A purposive sample of 21 projects was selected from
the three practice areas (democratic governance,
poverty reduction and environment and sustain-
able development), representing 28 percent of the
programme portfolio in financial terms. Three
types of interventions were identified for each
practice area: a) development support services
(DSS), b) development support services with
capacity development and c) strategic interven-
tions in which the mandate of UNDP and its
value added in terms of technical assistance was

5. Bamberger, Michael, Jim Rugh and Linda Mabry, Real World Evaluation: Working under Budget, Time, Data and Political
Constraints. © Sage Publications 2006.


