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SUMMARY

The present report is submitted in accordance with paragraph 8 of part II of
Governing Council decision 89/20 of 30 June 1989, by which the Council requested
the Administrator to propose elements for a funding strategy for the United Nations
Development Programme by June 1990.

The report recommends measures for assessing the prospective demand for UNDP
resources on a regular basis. It highlights the importanﬁe of a development
profile for UNDP in the 1990s and sets forth principles for determining needed
increases in core programme resources. It also suggests that in order to maintain
existing programme levels, core resources during the fifth programming cycle must
be increased by at least 10 per cent. The report further proposes principles to
gquide the mobilization and programming of non-core resources within the context of
expanded country programmes, so as to ensure that the additionality they provide
fully supports the policy and expenditure priorities of Governments.
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INTRODUCTION

1. The present report has been prepared pursuant to paragraph 8 of part II of
Governing Council decision 89/20 of 30 June 1989, by which the Council requested
the Administrator to propose elements for a funding strategy for the United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) by June 1990.

2. The annex to decision 89/20 elaborates this request further and suggests that
the strategy should, among other things, refer to arrangements that will be made
for:

(a) An analysis of the specificity of UNDP assistance and the Programme's
role within the overall context of development assistance;

(b) An analysis of the prospective demand for UNDP technical co-operation and
the prospects for raising funds to meet this demand; and

(c) An assessment of different types of resources and their implications for
both the host country and UNDP.

3. The following discussion examines each of these three issues in turn.

I. ELEMENTS OF A FUNDING STRATEGY FOR UNDP:
RATIONALE AND PURPOSES

4. During the past four decades, technical co- operation has increasingly become a
systematically planned and managed process, reflecting the progress developing
countries have made in establishing and strengthening their own overall development
planning and management capacities. The basic elements of a funding strategy for
UNDP-supported technical co-operation matches this trend.

5. The purposes such a funding strategy should help achieve are, essentially,
threefold. It should assist in determining:

(a) The comparative advantages and strengths of UNDP in acting as
intermediary between donors and recipient countries in meeting certain technical
co-operation needs;

(b) The quantitative and qualitative dimensions of the resource needs to be
met. And, in the same vein, the funding levels and growth rates that UNDP
considers desirable and realistic;

(c) The prospects for mobilizing the required amount and type of resources,

or, in other words, the factors that condition the demand for UNDP assistance and
services, on the side of both the recipient countries and the donors.
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II. THE SPECIFICITY OF UNDP ASSISTANCE
6. The 1990s are emerging as a decade during which the development dialogue will

be marked by the easing of tensions between the super-Powers and the process of
democratization and reform taking place all around the globe. The international
community will have to address such issues as:

(a) How to go beyond the adjustments that marked the 1980s - adjustments to
an unfavourable international climate, to debt burdens and falling commodity
prices, and to inadequate domestic policies. 1In the 1980s, many Governments
implemented major structural adjustment programmes, often at great social and
political cost; they would now like to modify those programmes in a way that will
protect and improve human development levels in the next decade:;

(b) How to ensure both environmentally sound and sustainable development
while expanding co-operation with the South. Strategies to alleviate poverty are
critical since many choices are made by the developing countries out of a necessity
for immediate survival;

(c) How to promote national development initiatives to ease the growing
dualism within countries in terms of economic participation, thus reducing economic
and social inequities and threats to national stability.

7. All this will characterize a decade where accelerated rates of economic growth
will need to be combined with improved levels of human development. The attainment
of this goal will entail difficult political choices. It will need the
strengthening of national capacity for effective policy design and management of
policy implementation. It may also require the decentralization of
decision-making, a greater involvement of people in development and the
encouragement of private and civic initiative in its largest sense. Another major
concern from a human development perspective will, of course, be greater investment
in building up human capabilities with full recognition of the significant
contribution such investments, especially investments in female education, can make
to accelerated overall development.

8. The 1990s are likely to witness further globalization of development trends in
an increasingly interdependent world. Issues of poverty, environment, human
development and the equitable distribution of economic opportunities can be best
handled from a global perspective. The universality of its assistance and its
world-wide network of field offices places UNDP in a most suitable position to
facilitate and support global and natiomnal action in these areas.

9. The multilateral character and the neutrality of its assistance make it
possible for UNDP fully to respect Governments' sovereignty in determining their
own development needs and priorities and to provide assistance which complements
that available from other sources in such a way that the balance Governments wish
to establish between different developmental goals and objectives is maintained and
strengthened. UNDP assistance is committed to the principle of national
programming of external assistance, re-emphasized in General Assembly resolution
44/211 of 22 December 1989, and to promoting development in a comprehensive and
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integrated fashion, to marrying economic and social concerns, to linking
shorter-term with longer-term action, to bringing together national, regional and
global concerns, and, most importantly, to ensuring that development reaches its
ultimate goal: the betterment of people's lives and a widening of their economic,
social, cultural, and political opportunities and choices.

10. In sum, given the particular advantages and strengths of UNDP and its overall
objective of human development, the Programme is especially well poised to respond
to Government requests for technical co-operation in establishing requisite
national capacity in three areas likely to be of highest developmental priority in
the 1990s:

(a) Strategies for poverty alleviation and investment in people, to enhance
their chances for fuller participation in productive income-generating processes,
with particular attention to women in development;

(b) Better economic management in a competitive environment, to ensure
maximum efficiency of resource allocation and the release of the creativity and
productivity of all the people;

(c) Environmentally sound and sustainable economic growth, which encompasses

the need to be concerned with the longer-term impact of current policies.

III. PROSPECTIVE DEMAND FOR UNDP ASSISTANCE

A. Technical co-operation: a growing need

11. It is thus quite evident that the demand for UNDP assistance is growing and
will continue to grow. The 1990s have reinstated in the forefront of the
development debate the concern for the ultimate goal of development - the
betterment of people's lives. It is this goal which lies at the heart of the UNDP
mandate and at that of the other United Nations system entities which function as
executing or affiliated agencies of UNDP assistance.

12. Another factor which explains the expected upward trend in the need for
technical co-operation, including UNDP assistance, is that development is a
continuous process. The stock of existing knowledge and available technologies is
constantly expanding, requiring further investments in human capacity-building, the
sharing of information, and other new types of co-operation between developed and
developing countries and among developing countries. This need is likely to grow
even faster since knowledge-based technologies are rapidly gaining in importance as
sources of more accelerated and durable future economic growth.

B. Arrangements for assessing technical co-operation needs

13. The UNDP country programming process as designed at present includes a number
of arrangements that support the preparation by Governments of estimates of
technical co-operation needs that are often country wide, including estimates of
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current and future needs for UNDP assistance. In several countries, especially
those in Africa, these needs assessments take the form of national technical
co-operation assessments and programmes (NATCAPs); in other countries they follow a
simpler but nevertheless systematic procedure.

14. Whatever their form, these assessments seek not only to identify existing
technical co-operation needs but also to examine realistic ways of meeting them by
establishing priorities among the various identified needs and examining related
resource requirements, including those for national human resources. UNDP
assistance in support of these needs assessments, especially the assessment methods
and procedures which UNDP has helped to devise, have thus often performed the
function of an honest broker - balancing technical co-operation needs with
absorption capacity and with the amount of resources likely to be supplied by the
donor community.

15. Technical co-operation needs assessments can form the basis for current
assistance programming. Furthermore, to the extent that current programmes cannot
cover all identified needs, these assessments can provide a country-level
inventory, i.e., a pipeline, of assistance requests. If aggregated accordingly,
they can also provide regional and global inventories of technical co-operation
needs.

16, UNDP will continue to assist Governments in the preparation of assistance
needs assessments, the importance of which was also stressed in paragraph 17 of
General Assembly resolution 44/211. It will also strengthen its efforts to
synthesize the findings of these assessments more systematically and to improve the
availability of information thereon in order to assist recipient Governments and
donors to achieve a fuller and better understanding of trends and pattermns in the
demand for, as well as the supply of, resources for technical co-operation.

C. Technical co-operation needs quantified

1. Maintaining programme levels in real terms

17. While it is possible in a general way to identify an upward trend in technical
co-operation needs, a precise quantitative estimate is often difficult to
establish. What can, however, be determined quite clearly is the amount of
resources required to ensure that existing programme levels are maintained in real
terms. The attainment of this funding objective requires that resources increase
in line with existing rates of inflation. As discussed in the report of the
Administrator on preparations for the fifth programming cycle and net contributor
status (DP/1990/43), maintaining the fourth cycle programme level in real terms
requires, if one assumes an inflation rate of 6 per cent, an annual growth in
voluntary contributions of at least 10 per cent. 1/ However, this increase leaves
little room for responding to expanded needs. If one takes into account the
increasingly expanding and diversifying needs for technical co-operation, it could
be concluded that maintaining existing programmes (i.e., not promoting new concerns
at the expense of current ones) would require an increase in resource levels well
beyond 10 per cent, with cautious estimates varying between 12 and 16 per cent.
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2. Matching technical co-operation with other types of
assistance flows

18. One of the major lessons conveyed by experience is that a proper match between
different types of assistance can help considerably to enhance the overall
effectiveness of external assistance programmes.

19. It is, therefore, interesting to note that the aforementioned figure of a

10 per cent increase in resources required to maintain programme levels in real
terms reflects a principle similar to the one recently agreed upon for the
Replenishment IX of the International Development Agency (IDA). 1IDA provides
capital assistance to the poorest nations of the world, particularly in sub-Saharan
Africa and South Asia. These very countries need national capacity-building and
technical assistance even more than capital assistance. Technical co-operation
growth should, therefore, not be allowed to lag behind the growth in capital
assistance.

D. Differentiating between various types of technical
co-operation needs

20. Technical co-operation can help achieve several objectives - national
capacity-building, better utilization of existing capacity, or direct advice and
support are among the most important. It may be used in support of more
established, regular development endeavours and it may be used for testing new
approaches and launching new policy initiatives. Different needs often require
different funding arrangements.

l. Core resources

21. General Assembly resolution 44/211 re-emphasizes the importance of a growth in
UNDP core resources. It stresses:

"the value of the concept of central funding of technical co-operation through
the United Nations Development Programme in order to promote co-ordination and
responsivenesss to national priorities through the country programming system
and urges all Governments to channel the maximum possible share of resources
available for multilateral technical co-operation through the United Nations
Development Programme".

22, Both recipient and donor Governments clearly recognize the continuing
importance of central funding, and hence of maintaining an effective level of core
resources.

23. Over the past several years, however, there have been trends within the
category of core resources indicating that more importance should be assigned to
regional and interregional activities. There is also a growing need for Special
Programme Resources (SPR). In view of the increasingly rapid change that marks the
development process and its growing complexity, existing instruments and modalities
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must be monitored and assessed for continuing relevance; appropriate responses to
new concerns must be generated and practical policy experience and information must
be shared among countries on more and more issues. There are also a large number
of unforeseen events, such as natural disasters, which demand immediate response.

24, In the Administrator's view, which is also set forth in document DP/1990/43, a
substantial increase in the fourth-cycle SPR level constitutes an urgently required
response to this vast array of needs.

25. However, activities financed from the SPR should clearly be perceived as
responding to global concerns, encouraging innovation, improving programme quality,
or responding to unforeseen needs stemming, inter alia, from natural disasters.
Whenever possible, they should, in due course, be mainstreamed, i.e., transferred
from the SPR to the national, regional, interregional and global IPFs or other
non-core resources.

2. Non-core resources

26, In its resolution 44/211, the General Assembly also recognizes the importance
of non-core resources. This type of resources includes cost-sharing, trust funds
and Government cash counterpart contributions (GCCC). The General Assembly
emphasized that non-core resources can constitute important additionality:

... provided they are designed as a means to ensure additional resource
flows, and their projects are coherently and effectively integrated in the
technical co-operation programmes of the United Nations system, in conformity
with each country's national development plan and programme and in accordance
with the respective mandates of programmes and organizations".

27. This stipulation can be met since the country programme is intended not only
to reflect national priorities but also to serve as a framework for technical
co-operation which goes beyond the programming of UNDP core resources, It can thus
help guide the utilization of non-core resources, in particular that of cost
sharing and GCCC, the two types of non-core resources which are usually directly
linked to UNDP core funds. Trust funds are of a somewhat different nature in the
sense that they may to a larger extent reflect donor priorities. More systematic
technical co-operation needs assessments, their continuous updating, and the
sharing of information thereon between Governments and their aid partners could,
however, be one way of overcoming problems in this respect and encouraging a closer
alignment of donor and recipient country priorities in the future. A further step
into this direction would be the preparation of an expanded country programme,
i.e., a programme which goes beyond the activities that will be supported from core
resources.

28. Such an expanded country programme could have several advantages:
(a) It would allow the programming of core financing within the expanded

country programme and the activities for which non-core financing is to be
mobilized;
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(b) 1In its quest for additional resources over and above the indicative
planning figure (IPF), the Government can refer to a programmed, cohesive package
of technical co-operation needs formulated without any sectoral, bilateral or
institutional bias; and

(c) It could function as a pipeline of available projects whenever there is a
slack in core-funded activities.

Once donors see that non-core proposals form part of the country's technical
co-operation priorities, resource mobilization efforts would benefit. UNDP can
play an active role in co-operating with the Government's overall resource
mobilization efforts, with the IPF being used at times as seed money, to be
leveraged with non-core funding.

29. With an expanded country programme, discussions with donors on the development
priorities and programmes to be addressed with UNDP co-operation should take place
at an earlier stage than at project formulation. After all, rarely does the IPF
cover the full technical assistance requirements of a given sector, but through
multi-donor involvement, full sectoral programming could become the norm. For this
reason alone, donors might wish to join such an expanded country programme from the
start. They could either provide funding through one of the United Nations system
non-core modalities or choose to finance and execute bilaterally. In the former
case, UNDP would point to the added value of its non-core modalities and their
strengthening of co-ordination at country level.

30. Undoubtedly, many of the development concerns ranking high on the development
agenda of this decade could appropriately benefit from technical co-operation
supported by non-core resources. They are often used as advocacy instruments on
behalf of particular population groups, such as women or the rural poor, or in the
interest of certain development goals, such as sound natural resource management.
What was said for SPR-supported activities above could also apply to certain
programmes and projects financed from non-core resources. Once their purposes are
met or once they have become regular activities, these programmes and projects
should also be mainstreamed, i.e., transferred to core-resource funding.

IV. PROSPECTS FOR FUND RAISING
31. Resource availability can be improved in a number of ways. One, of course, is
the more cost-effective and efficient use of resources. Some recommendations to
this effect are set forth in section II (paras. 16-23) of the annex.
32. However, the focus here will be more on raising additional funds. A first,

but certainly only preliminary, indication of what is possible in this respect is
provided by the past and current trends in UNDP funding.
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A. Past and current assistance trends: core and
non-core resources

33. As 95 per cent of its funding is provided by the multilateral component of the
aid budgets of the member countries of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
Development Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC), UNDP depends on political decisions
that affect an individual donor's aid volume as well as its respective
bilateral-multilateral split. The trend of OECD/DAC multilateral Official
Development Assistance (ODA) since 1962 is shown in chart 1, including the United
Nations system share. As far as the future is concerned OECD/DAC pointed out that
the outlook for aid volume trends is not encouraging; average annual increases in
real terms of the order of 2 per cent is probably the most that can be expected.
This, coupled with a multilateral share that seems to be stabilizing, and with
grant contributions to the United Nations system being outpaced by the growth in
contributions to the multilateral financing institutions, as shown in chart 2, sets
the stage for the funding outlook of UNDP in the 1990s.

34. During the period 1979 to 1987, the UNDP share of ODA from OECD/DAC has slowly
but steadily declined, as shown in chart 3, both in terms of UNDP core resources as
well as for the UNDP grand total, i.e., UNDP core resources, administered funds and
non-core resources. This global characteristic differs, however, for each OECD/DAC
member country (see statistical table 1 of annex).

35. If the technical co-operation needs of the 1990s are to be met, especially

those that would benefit from UNDP support, the declining trend in resource
availability must be halted.
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Chart 1. OECD muitilateral ODA
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B. Future action: establishing a well-defined development
and assistance profile

36. One measure that UNDP would have to take in this respect is to project a
well-defined development profile: the specificity of its role, its major concerns
and areas of competence must be clear to both donors and recipients alike.

37. As part of its funding strategy, UNDP must work on confidence-building. It
must convey the message and provide the empirical proof that its assistance in the
priority areas mentioned in paragraph 11 above is of the highest standards and that
it is effective and efficient. This applies to the assistance rendered by UNDP or
that rendered by any of the technical agencies involved, especially the United
Nations system agencies.

38. Another measure that is of interest to resource mobilization relates to the
fact that, over the past years, approaches that are increasingly theme-oriented
have been adopted for development assistance, including technical co-operation.
This is, among other things, evident from the growth of UNDP non-core resources and
the increasing amount of United Nations system technical co-operation delivered by
other United Nations system agencies, especially the technical agencies.

39. Trust funds of the United Nations system agencies increased from an annual
average of $35.0 million to $200.0 million in the early 1970s, to $450.0 million in
1988. Over this same period, UNDP has shown a steady growth in core contributions,
in particular when measured in Special Drawing Rights (SDRs). 2/

40. Since the mid-1970s, the Administrator has, on the authority of the Governing
Council, also sought a substantial increase in funds contributed under cost-sharing
and trust fund arrangements, both from recipient and donor Governments and has
accepted responsibility for administering funds created by General Assembly
resolutions (the United Nations Capital Development Fund (UNCDF), the United
Nations Sudano-Sahelian Office (UNSO), the United Nations Fund for Science and
technology for Development (UNFSTD), the United Nations Development Fund for

Women (UNIFEM), the United Nations Revolving Fund for Natural Resource

Exploration (UNRFNRE), United Nations Volunteers (UNV) and the Special Measures
Fund for the Least Developed Countries (SMF/LDC)). Both the administered funds and
the cost-sharing modality are becoming increasingly visible, as illustrated in
chart 5. 3/

41. The growth of non-core resources cannot simply be interpreted as a trend
towards increasing non-core funding. It is also, if not first and foremost, an
indication of donor interest in focused, clearly defined funding purposes. The
same principle can be applied to core funding; its direction, effects and impact
must be brought out more clearly.
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C. Promoting the growth of non-core resources

42, Continuous non-core growth can be expected as long as:

(a) Middle-income countries continue to increase their non-core use of the
UNDP central funding channel to finance what their small IPFs cannot carry;

(b) LDCs seek non-core resources because of the additionality they provide;

(c) Donors finance their non-core priorities using UNDP funding windows such
as the environment (UNSO in sub-Saharan Africa); women in development and UNIFEM:;
support to LDCs; UNCDF; SMF/LDC and other special windows, including the SPR and
other activities, either through programme or project cost-sharing, for poverty
alleviation/grass-roots development, such as the UNDP/non-governmental organization
(NGO) Partners in Development facility; the NGO Africa 2000 Network; and the
Promotion of the Role of Women in Water and Environmental Sanitation Service
(PROWWESS) ;

(d) Donors and recipients agree that the use of UNDP services will provide an
appropriate instrument for achieving priority development objectives.

43. At the corporate level, UNDP will undertake non-core resource mobilization in
particular where the attainment of global priority concerns seems to require
additional resoures, i.e., a strengthening of the developmental efforts supported
from core resources. Furthermore, UNDP will also actively promote packages,
whereby non-core technical co-operation supports capital assistance from other
sources. In addition, the wide range of execution modalities that UNDP has to
offer -~ ranging from execution by agencies or by the Office for Project Services
(OPS) to contracting NGOs and working through commercial channels - could be
attractive to many Governments who may be interested in achieving certain
developmental results through particular assistance modalities.

44, While UNDP core funding relies on a small number of major contributors, this

is even more pronounced with the administered funds, as illustrated in table 1.

Table 1. Number of major donors and their combined
percentage share of contributions, 1989

75-80% 50% or more 75-80% 50% or more
UNDP core 10 6 UNV 3 1
UNCDF 6 3 SMF 2 1
UNIFEM 6 4 UNFSTD 2 1
UNSO 3 1 UNRFNRE 1 1

Source: UNDP,
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45. The Governing Council has reviewed the role and structure of the
UNDP-administered funds several times. The funds today, UNCDF, UNIFEM and UNSO in
particular, have operational expertise that can be utilized by both multilateral
and bilateral funding sources. This had been done successfully already by several
of the funds, over and above the implementation of their own programmes.

Similarly, UNV is actively providing services for placing volunteers from
developing and developed countries and promoting its Domestic Development Services.

46. Both UNCDF, with its emphasis on grant capital assistance for small-scale
investments ($0.2-$5.0 million) and UNSO, with its emphasis on desertification
control, are concentrating on LDCs. These two funds, as well as other trust funds
and administered funds, including UNIFEM, can accept voluntary programme
contributions and cost-sharing contributions for programmes and projects. The
latter will also be sought through the Administrator's annual presentation to the
Governing Council on non-core requirements for UNDP development themes. The
UNDP-administered funds will also join the expanded country programming process, to
ensure their integration into national priorities and become part of a wider effort
in pursuit of non-core additionality. On NGOs, the specific initiatives under the
Partners in Development funding and the micro-capital grants will also be promoted
for special-purpose funding.

47. With the multilateral financing institutions showing greater interest in
people-centered development approaches, with particular emphasis on women in
development, UNCDF, UNIFEM and UNSO will be seeking greater collaboration with
those institutions, and in particular with the World Bank/IDA. UNCDF could thus
help IDA to have a local-level impact with its projects that are under

$5.0 million; UNIFEM can assist the World Bank in getting more women-in-development
projects operational, while UNSO can do this for environmental issues in the Sahel
countries.

D. UNDP and multilateral financing institutions: opportunities
for strengthened collaboration

48. Of total ODA for technical co-operation ($10.2 billion in 1988), the United
Nations development system, with $1.8 billion, ranks as the third largest source
after the USA and France. No donor, however, equals its world-wide coverage; its
technical co-operation grant disbursements alone equal 25 per cent of World Bank
total disbursements in 1988.

49. Of all United Nations system flows, including the World Bank's technical
co-operation, UNDP is the largest source of grant financing; its disbursements
amounted to $916.7 million in 1988. Disbursements of the World Bank's
free-standing technical assistance loans and credits rose to $183.0 million in
1988, half of which were made in Africa; another $150.0 million was provided in the
form of consultants and training under IDA loans, 4/, mostly related to the
implementation requirements of the investments the World Bank helps to finance.
Overall, the World Bank reports its technical assistance volume as stagnant in the
1983-1988 period; during the same period, it was in decline as a percentage of
annual loan commitments, from 7.5 per cent to 5.7 per cent. African Governments in
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particular are often reluctant to borrow for their technical assistance
requirements, favouring grants from other sources. 5/

50. In this respect, the Governing Council may wish to review whether the interest
of the recipient countries would not be better served if the World Bank would
either contract its free-standing technical assistance loans with UNDP, given the
minor percentage (less than 1 per cent) they represent of what the Bank annually
approves as commitments (approximately $20.0 billion).

51. Such channelling would make these loans part of the UNDP world-wide management
support capacity for technical co-operation and would help to reduce the number of
funding channels the recipient has to deal with. 6/

52. Table 2 shows the non-ODA (i.e., International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (IBRD)) component of the World Bank in decline, as well as a major
reduction in ODA from the Arab Funds, both in terms of disbursements and as a
percentage of commitments; IDA disbursements have stabilized; disbursements from
regional banks, in particular the Asian Development Bank (AsDB) and the African
Development Bank (AfDB), are growing, albeit still short of their commitment
levels. Carrying loans without enjoying their benefits is, however, expensive, not
only in administrative costs and interest charges but also in opportunity costs and
inflation-driven price increases. This is also true for the European Economic
Community (EEC) grants, which show low implementation rates. Again, involving the
managerial in-country capacity of UNDP through a non-core modality could help
improve the disbursement rates.

VA



Table 2.

Multilateral loan disbursements in millions of dollars and
as a percentage of commitments

Official Development Assistance

Non-ODA Grants

World Bank AsDB AfDB IDB IFAD Arab funds EEC UN
Year $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $
1970 585 39 225 38 - - - - 219 50 - - - - 208 224 371
1975 1 768 45 1 198 73 72 43 - - 299 52 - - 288 111 611 126 1 199
1980 3 166 38 1 543 41 149 31 96 35 326 40 54 14 286 68 1 061 68 2 187
1985 5 041 39 2 599 73 393 51 210 48 351 140 270 181 133 46 1 407 113 2 335
1987 3 417 24 3 530 83 540 37 374 49 121 40 336 257 73 25 1 747 45 2 998
1988 3 417 24 3 567 82 660 60 351 46 134 112 102 41 60 10 2 743 57 3 457

Source: OECD/DAC.
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E. Management services

53. The concept of management services refers to the provision by UNDP of
management and other support services at the request of a recipient Government.
These services are provided for projects financed by bilateral donors or from loans
by multilateral financing institutions. The modality is geared to assisting the
requesting recipient Governments to utilize such resources for specified purposes,
which may range from the formulation of projects to their implementation and
procurement of project inputs.

54. The provision of management services should not be seen as an instrument for
mobilizing additional resources. While the modality serves to amplify and
reinforce support provided by UNDP, and often strengthen its role in the country,
it does not per se constitute a mechanism for augmenting the UNDP resource base.
Funds pertaining to management services are accounted for separately by UNDP and
are not treated as UNDP resources. This differs from the arrangement followed by
the United Nations agencies, which report such activities as part of their non-core
disbursements.

55, The role, functions and activities of OPS in respect to management services
have been addressed in the report of the Administrator on the review of the:
experience gained in the provision of management services (DP/1990/67), submitted
to the Governing Council at its current session. The role of OPS is limited to
that of assisting recipient Govermments to utilize aid resources other than those
of UNDP; thus, OPS operations in this regard are independent from the volume of the
resource base of UNDP, and should not be viewed as relevant elements in the UNDP
strategy to augment its resources.

V. THE IMPLICATIONS OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF RESOURCES
FOR PROGRAMME MANAGEMENT

A. Core resources

56. The stated purpose of UNDP country programming is that, above all, it
facilitates country-specificity and responsiveness to the Governments' own
priorities. The slower growth in UNDP core resources and the increased volume of
non-core resources channelled through UNDP and other United Nations system agencies
has given rise to growing concern about integrated and co-ordinated planning and
the use of United Nations system assistance programmes at the country level.

B. Non-core resources and co-ordination

57. Decisions taken by both donor and recipient Governments have eroded the
principle of central funding, prompting the United Nations system to respond with
tailored execution modalities *o satisfy donors' special interest funding. 7/ The
result has been that the delivery of United Nations system inputs has become
increasingly complex. This recently prompted the General Assembly, in its
resolution 44/211, to stress that: "co-ordination in funding arrangements and
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procedures of the operational activities for development of the United Nations
system should minimize the administrative and financial burden on recipient
Govermments", and also to stress '"the value of the concept of central funding of
technical co- operation through the United Nations Development Programme in order
to promote co-ordination"., 8/

58. In addition, the OECD/DAC 1989 Report entitled Development co-operation in the
1990s recently pointed out that: the scattering of funds in extrabudgetary
contributions continues to be a problem and reflects a degree of inconsistency with
the view of multilateral aid which donors themselves profess.

59. The issue of trust funds is not one of volume only; as indicated by
consultants to the Director-General 9/, it also involves the development strategies
and plans of recipient countries as well as the latter's ability to carry them out
in the manner they consider most appropriate. Agencies were quoted as stating that
special purpose funds are established largely on the basis of donor wishes and
based on resources that would not otherwise, in any case, have gone to the UNDP
core resources.

60, Furthermore, the report notes the comments of donors: none had difficulties
in identifying UNDP with the central funding role. They stressed that they
continued to pledge substantial resources to UNDP core. Some donors pointed out
that there were clear limits to the possibilities of growth in their voluntary
contributions.

61. The real choice for the donors, however, is not between trust funds with the
agencies or core funding with UNDP, but between trust funds

with the agencies or non-core funding with UNDP. The latter has, in particular at
the country level, the advantages of:

(a) Conforming to national priorities;

(b) Reducing the multiplicity of channels, thus freeing up recipient
management capacity and reducing administrative costs;

(c) Using UNDP managerial capacity already in place, thus reducing
administrative costs:

(d) Combining with some UNDP core financing, thus confirming the project's
priority status.

62. As stated by the recipients themselves, UNDP's core i.e., IPF funds rank
highest among United Nations system technical co-operation funding, as they carry
no conditions. This also holds true, of course, for non-core resources provided by
the recipient Government itself to fund United Nations system technical
co-operation activities totally integrated into the country's national development
priorities. By contrast, donors' non-core funding often influences recipient
Governments' policies and priorities, to the extent that donor Governments decide
beforehand on the programmes and projects for which their funds will be allocated.
As discussed before, such effect can, of course, be overcome, if a broader net is
cast when programming the country's technical co-operation requirements.
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C. Programme levels and administrative costs

63. UNDP continues to monitor the relationship of programme levels and non-core
administrative costs, and is satisfied that non-core activities are not financed
from the UNDP core budget.

D. Burden-sharing and predictability

64. Governing Council decision 89720 of 30 June 1989 makes reference to the issues
of burden-sharing 10/ and the predictability of core volume flows. This was last
reviewed in detail during the deliberations of the Intersessional Working Group of
the Whole (DP/1983/ICW); after considering the available options, the Council took
no decision other than to recommend that Governments make multi-year pledges.
Summary characteristics of each of the available options are presented in

section I.A of the annex.

65. Current burden-sharing among the major contributors to UNDP is illustrated in
table 3, which compares percentage shares of 1989 core income with the 1989
percentage shares under the United Nations assessment scale. Tableée 4 singles out
those countries with specially noticeable performance. In this respect, it should
be noted that growth in UNDP core funding would undoubtedly benefit if
contributions from the United States, the Federal Republic of Germany, the United
Kingdom and France were more in line with their share of the world economy. If
this does not happen, burden-sharing could well become a dominant issue in the
nineties; other major donors with smaller economies might be motivated to further
diversify into non-core modalities, thereby weakening everything that the core
represents, This process seems already under way when one compares the core and
non-core growth rates in the last decade, in particular those of the United Nations
agencies (see also sect. I.A. of the annex).
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Table 3. United Nations assessment scale and percentage share

of UNDP core_ funding, 1989

Countries

USA
Sweden
Japan
Italy
Norway

Denmark

Netherlands

Germany, Federal Republic of
Canada '

France

United Kingdom
Finland
Switzerland
Belgium
Australia

Austria
Spain

New Zealand
Turkey
Ireland

Greece
Portugal
Luxembourg
Iceland

CMEA

USSR

Hungary

German Democratic Republic
Romania

Bulgaria

Czechoslovakia
Poland

UNDP
%

11.68
9.21
8.76
8.21
8.00

7.62
7.58
7.27
5.86
4.61

4.53
3.74
3.53
1.68
1.35

1.03
0.67
0.15
0.08
0.05

0.04
0.03
0.01
0.01

0.32
0.08
0.06
0.05
0.05

25.00
1.21
11.38
3.99
0.55

0.69
1.65
8.08
3.09
6.25

4.86
0.51
1.08
1.17
1.57

0.47
1.95
0.24
0.32
0.18

0.40
0.18
0.06
0.03

0.99
0.21
1.28
0.19
0.15
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Table 3 (continued)
Countries UNDP UN
% %
OPEC/Arab countries
Saudi Arabia 0.37 1.02
Kuwait 0.06 0.29
Algeria 0.06 0.15
Nigeria a/ 0.20
Iran (Islamic Republic of) a/ 0.69
Iraq a/ 0.12
Libya a’ 0.28
Qatar 0.02 0.05
United Arab Emirates 0.03 0.19
Venezuela 0.09 0.57
Oman 0.01 0.04
Bahrain b/ 0.02
Syria 0.01 0.04
OTHERS
Countries contributing
$1.0 m or over
India 0.51 0.37
China 0.27 0.79
Brazil 0.26 1.45
Cuba 0.15 0.09
Colombia 0.13 0.14
Thailand 0.11 0.10
Indonesia 0.12 0.15
Pakistan 0.11 0.06
Mexico 0.11 0.94
Sri Lanka 0.10 0.01
Republic of Korea 0.10 0.30
GNP _per capita
$1,500 or over
Chile 0.09 0.08
Malaysia 0.04 0.11
Uruguay 0.03 0.04
Jordan 0.02 0.01
Barbados 0.01 0.04
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Countries

Democratic People's Republic
of Korea

Brunei Darussalam

Singapore

Argentina

Bahamas

Gabon

Malta

Fiji

Mauritius
Yugoslavia

Panama

Trinidad and Tobago

Source: UNDP.

a/ No contributions paid for 1988, 1989 (as of 1/1/90).

Table 3 (continued)

0.02
0.11
0.66
0.46

0.03
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.46
0.02
0.05

b/ UNDP share significantly lower than United Nations assessed share.
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Table 4. UNDP core funding: share by country as a percentage
of United Nations assessment scale, 1989
700 % or more 500%-700% 300%-500% 150%-300% 100%-150%
Norway - Netherlands Jordan Belgium
Denmark Cameroon Italy Austria
Sri Lanka Switzerland Bangladesh India
Sweden Congo Chile
Finland Mongolia Thailand
Canada Zambia
Pakistan Cyprus
Indonesia Barbados
Cuba Mauritius
Guyana

Source: UNDP.

VI. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

66. From the foregoing analysis, six recommendations emerge for a UNDP funding
strategy. They are summarized below.

Recommendation 1

67. Considering the current trends in ODA flows, it is only realistic, within the
context of a funding strategy, to give consideration to establishing minimum
funding needs, that is, .the rate of resource growth required to maintain current
programme levels in real terms. According to UNDP estimates (which take into
account inflation rates and projected flows of capital and other types of external
assistance), programme resources during the fifth programming cycle will have to
increase by at least 10 per cent in order to achieve this objective.

Recommendation 2

68. Responding to the demand for UNDP assistance (on the side of recipient
countries) and the demand for its services (on the side of the donors and the
recipients), the Programme will establish a well-defined technical co-operation and
development profile, taking into account the key challenges of the decade ahead and
the comparative advantages and strengths of UNDP.
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69. Three development challenges, which directly relate to the overall UNDP
objective of human development, are emerging as top priorities on the development
agenda for the 1990s: (a) strategies for poverty alleviation and investment in
people; (b) more efficient economic management; and (c) combining economic growth,
human development concerns, and the objectives of natural resource management into
an integrated concept of longer-term sustainable development. UNDP intends to
equip itself to assist Governments to respond to the challenges that the attainment
of these three objectives poses.

Recommendation 3

70. National technical co-operation needs assessments should form the starting
point for the UNDP funding strategy. These needs assessments should be prepared
preferably as an integral part of the Government's overall external assistance
programme, as also stressed in paragraph 17 of General Assembly resolution 44/211.

71. These assessments, together with other relevant information generated during
the UNDP programming process (e.g., during mid-term reviews or in connection with
the preparation of such special programming events as round-table meetings) will be
used to prepare and update estimates of trends in the demand for UNDP assistance.

72, Efforts will be made to adjust the needs assessments to this new purpose by
developing methods for projecting the costs, wherever possible, of attaining
various identified technical co-operation objectives and developmental goals,
especially country-level objectives that correspond to shared global priority
concerns.

Recommendation 4

73. While it is important to stress that the availability of non-core resources
should not be promoted at the expense of the core resources, it is, for a number of
reasons, realistic to assume an increase in non-core funds during the next years.
This makes it necessary to establish criteria to guide the link between activities
to be financed from core and non-core resources and to provide channels for the
utilization of the latter.

74. UNDP proposes to follow the principle of integrated programming based on
technical co-operation needs assessments, leading to an expanded country programme,
parts of which will be financed from UNDP core funds, while donors could choose
either to execute the balance themselves or make non-core funding available, the
latter in the form of a United Nations agency trust fund, a UNDP trust fund or as
cost-sharing.

Recommendation 5

75. Recognizing the importance the legislative bodies have assigned to central
funding and to the additionality that non-core resources can provide, UNDP will, in
future, provide the Governing Council with recommendations on the types of needs to
be supported respectively from core and non-core resources and on how to manage the
links between these two types of resources. The general principle suggested here
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for managing this link is to determine the need for, and the use to be made of,
non-core resources within the framework of an expanded country programme which goes
beyond the activities to be supported from UNDP core resources and covers areas
which would benefit from support from non-core resources.

Recommendation 6

76. A major consideration in determining funding needs and levels must be that new
development concerns are frequently emerging faster than ones currently supported
are being fully met. New concerns should not be taken up to the detriment of old
ones which are still relevant, efficient and effective. New global concerns would
thus be best introduced through special arrangements such as the SPR, under the
clear understanding that the support provided must, within a reasonable period of
time, be fully mainstreamed, i.e., integrated into core-funded programmes.

77. This approach, which would introduce added responsiveness and innovation into
UNDP programmes, will require a substantial increase in the SPR in the fifth
programming cycle. It will also require that the SPR be not committed fully in
advance. Its programming should be a continuous evolving process.

Notes

1/ The difference between the inflation rate and the required rate of growth
in voluntary contributions arises from the fact that the base of $1,000 million in
1991 - from which fifth cycle voluntary contributions are calculated in document
DP/1990/43 - is not the equivalent of the base from which fifth cycle programme
expenditures are projected. Second, the exceptional income from gains on currency
exchange and investments in the fourth cycle permitted a level of programme in
excess of what would have been possible only with voluntary contributions and the
originally anticipated income from investments. It cannot be assumed that similar
gains on currency exchange and investment income will be available in the fifth
cycle (see para. 4 of document DP/1990/43 for more details).

2/ UNDP must harmonize long-term demands by recipients with the annual
short-term uncertainty of voluntary contributions, compounded by fluctuations in
exchange rates which can either play havoc with, or boost, UNDP income. The
1981-1985 period illustrates this starkly; UNDP core contributions stagnated as a
result of the strength of the dollar, thus obliterating increased national currency
contributions by major donors, but in SDRs, its performance showed continuous,
albeit modest, growth.

3/ In Africa alone, this has made a significant difference: the share of
the administered funds now amounts to 20 per cent of UNDP country-level
disbursements in that region. 1In Latin America, government cost-sharing has
reached 40 per cent of UNDP country-level disbursements; in the Arab States,

20 per cent.
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Notes (continued)

4/ World Bank loans and credits are not sufficiently concessional to
classify as ODA; like other official flows, private flows and export credits, they
are thus excluded from these ODA data. As far as the IDA consultants and training
are concerned, the Bank's classification of technical co-operation must be taken
into account.

57 "Annual Technical Assistance Report (CY 1988)", World Bank, 1989,

6/ The World Bank executes $57 million annually for UNDP, and allows the
Governments of developing countries to channel an annual $45 million through the
UNDP central funding mechanism as part of the loans and credits they take out with
the World Bank.

17 For details, see sect. III (paras. 24-40, and particularly tables) of the
annex, which details donor and recipient trust funds with agencies, compared to
their support for UNDP core funding.

8/ For further details on central funding and recent United Nations
initiatives, see sect. I.A., annex.

9/ A study by consultants to the Director-General for Development and
International Co-operation on Operational Activities for Development entitled
Issues relating to the implementation of the concept of central funding of
technical co-operation activities (1989).

10/ It might be more appropriate to refer to “opportunity-sharing", because
participation in UNDP not only brings opportunities in return flows, but also
indirect benefits such as the developing country's national capacity-building,
which facilitate the donor's bilateral activities.
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FUNDING DATA

I. FUNDING MODALITIES

1. The following is a review of options for the consideration of the Governing
Council. They share the advantage of relieving some of the annual growth fixation
in UNDP core income, and provide an improved measure of predictability and
burden-sharing.

A. Core funding: burden-sharing and predictability

1. Replenishment arrangements

2, The main difference between any replenishment arrangement and the present
system of voluntary contributions to UNDP lies in the need to pre-establish, on a
global basis, the total resources required over a specific period and the
respective share of each contributor. Presently, the total of resources is
regarded as agreed for planning purposes only; donors decide themselves on their
level of contributions.

3. A pre-determination of shares implies some form of burden-sharing, although it
is clear from an examination of the various programmes funded by replenishment that
burden-sharing is not necessarily linked to the ability to pay.

4. If a replenishment system were to be adopted for UNDP, the soundest basis
would be to start with a core level of contributions based on past contributory
patterns by each donor; negotiations would then ensue based on a formula for
sharing additional contributions. A replenishment system could imply certain
changes in the governance and decision-making of UNDP.

5. In negotiations to arrive at total replenishment, both total and country
shares thereof are considered. In the World Bank replenishment arrangements, there
are various factors at work, such as voting rights, the effect of contributions for
concessional lending on the donor country's position, and influence in related
institutions., In the final analysis, under a replenishment formula, commitments
continue to be essentially of a voluntary nature, but with a greater moral
requirement than under the current annual pledging arrangement, whereby Governments
seldom give any indication of their contribution to the total five-year programme
requirements of UNDP.

2. Assessed contributions

6. Burden-sharing could be fairly alloted if each country's contributory share to
UNDP were based, for instance, on the contributory shares stipulated in the United
Nations assessed budget. However, were assessed contributions agreed to, UNDP
would lose in core volume, unless countries pledging less to UNDP than their
assessed United Nations share agreed to increase their contributions to at least
that level. Countries which already contribute more than their assessed United
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Nations share may in turn consider such level as the floor for their UNDP core
pledges, thus ensuring continuing growth in core resources and maintaining their
status as major donors.

3. Multi-year pledges

7. Under a multi-year pledging system, the income predictability of UNDP would
benefit if the first year's pledge were equalled in the following years; if it were
increased, the growth element could also be anticipated. Without the latter
inclusion, multi-year pledges could prove counterproductive to long-term growth
commitments, as major contributors could get locked into a process of budgetary
caution that might freeze their future commitments at year-one level.

4, Pledges in Special Drawing Rights

8. Pledging in SDRs should lead to greater income predictability and

programming. If pledges were obligated in SDRs, donors would need to supplement
national currency appropriations if their national currency (or the United States
dollar if a contributor chooses to so pledge) weakened against the SDR, but
conversely, they would make lower national currency contributions if their currency
appreciated. UNDP has found that over time, i.e. since 1972, gains and losses
caused by currency fluctuations against the United States dollar have balanced out.

9. Consequently, the major benefit of using SDRs as the unit of obligation once
pledges are made is that it improves the short-term predictability of the income
position of UNDP. Similar conclusions were reached by the International Monetary
Fund (IMF) on the use of SDRs as the UNDP unit of currency; they are contained in
document DP/1990/43.

B. Non-core funding

10. Cost-sharing, trust funds and Govermment cash counterpart contributions (GCCC)
are the non-core funding modalities of UNDP. As part of the expanded country
programme, these modalities could, in future, also be financed from the proceeds of
negotiated arrangements between external debt holders and a Govermment. UNDP could
support the developing country in programming for a cash infusion, to finance what
could be called a "national development contract". This is a commitment between
the debt holder and the Govermment to carry out activities within the triangle of
environment, poverty, and human resources development, involving NGOs as executing
agencies. Once signed, this contract becomes a repayment towards the country's
external debt, in recognition of its role in helping to protect the world's
environmental resources.

11, The inherent value of the national development contract lies in its
recognition that: (a) poverty is one of the greatest threats to the global
environment; (b) countries have differing environmental priorities; (c) the
industrialized countries, having caused a major part of environmental degradation,
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have a financial responsibility for the costs of environmental protection; (d) the
direct involvement of NGOs in carrying out such national development contracts
follows from the recognition that sustainable development strategies must have the
co-operation of the affected parties.

12. UNDP can provide assistance in the programming and execution of such
initiatives; most importantly, it provides brokership to encourage the dialogue
* between donors and the Government and between the Government and NGOs. The
UNDP-sponsored "Partners in Development" programme, now operational in over 65
countries, has clearly shown the usefulness of such UNDP brokershlp and its
catalytic role.

13. The Governing Council has stressed that national execution should be the
ultimate modality for all UNDP-supported projects. The main aim of this modality
is to promote self-reliance by the maximum utilization of national capacity and to
ensure that programmes and projects are managed in an integrated manner in order to
promote their long-term sustainability. .

14. The modality has also served to encourage the recipient Government to channel
its own resources through UNDP for technical co-operation activities. The
Government's direct involvement in executing technical co-operation activities has
served as an incentive to tap its own budget. Integrating government cost-sharing
funds with IPF resources and using the national execution modality strongly
promotes self-reliance and the sustainability of project results. The challenge of
the 1990s will be to incorporate expertise of the United Nations agencies into this
partnership, through co-operating agency arrangements for implementing certain
project components where appropriate.

II. SAVINGS FOR DEVELOPMENT

15. Parallel to the goal for increased resources should be the search to ensure
that the highest proportion of net transfers of such resources goes to recipients
for specific development purposes. Some thoughts on how this could be achieved are
given below.

16. Recipient countries face real costs from the moment they sign loan agreements
with multilateral and bilateral financing institutions. Delays in loan executions
generate costs without benefits, often reflecting a limited absorption capacity, in
particular because of shortcomings in management resources. Recipient authorities
could turn to UNDP to seek ways to speed up implementation, thereby reducing the
loan cost.

17. Too much attention is focused on the management requirements of individual
projects. This has a negative impact on recipient Governments and on the United
Nations support capacity. The argument that aid delivery mechanisms are too
cumbersome, and therefore too costly, shonld not focus, however, on the size of the
average project, but on its management. What is required, therefore, is more
decentralization, at the field office level, to those responsible for project
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execution. This would allow the Government and the UNDP field office to
concentrate on programme management.

18. The report of the Expert Group on agency support costs will, it is hoped,
result in more quality for money, system-wide, and a delivery capacity that allows
the highest net transfer of resources to the beneficiaries.

19. Agencies could contract with UNDP, at the country level, for the
administrative and logistic requirements of executing technical co-operation
projects financed from their own sources. - This would enable the agencies to devote
more time to substantive support for national priorities and their interlinkages
through co-ordination. A similar approach could also be pursued with bilateral
programmes.

20. Governments should examine possibilities of execution that would ensure
project inputs at lower costs. In this respect, UNV can help countries set up
national volunteer services, to support and expand what Governments can make
available as development services. OPS could assist in creating national offices
for project services. In addition, OPS assistance has been successful in
streamlining and increasing transparency in national bidding and procurement
procedures, in one case halving the money alloted for procurement and delivery.

21.--UNDP has provided leadership in a wide variety of operational modalities for
technical co-operation. The use of national expertise - project manager,
professionals and equipment - of United Nations volunteers, NGOs, technical
co-operation among developing countries (TCDC), the involvement of the Transfer of
Knowledge through Expatriate Nationals (TOKTEN), and short-term advisory services
(STAS), can all help enhance the value of UNDP assistance since they are
cost-effective.

22. In addition, UNDP has introduced a number of programmes and modalities in
recent years to strengthen government capacity for the management and co-ordination
of technical co-operation. These modalities also enhance the value of development
co-operation in general and UNDP assistance in particular. The most important of
them are the round-table process and NATCAPs. N

III. OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FLOWS

A. Net financial flows to developing countries

23, VNet financial flows in 1988 were 75 per cent of the 1981 volume (see table 1);
they would have been even smaller had it not been for growth in ODA.
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3.

Annex table 1. Net flows in current billions of dollars

Official Development Finance (ODF)
of which ODA

Net export credits

Private flows

Current billions of dollars

Source: OECD.

1983 1985
42.4 49.0
33.9 37.4
4.6 4.0
48.1 30.8 35.6
95.1 83.8

96.6

24. ODA volume has become increasingly dependent on OECD/DAC member countries
after exceptional high levels of funding by Arab donors in the mid-1970s and early

1980s.

1.
2.
3.
4.

At

25. 1In real terms, OECD/DAC projects a 2 per cent increase in ODA flows in the
The geographical distribution of such flows can, at best, be

coming years.
Table 3 shows this for total net ODA (DAC, Arab and Council for

indicative only.

Annex table 2. ODA volume, by source, in billions of dollars

at 1987 exchange rate

OECD/DAC

CMEA

Arab donors

Non-Arab recipient donors
Non-~-DAC OECD

1987 exchange rate

Source: OECD.

1975-1976 1980-1981 1987-1988
27.8 35.2 43.1
3.0 3.8 4.7
10.7 12.0 2.7
2.5 .8 .4
.1 .3 .3
44.1 52.1 51.2

Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA) donors, multilateral) and the growing share of
sub-Saharan Africa.
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Sub-~Saharan Africa

Asia

Oceania

North Africa/Middle East
Latin America

South Europe

Source: OECD.

3.
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Percentage of net ODA receipts

1975-1976 1980-1981 1987-1988
19.7 25.8 34.5
34.2 31.8 33.4
3.3 3.2 3.5
29.2 24.6 14.3
12.2 11.3 13.0
1.5 _3.3  __1.4
100.0 100.0 100.0

B. The profile of contributions to UNDP

26. Contributions from donors and recipients to UNDP core resources in 1989

amounted to $950 million; to the UNDP-administered funds,
non-core funding (cost sharing and trust funds), to $159.2 million.
identifies countries with $1 million or over in voluntary contributions to UNDP

$71.9 million;

and to
Table 4

core and non-core resources, and statistical table 1 of this annex provides further
details for the OECD/DAC member countries.
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Annex table 4. Major contributors to UNDP, 1989
(Thousands of United States dollars)
A. Core
UNDP core Admin. funds

OECD
Austria 9 780 54
Australia 12 854 539
Belgium 16 000 1 191
Canada 55 705 917
Denmark 72 410 5 410
Finland 35 566 5 868
France 43 846 582
Germany, Federal Republic of 69 090 535
Italy 78 014 5 162
Japan 83 300 3 350
Netherlands 72 061 6 565
New Zealand 1l 447 29
Norway 76 050 6 985
Spain 6 356 47
Sweden 87 937 21 442
Switzerland 33 537 7 835
United Kingdom of Great Britain

and Northern Ireland 43 024 81
United States of America 111 000 2 400
Others 2 213 49
Subtotal 910 190 69 041
OPEC
Saudi Arabia 3 500
Others OPEC 611
Subtotal 4 111
CMEA
USSR 3 024
Others CMEA 2 728
Subtotal 5 752
OTHER CONTRIBUTORS
India 4 826 90
China 2 580 230
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Annex table 4 (continued)
UNDP_core Admin. funds
Brazil 2 503 8
Cuba 1 404 26
Colombia 1 262 3
Indonesia 1 100 30
Pakistan 1 064 53
Thailand 1 o001 5
Others 12 476 2 351
GRAND TOTAL 950 563 71 889
B. Non-core
1. OECD contributors
Australia 1 888 Netherlands 12 367
Canada 5 497 New Zealand 1 195
Denmark 10 451 Norway 7 738
Finland 2 130 Portugal 561
France 462 Sweden 6 446
Germany, Federal Republic of 426 Switzerland 3 947
Japan 4 831 United States 2 892
Italy 8 507 Others 176
Total 69 514
2. Recipient contributors
Afghanistan 651 Ethiopia 115
Algeria 1 474 Fiji 263
Argentina 11 430 Guatemala 2 395
Bahrain 407 Honduras 639
Bangladesh 2 079 Indonesia 2 728
Bolivia 2 123 Iran, Islamic Republic of 115
Botswana 1 344 Iraq 521
Brazil 11 455 Jamaica 439
Cameroon 583 Jordan 412
Chile 1 262 Kuwait 1 315
China 7 862 Malaysia 106
Chad 200 Mauritania 194
Colombia 8 942 Mexico 527
Congo 105 Micronesia 113
Costa Rica 233 Morocco 1 400
Djibouti 323 Nepal 325
Dominica 181 Niger 462
Dominican Republic 610 Oman 4 029
Ecuador 859 Papua New Guinea 1 483
Egypt 787 Paraguay 307
El Salvador 422 Peru 488
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Portugal
Philippines

Qatar

Republic of Korea
Rwanda

Sao Tome and Principe
Saudi Arabia

Sri Lanka

Swaziland

Syria

Thailand

Trinidad and Tobago

C. Contributors to management

Australia
Bolivia
Brazil

Costa Rica
Cote d'Ivoire
Czechoslovakia
Ecuador
Guinea
Honduras
Italy
Madagascar
Mauritania
Netherlands

Source: UNDP.

Annex table 4 (continued)

546
100
803
203
425
185
7 467
257
856
250
137
1 054

-

392
7 591
488

35

119
202
356

1 786
80

3 858
10 714
2 160
256

Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands

Tunisia

Turkey

United Arab Emirates

Uruguay

Venezuela

Yemen

Others

Total

services contracts, 1989

NGOs

Niger
Pakistan
Papua New Guinea
Senegal
Somalia
Sweden
Switzerland
Togo

Turkey
Uganda
Yemen

w

358
709

37
010
158
214
500
307
4438
605
537
397
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27. The funding reality of UNDP-administered funds, particularly core funding, is
one of modest performance overall, with growth for a few balances and a sharp
decline for others.

28. Table 5 compares 1980 with 1990, with UNDP's core performance as comparator.

For information, table 5 also provides the 1989 non-core contributions to each
fund, highlighting the performance of UNSO, UNFSTD, UNV and UNIFEM.

Annex table 5. UNDP-administered funds, 1980 and 1990 compared

(Millions of United States dollars)

Core
Core Non-core % Change % Share
1980 1990 1989 1980:1990 1980 1990
1. UNDP core 716.6 1 045.0 45.8
2. Administered funds 74.5 72.2 43.3 (3.1)
UNIFEM 2.4 7.2 5.1 200.0 3.2 10.0
UNV 1.4 2.4 4.4 71.4 1.9 3.3
UNCDF 28.6 40.8 2.6 42,7 38.4 56.5
UNSO (exc. major
cost-sharing) 5.5 6.8 26.8 23.6 7.4 9.4
SMF/LDC 11.7 11.7 - 0.0 15.7 16.2
UNRFNRE 3.0 2.1 - (30.0) 4.0 2.9
UNFSTD 21.9 1.2 4.4 (94.5) 29.4 1.7

Source: UNDP.

C. Geographical distribution of technical co-operation of the
United Nations agencies

29, The United Nations system disbursement profile, made up by volume and sources
of funding for each agency, differs markedly from region to region. Table 6, which
does not include agency regular budgets, 1/ summarizes the United Nations system's
core and non-core disbursements for technical co-operation by region for country,
regional and global activities, and by non-core sources from donors and recipients.

30. Non-core contributions by both donors and recipients are detailed in

statistical table 2 to this annex, including the percentage represented by non-core
agency funding in terms of UNDP core.
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Country level

Africa
Asia
Latin America and
the Caribbean
Arab States and Europe

Subtotal

Regional level
Africa

Asia

Latin America and

the Caribbean
Arab States and Europe

Subtotal
Global level
Grand total

Management services
agreements

a/ UNFPA and other multilateral financing institutions.

United Nations system technical co-operation disbursements, 1988

(Millions of United States dollars)

Agencies UNDP

UNFPA Adm.
et al. a/ Others Donors Recip. Total IPF  funds b/ QOthers Donors Recip. Total
30.2 7.4 80.5 11.3 129.4 227.8 50.6 5.1 4.1 7.1 294.7
40.6 1.2 32.3 8.6 82.7 201.4 10.4 11.9 2.0 17.9 243.6
13.6 0.4 16.4 11.6 42.0 62.8 9.2 4.0 1.0 47.2 124.2
13.9 2.6 16.5 48.9 81.9 55.0 6.0 2.8 1.8 15.8 81.4
98.3 11.6 145.7 80.4 336.0 547.0 76.2 23.8 8.9 88.0 743.9
15.8 0.7 61.9 - 78.4 48.7 3.2 1.5 5.0 - 58.4
5.9 1.5 21.3 - 28.7 38.8 1.5 2.3 - 0.2 42.8
5.5 0.5 18.% - 24.9 n.3 0.9 1.3 1.1 - 14.6
5.1 0.7 4.3 - 10.1 7 - 0.1 0.7 - 10.5
32.3 3.4 106.4 - 142.1 108.5 5.6 5.2 6.8 0.2 126.3
34.9 9.5 157.8 - 202.2 25.0 10.9 4.1 6.3 - 46.3
165.5 24.5 409.9 80.4 680.3 680.5 92.7 33.1 22.0 88.2 916.5
c/ ¢/ c/ c/ - - 15.8 51.9 - 67.7

b/  Includes $30.0 million donors non—core with these funds.

¢/ Agencies' type of MSCs are included in their Trust Funds.

0% ®beg
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above, can be summarized as follows:
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characteristics, as reflected in table 6

AGENCIES

UNDP

Trust funds, mainly donor-driven; in
addition, recipient trust funds equal
in volume to UNDP non-core

Mainly for regional and global
activities

Donors focus on Africa, followed by
Asia; recipients mainly on Arab States

Overall, donors' trust funds constitute
60.3 per cent of agencies' technical
co-operation disbursements

Donors focus on administered funds and
are equal in volume to recipients
non-core funding

Mostly country-level activities

Mainly Africa, because of administered
funds; recipients concentrate on Latin
America

Overall, excluding administered funds,
non-core is 15.6 per cent of the UNDP
profile

32. Statistical table 3 of this annex provides detailed information on agency
expenditures. Percentages showing the UNDP share of agency financing are shown
exclusive of agency regular budget technical co-operation funding, although the

amounts are provided for information.

still requires a more precise definition.

What constitutes technical co-operation
It should also be noted that the World

Health Organization (WHO) includes overhead percentages in its reporting, as do a

number of the smaller agencies.

33, In recent years, a growing share of funding by OECD/DAC members of the United
Nations system technical co-operation has gone to the United Nations agencies,
largely in support of their regional and global themes. On a global scale,
OECD/DAC members' support for UNDP dropped from a high of 80.8 per cent in 1985 to

70.6 per cent in 1988 (see chart 1 below).

The OECD/DAC 1987 report entitled

Development Co-operation expressed what is at stake as follows, "Within UN funding,
the important comparison is between shares in funding of the UNDP and in the
provision of extra-budgetary resources directly to UN operational agencies. If a
donor's share in the latter is much larger than its share in the former, that donor
is in some degree acting to the detriment of the principle of the UNDP's central
funding role, even if its share of the funding of UNDP, seen independently, is

high" (p. 139).

34. Measured over a longer period, it should be noted that, from a 78 per cent
share of United Nations system technical co-operation financing in pre-Consensus
years (i.e., before 1970), UNDP dropped to 53 per cent in 1975. Since then, the
UNDP share has remained stable, not only in terms of the United Nations system
organizations (see chart 2), but also in terms of the United Nations system
technical co-operation financing (see chart 3).
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Annex Chart 1. OECD/DAC United Nations
technical co-operation funding
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35. Trust funds with the United Nations agencies increased from an annual average
of $35 million in the pre-Consensus years to $200 million immediately thereafter.
Since then, they have been a part of the United Nations system funding discussions
in general and of those on the central funding role of UNDP in particular; in 1988
they reached $450 million in 1988, The stability of the United Nations share since
the mid-1970s, as illustrated in chart 2, belies, however, the change in the type
of funding involved; over time core funding has declined, special purpose funding
has increased, in particular with the agencies and the United Nations Children's
Fund (UNICEF) (see chart 4).

36. Another characteristic that becomes more pronounced is the funding distinction
between country and intercountry activities. Donors are increasingly favouring
global themes, for which they make trust funds available to the agencies, in
recognition of the latter's constitutional responsibility for such themes. This is
illustrated in chart 5, in the impressive intercountry growth of the agencies;
chart 6 shows the impact of this preference on the UNDP funding profile. At the
intercountry (regiomal and global) level, it shows the sudden erosion in the UNDP
share of the United Nations system technical co-operation fimancing in the early
1970s, but to a lesser degree at the country level, in part reflecting the active
pursuit by UNDP of non-core modalities since the late 1970s.
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Annex Chart 4. Core and non-core shares

of United Nations technical co-operation

funding (Percentage)
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D. United Nations system technical co-operation funding
flow data

37. The declining UNDP share resulting from the growth in trust funds with the
agencies - in particular WHO and FAO - has been masked by shifts in UNDP favour of
recipient non-core funding flows, as illustrated in table 7. The recipient
non-core flows represent two contradictory trends: a decline in the Arab region
that affects the agencies in particular, and an increase in Latin America, largely
in support of the UNDP channel.

38. Table 7 shows that UNDP core contributions from OECD/DAC member countries
increased 42.4 per cent, from $635.9 million in 1979 to $905.5 million in 1988.
Their non-core contributions grew by 173 per cent; this has clearly become a
favourite route. Recipient country growth in non-core funding with UNDP was
219 per cent, with the agencies, 30.2 per cent.

39. In summary, major donors increasingly channel their ODA growth through
non-core modalities, whereby they favour the agency channels for global/regional
activities in support of themes. Recipients increasingly favour UNDP for their
non-core contributions, largely at the country level. Even if this conclusion
seems transparent, the motives behind it vary; for donors, burden-sharing is an
issue, while for recipients it should be noted that, both with the agencies and
with UNDP, a large portion of the non-core modality is concentrated in a limited
number of countries. It should also be noted that the UNDP overall non-core
profile, donor and recipient flows combined, should have data available on the
Management Services Agreements (MSA), as similar arrangements are reported by the
agencies as part of their non-core (for details, see statistical table 2 of this
annex).
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Annex table 7: United Nations_agencies and UNDP: technical
co-operation funding flows, 1979-1988

(Millions of United States dollars)

QECD/DAC countries Other countries non—core
UNDP Grand Agencies UNDP Grand Agencies
Year Agencies Core Non-core Subtotal total as % of total Agencies Core Non-core Subtotal total as % of total

1979 152 636 52 688 840 18.1 78 61 47 108 169 41.9
1980 189 657 73 731 920 20.6 84 58 60 119 178 41.4
1981 211 613 66 679 890 23.7 128 60 58 118 178 51.9
1982 206 622 65 687 893 23.1 130 54 65 119 173 52.1
1983 176 624 73 698 874 20.2 106 51 107 158 209 40.0
1984 218 628 78 705 923 23.6 134 52 91 142 104 48.6
1985 174 624 107 713 887 19.2 93 48 92 141 189 39.9
1986 258 728 105 832 1 090 23.7 88 48 102 150 198 37
1987 317 822 107 929 1 246 25.5 86 43 102 145 188 37.3
1988 430 905 127 1033 1 463 29.4 102 43 151 194 237 34.3

Source: UNDPe

Grand total = Agencies + UNDP subtotala

9% ebed
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IV. UNITED NATIONS SYSTEM FUNDING DATA

40. In 1966, OECD/DAC initiated annual aid flow statistics for its member
countries. The United Nations system started system-wide data on operational
activities for development in 1973; these did not, however, include data for the
World Bank and IDA; UNCTAD has been producing statistics on the aid performance of
the OPEC member countries for several years.

41, The Governing Council might wish to urge a United Nations system-wide review
to:

(a) Harmonize further the criteria for United Nations system data on its
operational activities for development, i.e., seek to distinguish between agency
regular budget technical co-operation financing in support of the constitutional
responsibility of the agency, and technical co-operation that results in
free-standing project expenditures;

(b) Seek agreement on definitions that distinguish between technical
assistance (as part and in support of capital investment), technical co-operation
(in support of the transfer of knowledge), and operational activities; and

(c) Seek agreement on definitions of sources of funding that are tied to
procuring inputs from the donor and if and how to report these separately from the
untied non-core funding sources.

Notes

1/ Often responding to the constitutional responsibilities of agencies, in
particular at regional/global and/or headquarters level. In addition, WHO started
in 1976 to classify 60 per cent of its assessed (regular) budget as technical
co-operation. In 1988, this alone amounted to $178.2 million or 70 per cent of the
amount allocated by the executing agencies for technical co-operation in their
regular budgets. Of total technical co-operation financed from its regular
(assessed) budget, WHO disburses 35 per cent for global technical co-operation
activities and 21 per cent for regiomnal activities.
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Statistical table 1. Donor ODA resources and contributions, including
non-core contributions
(Millions of United States dollars)
OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE UND P
BILATERAL MULTILATERAL X OF
COUNTRY TOTAL DAC % % OF [MULTI- GRAND X OF
OF GNP % OF % OF ODA |LATERAL| TOTALa2/] ODA
CDA ODA ODA
377 0.33 84.23% 15.77% 3.7 ] 0.98%] 6.22%
400 0.33 87.24% 12.76% 4.6 | 1.15%] 9.02%
588 0.35 71.39% 28.61% 7.8 | 1.33%] 4.64%
629 0.35 74.30% 25.70% 7.7 | 1.22%| 4.76% 7.8 1 1.24%
628 0.38 71.34% 28.66% 8.1 1.29%] 4.50% 8.1 1.29%
AUSTRALIA 649 0.35 84.28% 15.72% 1.3 | 1.74%] 11,08% 11.5 | 1.77%
883 0.38 63.99% 36.01% 4.6 | 1.65% 4.59% 17.4 | 1.97%
753 0.36 70.92% 29.08% 3.9 | 1.85%] 6.35% 15.7 | 2.08%
w7 0.36 78.25% 21.75% 3.4 | 1.72X] 7.93% 14 .1 1.81%
749 0.35 71.463% 28.57% 1.6 | 1.55%| 5.42% 13.1 | 1.75%
752 0.35 68.22% 31.78% 8.5 | 1.13%| 3.56% 9.3 | 1.24%
827 0.34 85.33% 14.67% 0.7 | 1.71%]| 11.63% 11.1 | 1.77%
1101 0.36 56.49% 43.51% 3.3 | 1.21%| 2.78% 14.8 | 1.34%
50 0.33 59.44% 40.56% 3.2 | 6.43%] 15.84%
108 0.33 79.87% 20.13% 3.7 | 3.42%) 16.97%
154 0.35 73.15% 26.85% 4.2 | 2.72%} 10.14%
131 0.35 47.34% 52.66% 5.0 | 3.81%| 7.23% 5.0
178 0.38 84.83% 15.17% 5.5 1 3.09%| 20.37X% 6.6
AUSTRIA 220 0.35 73.18% 26.82% 6.0 | 2.73%] 10.17% 7.0
236 0.38 69.92% 30.08% 6.0 2.54X%] 8.45% 7.0
158 0.36 80.38% 19.62% 6.8 | 4.30%X] 21.94% 6.9
181 0.36 75.69% 24.31% 6.7 | 3.70%] 15.23% 7.4
248 0.35 70.16% 29.84% 7.2 | 2.90%| 9.73% 7.4
197 0.35 71.57% 28.43% 7.7 | 3.91%| 13.75% 7.8
201 0.34 78.11% 21.89% 8.3 | 4.13%] 18.86% 8.4
302 0.36 53.97% 46.03% 9.7 | 3.21%| 6.98% 9.8
340 0.33 67.36% 32.64% 9.1 | 2.68%] 8.20%
37 0.33 70.59% 29.41% 2.8 | 3.45%) 11.73%
536 0.35 57.90% 42.10% 5.4 | 2.87X] 6.82%
643 0.35 69.19% 30.81% 6.6 | 2.58%F 8.38% 17.2 | 2.68%
594 0.38 76.60% 23.40% 6.2 | 2.73%] 11.65% 16.6 | 2.79%
BELGIUM 575 0.35 64.17% 35.83% 4.9 | 2.59%] 7.23% 15.4 | 2.68%
499 0.38 58.72% 41.28% 3.8 | 2.77X| 6.70% 14.2 | 2.85%
480 0.36 60.21% 39.79% 1.2 | 2.33%| 5.86% 11.8 | 2.46%
433 0.36 60.05% 39.95% 0.3 } 2.38%] 5.95% 10.7 | 2.47X%
439 0.35 62.19% 37.81% 0.2 | 2.32%] 6.14X 10.8 | 2.46%
549 0.35 65.94% 34.06% 6.1 | 2.93%X| 8.61%X 17.1 | 3.11%
687 0.34 62.30% 37.70% 6.4 | 2.39%] 6.33% 17.8 | 2.59%
597 0.36 70.85% 29.15% 2.70%| 9.25% 18.0 | 3.02%x
887 0.33 59.64% 40.36% 3.25%| 8.05%
991 0.33 47.95% 52.05% 3.27%| 6.28%
1 060 0.35 61.16% 38.84% 3.26%| 8.40%
1 056 0.35 56.22% 43.78% 3.32%| 7.59% 35.2 | 3.33%
1 075 0.38 61.12% 38.88% 3.27%| 8.42% 35.3 | 3.28%
CANADA 1189 0.35 62.74% 37.26% 3.25%| 8.74% 38.1 | 3.20%
1197 0.38 69.09% 30.91% 3.49%) 11.30X% 42.3 | 3.53%
1 429 0.36 59.41% 40.59% 3.47%] 8.55% 50.3 | 3.52%
1 625 0.36 63.94% 36.06% 3.08%| 8.53X% 51.6 | 3.18%
1631 0.35 61.13% 38.87% 2.67T%| 6.86% 48.4 | 2.97%
1 695 0.35 62.18% 37.82% 2.74%| 7.24% 50.5 | 2.98%
1 885 0.35 66.79% 33.21% 2.T4%| 8.24% 55.4 | 2.94%
2 342 0.36 67.42% 32.58% 2.59% 7.96% 68.8 | 2.94%
214 0.33 54.62% 45.38% 18.24%| 40.18%
258 0.33 57.04% 42.96% 17.56%] 40.88%
388 0.75 0.35 56.06% 43.94% 11.12%] 25.31%
461 0.77 0.35 56.35% 43.65% 13.59%| 31.13% 65.5 114.22%
481 0.74 0.38 55.30% 44,.70% 12.18%| 27.26% 62.0 [12.89%
DENMARK 404 0.73 0.35 50.25% 49.75% 11.66%| 23.43% 50.7 |12.55%
415 0.76 0.38 51.81% 48.19% 9.47%] 19.65% 43.6 |10.51%
395 0.73 0.36 60.00% 40.00% 9.32X| 23.29% 43.2 |10.94%
449 0.85 0.36 49.67% 50.33% 9.00%| 17.88% 45.2 [10.07%
439 0.80 0.35 51.94% 48.06% 8.43%| 17.54%X 43.6 | 9.93%
695 0.89 0.35 52.09% 47.91% 7.58%| 15.83% 62.4 | 8.98%
859 0.88 0.35 53.43% 46.5T% 8.09%| 17.38% 86.3 110.05%
922 0.89 0.36 51.84% 48.16% 8.36X| 17.36% 87. 9.48%
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Statistical table 1 (continued)
OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE UNDP
BILATERAL | MULTILATERAL VOLUN- % OF
COUNTRY YEAR | TOTAL |AS X OF| DAC % Mmuﬂnm % OF [MULTI- | GRAND | X OF
GNP |OF GNP X OF % OF BUTions | ODA  |LATERAL| TOTAL3/[ ODA
s ODA s O0A $ ODA
1976 51 | 0.17 ] o0.33 29 (56.21% 22 143.79% 5.6 {11.05%] 25.23%
1977 4 | 0.16 ] 0.33 27 [55.12% 22 44.88% 5.4 {11.07%| 24.66%
1978 55 | 0.16 | 0.35 23 (41.79% 32 [58.21% 5.9 [10.77%| 18.50%
1979 90 | 0.22 ] 0.35 42 |47.16% 48 [52.84% 6.8 | 7.56%| 14.32% 6.9 | 7.68%
1980 110 | 0.22 | 0.38 65 [59.00% 45 140.91% 7.8 | 7.00%| 17.33% 8.0 | 7.27%
FINLAND 1981 134 | 0.28 | 0.35 78 |58.21% 56 (41.79% 8.0 | 5.97%| 14.29% 9.6 | 7.16%
1982 144 | 0.30 | 0.38 86 (59.72% 58 [40.28% 7.7 | 5.35%| 13.28%| 0.2 | 7.08%
1983 154 | 0.33 | 0.36 93 160.39% 61 [39.61% 7.9 | 5.13%] 12.95% 9.6 | 6.23%
1984 178 | 0.36 | 0.36 108 |60.67% 70 [39.33% 8.5 | 4.78%] 12.16%| 10.7 | 6.01%
1985 211 | 0.40 | 0.35 128 |60.66% 83 [39.34% 8.6 | 4.08%| 10.36%| 10.6 | 5.02%
1986 313 | 0.45 | 0.35 188 |60.06%| 125 |39.94% 16.2 | 5.18%| 12.96%| 22.9 | 7.32%
1987 433 | 0.50 | 0.35 263 |60.74%| 170 {39.26% 26.3 | 6.07%| 15.47%] 31.8 | 7.34X
1988 608 | 0.59 | 0.36 380 [62.50%| 228 |37.50% 34.0 | 5.59%| 14.91%] 43.8 | 7.20%
1976 | 1212 | 0.35 | 0.33 912 |75.25%| 300 [24.75% 10.0 | 0.83%| 3.33%
1977 | 1285 | 0.34 | 0.33 935 |72.76%] 350 |27.24% 10.0 | 0.78%| 2.86%
1978 | 1566 | 0.33 | 0.35 | 1 212 |77.35%] 355 |22.65% 14.0 | 0.89%| 3.95%
1979 | 1987 | 0.36 | 0.35 | 1416 |71.27%| 571 [28.73% 16.0 | 0.81%| 2.80%] 16.0 | 0.81%
1980 | 2 154 | 0.36 | 0.38 | 1 453 [67.46%| 701 [32.54% 25.1 | 1.17%] 3.58%| 25.1 | 1.17%
FRANCE 1981 | 2592 | 0.45 | 0.35 | 1960 {75.62%| 632 [24.38% 23.7 | 0.91%| 3.75%| 23.7 | 0.91%
1982 | 2627 | 0.49 { 0.38 | 1905 [72.52%| 722 {27.48% 26.1 | 0.99%| 3.61%| 26.3 | 1.00%
1983 | 2500 | 0.47 | 0.36 | 1830 |73.20%| 670 [26.80% 27.8 | 1.11%] 4.15%] 29.3 | 1.17%
1984 | 2552 | 0.52 | 0.36 | 1934 |75.78%| 618 [24.22% 27.5 | 1.08%} 4.45%] 29.4 | 1.15%
1985 | 2770 | 0.54 | 0.35 | 2 037 |73.54%| 733 |26.46% 25.2 | 0.91%| 3.44%| 26.0 | 0.94%
1986 | 3508 | 0.49 | 0.35 | 2 565 |73.12%| 943 126.88% 32.7 | 0.93%| 3.47%| 34.8 | 0.99%
1987 | 4 489 | 0.51 | 0.35 | 3 290 [73.29%} 1 199 [26.71% 42.2 | 0.94%| 3.52%] 43.5 | 0.97%
1988 | 4 780 | 0.54 | 0.36 | 3 515 |73.54%| 1 265 [26.46% 44.3 | 0.93%| 3.50%| 46.1 | 0.96%
1976 | 1593 | 0.36 | 0.33 | 1 044 {65.56%| 549 |34.44% 30.5 | 1.91%] 5.56%
1977 | 1 717 | 0.33 | 0.33 | 1 028 |59.90%| 688 [40.10% 39.2 | 2.28%| 5.69%
1978 | 2348 | 0.37 | 0.35 | 1561 |66.48%] 787 {33.52% 49.8 | 2.12%| 6.33%
1979 | 3393 | 0.45 | 0.35 | 2 204 [64.95%} 1 189 {35.05% 58.8 | 1.73%| 4.94%] 59.0 | 1.74%
1980 | 3566 | 0.44 | 0.38 | 2 323 [65.14%| 1 243 [34.86% 61.9 | 1.74%| 4.98%] 62.2 | 1.74%
GERMANY, FED- {1981 | 3 181 | 0.47 | 0.35 | 2 244 |70.54%] 937 [29.46% 47.6 | 1.50%] 5.08%| 51.0 | 1.60%
ERAL REP. OF |1982 | 3 151 | 0.48 | 0.38 | 2 265 {71.88%| 886 [28.12% 46.6 | 1.47%] S.24X|  49.1 ] 1.56%
1983 | 3176 | 0.49 | 0.36 | 2 101 |66.15%| 1 075 [33.85% 46.8 1 1.61%] 4.17%|  46.4 | 1.46%
1984 | 2782 | 0.45 | 0.36 | 1 868 [67.15%] 914 |32.85% 41.3 | 1.48%| 4.52%) 42.6 | 1.53%
1985 | 2 942 | 0.47 | ©.35 | 1 980 |67.30%| 962 |32.70% 40.4 | 1.37%| 4.20%] 40.8 | 1.39%
1986 | 3831 | 0.43 | 0.35 | 2 642 [68.96%] 1 189 [31.04% 55.4 | 1.45%] 4.66%] 56.6 | 1.48%
1987 | 4390 | 0.39 | 0.35 | 3 090 |70.39%| 1 300 [29.61% 70.3 | 1.60%| 5.41%| 70.9 | 1.62%
1988 | 4 731 | 0.39 | 0.36 | 3 172 |67.05%] 1 559 132.95% 77.5 | 1.64%| 4.97%] 78.0 | 1.65%
1985 39| 0.2 0.35 17 |43.59% 22 [56.41% 1.1 | 2.82%} 5.00% 1.1 | 2.82%
IRELAND 1986 62| 0.28 ] 0.35 25 140.32% 37 [59.68% 1.5 | 2.42%] 4.05% 1.5 | 2.42%
1987 51 | 0.20 | 0.35 27 [52.94% 24 |47.06% 1.3 { 2.55%| 5.42% 1.3 | 2.55%
1988 57| 0.20 | 0.36 22 (38.60% 35 [61.40% 0.5 | 0.88%| 1.43% 0.5 | 0.88%
1976 226 | 0.13 ] 0.33 78 |34.60%| 148 |65.40% 4.1 | 1.81%| 2.77%
1977 198 | 0.10 | 0.33 35 [17.62%] 163 [82.38% 4.2 | 2.72%| 2.57%
1978 377 | 0.14 | 0.35 22 | 5.92%| 354 [94.08% 5.3 | 1.41%] 1.50%
1979 273 | 0.08 | 0.35 23 | 8.24%| 251 [91.76% 5.4 | 1.98%] 2.16% 5.4
1980 68 { 0.17 | 0.38 84 [12.28%| 600 |87.72% 13.7 | 2.00%| 2.28%| 21.3
1TALY 1981 665 | 0.19.] 0.35 172 125.86%| 493 {74.14% 16.9 | 2.54%| 3.43%] 19.8
1982 811 | 6.24 | 0.38 309 {38.10%] 502 |61.90% 23.2 | 2.86%) 4.62%| 26.1
1983 827 | 0.24 | 0.36 443 153.57%| 384 [46.43% 25.8 | 3.12%] 6.72%| 37.5
1984 | 1133 | 0.33 | 0.36 625 |55.16%| 508 44.84% 26.3 | 2.32%| 5.18%] 43.3
1985 | 1098 | 0.31 | 0.35 781 171.13%) 317 |28.87% 31.5 | 2.87%| 9.94%| 72.1
1986 | 2 404 | 0.40 | 0.35 | 1 487 [61.86%] 917 [38.14% 42.5 | 1.77%} 4.63%] 57.1
1987 | 2615 | 0.35 | 0.34 | 1878 |[71.82%| 737 [28.18% 55.2 | 2.11%| 7.49%| 63.0
1988 | 3183 | 0.39 | 0.36 | 2 408 |75.65%| 775 [24.35% 56.4 | 1.77%| 7.28%| 70.9
1976 | 1 105 0.20 0.33 753 |68.14% 352 {31.86% 20.0 | 1.81%X] 5.68%
1977 [ 1425 ] o0.21 | 0.33 899 |63.13%| 525 |36.87% 22.0 | 1.54%| 4.19%
1978 | 2215 | 0.23 | 0.35 | 1531 |69.11%| 684 |30.89% 25.0 | 1.13%| 3.65%
1979 | 2685 | 0.27 | 0.35 | 1 969 |73.32%| 716 [26.68% 35.0 | 1.30%| 4.89%| 38.0 | 1.42X
1980 | 3353 | 0.32 | 0.38 | 2 010 [59.95%| 1 343 [40.05% 41.0 | 1.22%] 3.05%| 42.0 | 1.25%
JAPAN 1981 | 3170 | 0.28 | 0.35 | 2 260 |71.29%| 910 {28.71% 45.9 | 1.45%] 5.04%| 8.9 | 1.54%
1982 | 3023 | 0.28 | 0.38 | 2 367 |78.30%] 656 {21.70% S1.4 | 1.70%} 7.84X| 54.4 | 1.80X
1983 | 2761 | 0.33 | 0.36 | 2 425 |87.83%| 336 [12.17% 54.8 | 1.98%| 16.31X] 58.2 | 2.11%
19846 | 4 318 | 0.35 | 0.36 | 2 427 [56.21%] 1 891 [43.79% 58.8 | 1.36%] 3.11X] 2.2 | 1.44%
1985 | 3797 | 0.29 | 0.35 | 2 557 [67.34X] 1 240 [32.66% 62.5 | 1.65%) 5.04X| 66.4 | 1.75%
1986 | 5634 | 0.29 | 0.35 | 3 846 {68.26%| 1 788 [31.74% 64.8 | 1.15%| 3.62X] 69.6 1 1.24%
1987 | 7362 | 0.31 | 0.34 | 5135 [69.94%X| 2 207 |30.06% 70.1 | o.9sx] 3.18%| 75.8 | 1.03%
1988 | 9 134 | 0.32 | 0.36 | 6 422 [70.31%] 2 712 {29.69% 79.0 | 0.86%| 2.91%x| 87.4 | 0.96%
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COUNTRY YEAR | TOTAL |AS X OF| DAC %

GNP [OF GNP

1976 728 0.83 0.33

1977 908 0.85 0.33

1978 { 1 074 | 0.82 | 0.35

1979 { 1473 | 0.98 [ 0.35

1980 { 1 631 1.03 0.38

NETHERLANDS [1981 | 1 510 | 1.08 | 0.35

1982 | 1472 | 1.08 | 0.38

1983 | 1195 | 0.91 | 0.36

1984 | 1268 | 1.02 | 0.36

1985 | 1 134 | 0.91 | 0.35

1986 | 1 740 | 1.01 | 0.35

1987 | 2095 | 0.98 | 0.34

1988 | 2231 | 0.98 | 0.36

1976 53 0.41 0.33

1977 53 0.39 0.33

1978 55 0.34 0.35

1979 68 0.33 0.35

1980 72 0.33 0.38

NEW ZEALAND |1981 68 | 0.29 1 0.35

1982 65 0.28 2.38

1983 62 0.28 0.36

1984 55 0.25 0.36

1985 54 { 0.25 | 0.35

1986 I¢] 0.30 0.35

1987 86 0.26 0.34

1988 105 0.27 0.36

1976 218 0.70 0.33

1977 295 0.83 0.33

1978 355 0.90 0.35

1979 429 0.93 0.35

1980 486 0.85 0.38

NORWAY 1981 467 | 0.82 1 0.35

1982 559 0.99 0.38

1983 584 1.06 0.36

1984 543 1.02 0.36

1985 575 1.03 0.35

1986 798 1.20 0.35

1987 891 1.09 0.34

1988 985 1.1 0.36

1976 608 0.82 0.33

1977 779 0.99 0.33

1978 783 0.90 0.35

1979 988 0.97 0.35

1980 962 0.79 0.38

SWEDEN 1981 919 | 0.83 | 0.35

1982 987 1.02 0.38

1983 754 | 0.85 | 0.36

1984 741 | 0.80 | 0.36

1985 840 | 0.8 | 0.35

1986 | 1 090 | 0.85 { 0.35

1987 | 1375 | 0.88 | 0.34

1988 | 1529 | 0.87 ] 0.36

1976 112 0.19 0.33

1977 119 0.19 0.33

1978 173 0.20 0.35

1979 213 0.21 0.35

1980 253 0.24 0.38

SWITZERLAND  [1981 237 | 0.26 | 0.35

1982 252 | 0.25 | 0.38

1983 320 | 0.32 | 2.36

1984 285 0.30 0.36

1985 303 0.3 0.35

1986 421 0.30 0.35

1987 547 0.31 0.34

1988 617 0.32 0.36

BILATERAL MULTILATERAL

% OF A% OF

$ 00A s ODA
496 |68.12% 232 131.88X
644 |70.91% 264 |29.09%
789 |73.52% 284 |26.48%
1 031 {70.01% 442 |29.99%
1228 [75.29% 403 |24.71%
1 143 [75.70% 367 |24.30%
1 064 |72.28% 408 127.72X
812 |67.95% 383 132.05%
879 |69.32% 389 {30.68%
762 167.20% 372 132.80%
1180 j67.82% 560 132.18%
1 419 |67.73% 676 132.2T%
1 552 {69.57% 679 [30.43%
46 181.77X 10 [18.23%
42 |79.43% 11 [20.57%
45 (81.79% 10 [18.21X
53 |77.86% 15 |22.14%
52 [72.22% 20 [27.78%
51 [75.00% 17 |25.00%
49 [75.38% 16 |24.62%
48 |77.42% 14 |22.58%
44 (80.00% 11 120.00%
43 |79.63% 11 |20.37X
61 {81.33% 14 118.67X
66 {76.74% 20 123.26%
93 |88.57% 12 |11.43%
106 [48.58% 112 |51.42%
165 [55.92% 130 |44.08%
192 [54.15% 163 145.85X
249 |57.92% 181 |42.08%
284 158.44% 202 |41.56%
265 156.75% 202 143.25%
326 |58.32% 233 |41.68%
331 |56.68% 253 |43.32%
307 [56.54% 236 |43.46%
329 |57.22% 246 |42.78%
479 |60.03% 319 |39.97X
528 |59.26% 363 |40.74%
572 |58.07% 413 141.93%
401 166.05% 206 |33.95%
486 162.36% 293 |37.64%
473 160.44% 310 |39.56%
651 165.89% 337 134.11%
715 {74.32% 247 125.68%
603 165.61% 316 [34.39%
586 {59.37X 401 140.63%
526 169.76% 228 130.24%
526 170.99% 215 129.01%
580 {69.05% 260 [30.95%
777 |71.28% 313 (28.72%
896 [65.16% 479 |34.84%
1 054 |68.93% 475 |31.07%
67 159.61% 45 [40.39%
69 |58.15% 50 [41.85%
101 |58.17% 73 [41.83%
115 |54.11% 98 145.89%
177 169.96% 76 130.04%
163 (68.78% 74 |31.22%
184 (73.02% 68 |26.98%
218 |68.13% 102 |31.88%
218 |76.49% 67 [23.51%
228 |75.25% 75 |26.75%
323 |76.72% 98 |23.28%
389 |71.12% 158 |28.88%
445 {72.12% 172 |27.88%
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Statistical table 1 (continued)
OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE UND P
BILATERAL | MULTILATERAL VOLUN-~ % OF
COUNTRY YEAR | TOTAL |AS X OF| DAC % TARY X OF |MULTI- | GRAND % OF
GNP |OF GNP X OF % OF g%g;; ODA |LATERAL| TOTALa/[ ODA
s ODA s ODA $ ODA

1976 880 0.37 0.33 581 |66.03% 299 |33.97% 29.2 | 3.32%} 9.774

1977 | 1 103 0.45 0.33 552 }50.03% 551 |49.97% 34.4 ] 3.12%] 6.24%

1978 | 1 465 0.46 | 0.35 854 |58.28%| 611 [41.72% 47.6 | 3.25%0 7.79%
1979 | 2 157 | 0.52 0.35 | 1 215 |56.32%| 942 |43.68% 58.1 | 2.69%] 6.17%| 58.5 | 2.71%
1980 | 1 854 0.35 0.38 | 1 328 {71.63% 526 |28.37X 34.9 | 1.88%| 6.63% 34,9 | 1.88X
UNITED KINGDOM}|1981 | 2 192 0.43 0.35 | 1 327 |60.54% 865 39.46% 34.2 | 1.56%] 3.95X% 34.2 | 1.56%
1982 | 1 800 0.37 0.38 958 [|53.22% 842 |46.78% 32.6 | 1.81%| 3.87% 32.7 | 1.82%
1983 | 1 605 0.35 0.36 859 ]53.52% 746 |46.48% 28.5 | 1.78%| 3.82% 29.3 | 1.83%
1984 | 1 418 0.33 0.36 772 |54.44% 646 145.56% 26.8 | 1.89%| 4.15% 26.8 | 1.89%
1985 | 1 531 0.34 0.35 860 |56.17% 671 |43.83% 26.4 | 1.59%] 3.64% 24.4 | 1.59%
1986 | 1 749 0.32 0.35 | 1 022 |58.43% 727 |41.57% 31.1 1.78%] 4.28% 31.6 | 1.81%
1987 | 1 87 0.28 | 0.34 | 1008 |53.87X%] 863 |46.13% 36.3 | 1.94%| 4.21%] 36.4 | 1.95%
1988 | 2 645 0.32 6.36 | 1 430 |54.06%| 1,215 [45.94% 43.4 | 1.64%] 3.57%]  44.7 | 1.69%

1976 | 4 360 0.26 0.33 | 2 838 [65.09%] 1 522 {34.91% 100.0 | 2.29%| 6.57%

1977 | 4 682 0.25 0.33 | 2 897 |61.87%| 1 785 |38.13% 100.0 | 2.14%| 5.60%

1978 | 5 664 0.27 0.35 | 3 474 [61.34%| 2 190 |38.66% 115.0 | 2.03%] 5.25%
1979 | 4 684 0.20 0.35 | 4 076 |87.02% 608 |12.98% 126.0 | 2.69%| 20.72%] 128.7 | 2.75%
1980 | 7 138 0.27 | 0.38 | 4 366 {61.17%| 2 772 [38.83% 126.1 | 1.77%| 4.55%| 128.5 | 1.80%
UNITED STATES|1981 | 5 782 0.20 | 0.35 | 4 317 |74.66%] 1 465 (25.34% 125.8 | 2.18%| 8.59%| 129.2 | 2.23%
1982 | 8 202 0.27 | 0.38 | 4 861 [59.27%| 3 341 |40.73% 127.5 | 1.55%| 3.82%} 130.6 | 1.59%
1983 | 7 992 0.24 0.36 | 5 493 [68.73%1 2 499 |31.27% 139.3 | 1.76%| 5.57%] 162.6 | 1.78%
1984 | 8 711 0.24 0.36 | 6 457 |74.12%| 2 254 |25.88% 158.7 | 1.82%| 7.04%| 161.6 | 1.86%
1985 | 9 403 0.24 0.35 | 8 182 187.01%| 1 221 [12.99% 161.4 | 1.72%| 13.22%| 166.7 | 1.77%
1986 { 9 564 0.23 0.35 | 7 602 |79.49%} 1 962 |20.51% 136.5 | 1.43%| 6.96%} 141.9 { 1.48X
1987 | 8 945 0.20 6.36 | 7 007 |78.33%| 1 938 [21.67% 107.5 | 1.20%} 5.55%] 110.4 | 1.23%
1988 [10 141 6.21 0.36 | 6 765 {66.71%| 3 376 |33.29% 110.0 | 1.08%| 3.26%| 115.0 | 1.13%

1976 |13 014 0.33 | 8 571 |65.86%| 4 443 |34.14% 417.6 | 3.21%F 9.40%

1977 {14 740 0.33 | 9 098 [61.72%] 5 642 |38.28% 467.2 | 3.17%| 8.28%

1978 |18 854 0.35 |11 985 |63.57%| 6 869 |36.43% 536.4 | 2.85%| 7.81%
1979 |21 358 0.35 |14 870 |69.62%| 6 488 |30.38% 633.8 | 2.97%| 9.77%| 685.4 | 3.21%
1980 |25 219 0.38 116 062 |63.69%| 9 157 |36.31% 655.1 | 2.60%| 7.15%| 728.4 | 2.89%
TOTAL DAC 1981 123 954 0.35 |16 609 |69.34%| 7 345 |30.66% 611.9 | 2.55% 8.33%| 676.7 | 2.82%
1982 |26 323 6.38 |17 025 {64.68%} 9 298 |35.32% 619.0 | 2.35%]| 6.66%| 684.3 | 2.60%
1983 (25 145 0.36 |17 215 |68.46%| 7 930 |31.54% 622.9 | 2.48%| 7.85%| 696.1 | 2.77%
1984 127 449 0.36 |18 432 {67.15%| 9 017 |32.85% 623.8 | 2.27%] 6.92%] 701.5 | 2.56%
1985 |28 203 0.35 {20 691 [73.36%] 7 512 |26.64% 621.7 | 2.20%| 8.28%| 728.5 | 2.58%
1986 |35 077 0.35 |24 629 |70.21%|10 448 [29.79% 722.5 | 2.06%| 6.92%] 828.4 | 2.36%
1987 {39 389 0.34 |27 834 {70.66%|11 555 |29.34% 817.1 | 2.07%] 7.07%| 924.4 | 2.35%
1988 |46 010 0.36 |31 095 |67.58%}14 915 |32.42% 899.8 | 1.96%| 6.03%|1 026.8 | 2.23%

Source: Votluntary contributions: DOF (Treasury) Printouts through January 1989.
ODA: OECD Development Co-operation Reviews through 1989.

a/ Includes UNDP core, funds core and co-financing.

e
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Statistical table 2. Core and co-financing contributions to United Nations
agencies, UNDP and UNDP-administered funds, 1979-1988
(Millions of United States dollars)

OECD/DAC AGENCY
MEMBER COUNTRIES UN SPECIALIZED AGENCIES UNDP AS X
(Ranked by 1988 sus- sus- OF UNDP a/|

agencies as % |YEAR TOTAL ADMIN| NON- TOTAL suB- | MSA
of UNDP) FAQ WHC UN UNESCO{ ILO ]UNIDO{OTHER CORE |FUNDS| CORE TOTAL
1979 0.1 C.1 0.1 0.11 0.1 0.5 5.4 | 0.0 0.0 5.4 9.3%
1980 | 13.2 0.3 1.0 [ 0.2 | 14.7 13.7 | 7.4 0.2 21.3 69.0%
1981 | 20.0 0.3 0.1 3.1 1.1 24.6 16.9 | 1.9 1.0 19.8 124.2%
1982 8.2 1.3 0.3 1.0 | 1.0 ] 1.6 | 0.6 | 14.0 23.2 | 2.3 0.6 26.1 53.6%
Italy 1983 | 19.5 1.3 0.9 0.1 0.1 ] 3.5 1.8] 27.2 25.8 | 2.4 9.3 37.5 72.5%|--=~-
1984 | 23.5 3.9 2.5 0.1 4159} 1.2 3.2 40.3 26.3 | 2.3 | 14.7 43.3 93.1%
1985 5.7 3.8 | -0.2 0.8 2.0 3.0(3.8]|18.9 31.5 | 3.2 | 37.4 72.1 26.2%163.8
1986 | 27.1 5.7 1.1 0.8 | 1.4 6.7 { 2.2 | 45.0 42.5 | 3.9 | 10.7 57.1 78.8%157.5
1987 3.4 6.7 0.1 0.1 | 8.6 |23.3 ] 2.8 | 45.0 55.2 | 4.6 3.2 63.0 71.4%131.2
1988 | 56.3 8.3 1.6 0.8 | 2.1 |15.8 | 4.8 | 89.7 56.4 | 5.5 9.0 70.9 126.5%115.6
1979 5.6 0.6 0.9 0.1 11.5] 0.5 ] 0.7 9.9 16.6 | 0.3 0.3 17.2 57.6%
1980 | 10.3 1.5 1.5 0.7 2.4 | 1.0 | 1.2 | 18.6 16.2 | 0.2 0.2 16.6 112.0%
1981 6.7 1.1 0.8 0.3 | 2.1 0.9}1.8 | 13.7 15.0 | 0.4 0.0 15.4 89.0%
1982 9.2 0.7 1.8 0.8 19¢11.21{1.3 16.9 13.8 | 0.4 0.0 14.2 119.0%
Belgium 1983 4.9 0.8 2.3 1.3 ] 1.5 1.5 | 1.2 13.5 11.2 | 0.3 0.3 11.8 114.4%
1984 6.7 0.4 2.5 0.2 |1.5]| 0.7 ]| 0.8} 12.8 10.3 | 0.3 0.1 10.7 119.6%
1985 2.2 0.5 0.9 0.3 | 1.5 |c0.1)] 1.9 7.2 10.2 | 0.5 0.1 10.8 66.7%
1986 3.6 0.1 2.4 0.5} 1.7]0.2] 1.2 9.7 16.1 | 0.8 0.2 17.1 56.7%
1987 | 12.6 0.3 0.8 0.4 2.0 1.0 1.4 18.5 16.4 1.4 0.0 17.8 103.9%
1988 6.2 0.9 2.6 1.0 1 1.7 | 0.9 | 1.2 | 14.5 16.1 1.2 0.7 18.0 80.6%
1979 9.8 2.5 1.9 1.8 1 4.8 ] 0.3 ] 3.2 24.3 73.4 |16.9 2.0 92.3 26.3%
1980 | 10.8 3.0 1.9 0.85.9103]7.9]| 30.6 78.5 |18.9 3.6 101.0 30.3%
1981 14.5 4.5 2.0 0.2 | 8.0 § 0.2 | 6.3 | 35.7 63.9 | 7.9 7.0 78.8 45.3%
1982 | 15.4 3.2 2.3 2.0 ]| 6.9 | 0.4 { 5.5 ] 35.4 61.5 | 5.6 6.0 73.1 48.4%
Netheriands 1983 6.1 2.9 2.1 0.4 | 7.1 ] 0.1 | 4.6} 23.3 57.3 { 5.3 5.5 68.1 34.2%)-----
1984 | 11.0 2.7 2.5 0.4 157 0.7]5.5{ 28.5 46.5 | 3.8 5.9 56.2
1985 | 12.8 2.1 2.1 0.1 3.9 ] 0.8]4.21] 26.0 43.5 | 3.7 6.6 53.8
1986 | 10.2 6.9 1.6 3.5 ] 0.5 | 6.1 28.8 62.4 | 5.7 6.3 74.4
1987 | 21.6 7.6 1.5 7.3 | 2.2 ) 6.1 46.3 75.9 | 6.8 8.6 91.3
1988 | 25.5 10.1 2.5 6.2 1 1.4 ] 6.8 ]| 52.5 81.8 { 7.1 8.1 97.0
1979 7.8 3.6 0.1 0.3 | 11.8 58.1 0.0 0.4 58.5
1980 2.1 3.6 0.8 | 0.7 7.2 34.9 {1 0.0 0.0 34.9
1981 0.3 2.4 0.3 ] 0.4 3.4 34.2 | 0.0 0.0 34.2
1982 0.3 2.0 0.4 | 0.3 3.0 32.6 | 0.0 0.1 32.7
UNITED 1983 2.2 0.4 | 0.4 3.0 28.5 | 0.0 0.8 29.3
KINGDOM 1984 2.4 0.1 0.5 | 0.4 3.4 26.8 | 0.0 0.0 26.8
1985 0.1 6.3 | 3.0 3.4 24.4 | 0.0 0.0 24.4
1986 0.1 4.5 0.1 0.5 | 0.5 5.7 31.1 | 0.1 0.4 31.6
1987 0.2 5.9 0.4 0.6 | 0.6 7.7 36.3 | 0.1 0.0 36.4
1988 0.1 19.3 0.1 1.2 | 0.7 | 21.4 43.4 | 0.1 1.2 44.7
1979 5.7 0.5 0.1 0.1 1.0 0.4 7.8 16.2 | 3.7 0.6 18.5 42.2%
1980 5.2 0.5 0.3 0.1 1.9 1 1.5 | 0.5 10.0 16.6 | 6.5 0.5 23.6 42.4%
1981 3.7 0.5 0.2 0.3 }4.0]0.2]0.6 9.5 15.3 | 4.6 0.3 20.2 47.0X
1982 2.3 0.8 0.2 0.4} 1.0)] 0.6 |1.2 6.5 17.7 | 5.2 0.1 23.0 28.3%
Switzerland 1983 4.2 0.8 0.4 0.3]11.210.2] 1.1 8.2 17.2 | 7.0 0.4 24.6 33.3%
1984 5.7 0.6 0.3 1.2 ] 0.1 1.2 9.1 17.0 | 4.1 0.9 22.0 41.4%
1985 3.9 0.7 0.1 1.8 1 0.4 | 0.2 7.1 4.4 2.0 24 .1 29.5%
1986 3.4 1.1 0.1 0.7 | 17104 1]1.9 9.3 6.8 1.8 35.0 26.6%
1987 4.4 1.7 0.1 0.4 |1 3.5} 0.7 ) 3.3 | 14.1% 7.8 2.3 41.8 33.7%
1988 3.3 7.1 0.2 0.5 ]| 2.4 }11.3]5.6| 20.4 8.4 1.4 45.2 45.1%
1979 | 10.2 | 12.4 0.4 0.7 | 4.6 |13 8.9] 38.3 12.9 0.5 83.7 45.8%
1980 | 11.0 | 11.3 0.3 1.6 | 8.3 | 1.6 | 2.3 | 36.4 19.6 1.4 97.6 37.3%
1981 | 12.4 | 11.0 0.5 0.4 ] 4.0 ) 0.8 ]| 9.8} 38.9 12.2 0.8 75.6 51.5%
1982 | 12.8 8.1 1.2 2.8 15.8] 0.5 6.9} 38.1 13.3 1.2 67.6 56.4%
Sweden 1983 5.2 | 10.9 0.4 0.813.9]0.3]5.5]| 27.0 49.2 |10.6 1.2 61.0 44 .3%
1984 5.7 6.0 0.4 1.0 | 3.6 | 0.1 ] 5.3 | 22.1% 45.0 [12.2 1.9 59.1 37.4%
1985 7.4 9.3 1.0 0.9 |]2.610.21)3.2] 24.6 48.4 [12.4 1.5 62.3 39.5%
1986 4.7 | 11.2 1.8 1.5 1.3 1 0.2 }5.1 25.8 63.1 |15.8 2.1 81.0 31.9%
1987 6.7 | 13.1 0.1 1.0 | 2.4 1 0.2} 8.5 ]| 32.0 76.4 |17.6 2.2 96.2 33.3%
1988 1.1 | 30.4 0.1 1.4 | 2.8 11.5 | 47.3 82.7 [19.6 5.6 107.9 43.8%
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OECD/DAC
MEMBER COUNTRIES
(Ranked by 1988

agencies as %
of UNDP)

UN SPECIALIZED AGENCIES
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Statistical table 2 (continued)

SELECTED OTHER AGENCY
COUNTRIES UN SPECIALIZED AGENCIES AS %
(RANKED ON OF UNDP

1988 $ SUB-TOTAL sug-
TO AGENCIES) UNIDO CORE TOTAL
0.7 0.7 2.9 1.1 4.0 17.5%
0.1} 0.9 1.0 3.3 2.2 5.5 18.2%
Argentina 0.1 | 1.0 1.1 3.3 11.1 14.4 7.6%
0.1 ] 1.4 1.5 12.7 12.7 11.8%
1.8 1.8 17.0 17.0 10.6%
0.8 0.8 0.1 5 160.0%
1.3 1.3 1.3 5 86.7X
Cameroon 0.1 0.6 0.8 1.1 2 66.7%
0.6 1.2 1.8 0.0 0 a/
1.0 0.7 1.7 1.1 1 154.5%
1.3 0.7 0.0 2.0 0.5 5 400.0%
1.8 0.1 (0.0)] 1.9 0.2 2 950.0%
Democratic Yemen 0.9 0.2 (0.1 1.0 0.2 2 500.0%
2.0 0.4 (0.1 2.3 0.2 2 1150.0%
1.7 0.0 1.7 0.0 [1] 0.0%
0.5 0.1 | 0.3 1.1 1.0 1.0 0
0.9 0.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 0
Mexico 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3 [
1.5 0.2 1.7 0.1 0.3 4
1.4 0.3 1.7 0.0 1.0 0
0.1 0.5 0.3 3
(0.0)] 3.4 0.2 2
Sudan 0.0 1.2 0.7 7
0.0 1.5 0.0 0
0.0 1.5 0.0 0
0.0 o] 0.7 8
0.0 1.9 9
Bolivia 0.0 0.1 5.9 0
0.0 0.1 3.8 9
1.3 0.1 2.8 9
0.1 | 0.1 1.5 5
0.1 | 0.1 1.5 5
Kuwait (6.1 2.1 1.9 9
0.3 1.6 1.7 7
0.1 0.9 2.1 1
0.0 0.2 2.1 . 9.5%
(0.1)| 0.7 2.6 -] 26.9%
Gabon 0.0 0.6 0.2 3.3 5 17.1%
0.0 0.5 0.3 €0.6) 3) -166.7X
0.0 0.7 1.6 [ 43.8%
0.4 | 0.1 0.9 1.8 2.5 5 20.0%
0.7 | 0.7 1.4 1.9 1.7 7 37.8%
China 0.4 ] 0.4 1.1 2.0 4.0 1 18.0%
0.4 | 0.3 0.9 2.2 2.3 9 18.4%
0.5 0.6 2.4 2.2 7 12.8%
0.2 2.9 0.2 0 4 725.0%
0.1 1.2 0.1 1 1200.0%X
0.0 0.9 0.0 0 0.0%
0.0 2.1 0.1 1 2100.0%
0.0 0.5 0.1 1 500.0%
0.0 0.1 1.1 1.3 4 4.2%
0.0 0.0 1.1 1.5 .6 a/
Venezuela 0.0 0.9 1.1 .0 a/
0.0 0.2 0.9 1.0 .9 10.5%
0.1 0.4 0.9 1.6 H 16.0X
0.5 0.7 2.8 2.9 .7 12.3%
0.3 0.4 2.8 1.5 .3 9.3%
Indonesia 0.2 0.6 2.8 2.5 .3 11.3%
0.1 0.1 1.1 3.3 4 2.3%
0.0 0.4 1.1 1.4 12.5 3.2X
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Statistical table 2 (continued)

SELECTED OTHER AGENCY
COUNTRIES UN SPECIALIZED AGENCIES UNDP AS %
(RANKED ON SUB- suB- OF UNDP a/

1988 $ SUB-TOTAL |YEAR TOTAL ADMIN| NON- TOTAL suB- MSA
TO AGENCIES) FAO UN UNESCC CORE |FUNDS| CORE TOTAL
a/
1984 0.0 1.3 1.6 2.9 a/
1985 0.0 1.3 2.2 3.5 Y,
Colombia 1986 0.0 1.3 2.3 3.6 Y,
1987 0.0 1.3 1.9 3.2 3
1988 6.3 | 0.3 1.4 3.8 5.2 5.8%
1984 0.0 0.2 2.2 2.4 3/
1985 0.0 0.2 1.6 1.8 a/
Trinidad and 1986 | 0.2 0.0 0.2 1.4 1.4 14.3%
Tobago 1987 0.1 | 0.1 1.3 1.3 7.7%
1988 0.1 | 0.2 1.9 1.9 10.5%
1984 0.1 0.5 0.8 1.3 7.7%
1985 0.1 0.5 0.9 1.4 7.1%
Ecuador 1986 0.2 0.5 3.5 4.0 5.0%
1987 0.3 0.5 4.3 4.8 6.3%] 0.4
1988 0.1 0.5 2.9 3.4 2.9%| 0.9
1984 0.0 0.8 1.1 1.9 b/
1985 0.0 | 0.1 0.8 1.8 2.6 3.8%
Algeria 1986 0.1 0.0 | 0.1 0.8 1.6 2.4 4.2%
1987 0.1 | 0.1 0.5 1.9 2.4 4.2%
1988 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 b/
1984 0.0 0.1 1.6 1.7 b/
1985 0.0 0.1 2.4 2.2 b/
Honduras 1986 0.1{ 0.1 0.1 1.6 1.7 5.9%
1987 0.2 | 0.2 0.1 1.9 2.0 10.0%
1988 0.0 1.5 1.5 b/} 6.2
1984 | 58.6 0.2 | 7.5 8.3 [27.9 [107.1 30.0 | 0.5 | 34.1 64.6 165.8%} 0.0
1985 | 22.4 0.2 | 3.9 13.7 |16.9 | 61.9 29.4 | 0.6 | 39.7 69.7 88.8%| 0.0
Subtotal selected {1986 | 36.9 0.4 | 2.0 8.1 | 8.5 | 61.0 27.7 ] 0.2 | 58.6 86.5 70.5%| 0.0
other countries  |1987 | 35.7 0.0 | 0.9 3.9 [16.0 | 63.9 22.6 | 0.4 | 52.5 75.5 84.6%| 7.6
1988 | 29.9 0.0 | 4.1 10.2 |17.9 | 70.8 21.9 | 0.1 | 67.9 89.9 78.8%12.1
1984 | 6.0 6.1 1.1 2.1]|3.213.8]4.7]27.0 21.3 [¢0.5)] 56.4 77.2 35.0%| 0.5
1985 | 9.0 | 5.5 1.1} 2.2 |3.1]3.2}7.3]31.4 18.8 | 4.8 | 47.4 71.0 44.2%| 0.5
Others 1986 | 5.6 | 5.9 1.8} 0.05.2]2.8/}6.0][27.3 19.9 | 3.6 | 39.8 63.3 43.1%) 1.1
1987 | 4.5 | 5.0 ] ¢0.4)] 1.1 ] 3.0 3.5}5.5] 22.2 20.3 | 0.8 | 48.1 69.2 32.1%} 4.6
1988 | 5.2 | 6.2 | 0.2 1.1]3.5| 4.0 [10.8 | 31.0 20.8 | 0.1 | 82.5 | 103.4 30.0%| 7.2
1979 | 81.0 | 38.2 | 6.3 | 29.5 |24.6 }14.1 [36.3 {230.0 697.2 [47.6 | 51.3 | 796.1 28.9%
1980 | 95.5 | 32.6 | 11.4 | 22.5 |37.3 |18.7 [55.9 {273.9 716.8 |67.0 | 66.4 | 850.2 32.2%
1981 [116.8 | 45.4 | 7.6 | 41.9 |43.1 {19.6 [64.0 |338.4 673.8 [52.1 | 71.4 | 797.3 42.4%
1982 1110.4 | 40.4 | 11.6 | 39.2 }44.5 [18.7 }71.1 [335.9 675.8 {51.6 | 78.4 | 805.8 41.7%
TOTAL 1983 | 92.1 | 43.7 | 13.9 | 18.4 |31.2 [21.2 {61.6 [282.1 675.7 144.5 [135.9 | 856.1 33.0%
1984 |143.8 17.0 | 19.4 |35.6 |23.8 |70.9 |351.8 678.8 [40.2 [128.1 | 847.1 41.5%] 1.1
1985 | 80.9 9.3 | 15.7 |32.1 |27.3 |60.8 |267.3 672.4 |45.1 |154.5 | 872.0 30.7%(65.2
1986 |132.0 19.4 | 13.2 |34.2 |28.3 [56.1 |346.7 775.4 |57.0 |149.9 | 982.3 35.3%[58.6
1987 {119.5 9.5 | 14.3 [55.3 |51.2 |72.2 |403.5 864.8 [61.0 |148.1 [1,073.9 37.6%[45.3
1988 |159.8 22.1 | 21.8 |40.9 [45.7 |89.7 |531.9 948.2 |67.6 |210.2 |1,226.0 43.4%|37.4

Source: UN

11979-1988.

System Regular and Extrabudgetary Technical Co-operation Expenditure Documents for the years

a/ Management services agreement.

b/ Infinity.
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Statistical table 3. Agency expenditures by source, 1988
(Thousands of United States dollars)
I. AFRICA
COUNTRY UNDP UNDP
Regular LEVEL UNFPA |Multi. | Donor |Recipient | Sub- | |----=-c}ec----- Sub- Grand |Share oflas % of}
Budget |[EXPENDITURES| et ;L Fin.Ins| trust trust Total Central| Admin | Total Total | Grand | Grand
(BY AGENCY) a funds funds Funds ' Total a/] Total
8958 |FAO 1786 5446 | 35145 6469 | 48846 69090 5587 | 74677 123523 29.2%| 60.5%
UN 10890 1470 12360 | - 42830 2439 | 45269 57629 13.6%| 78.6%
801 |ILO 2218 208 9826 3400 | 15652 25910 1246 | 27156 42808 10.1%] 63.4%
UNDP/OPS 528 528 15046 | 26407 | 41453 41981 9.9%| 98.7%
GOVERMENTS 1544 1544 17713 | 12320 | 30033 31577 7.5% 95.1%
23857 |WHO 2064 16271 510 | 18845 2461 2461 21306 5.0%} 11.6%
586 |UNIDO 1270 2547 3817 16452 18 | 16470 20287 4.8%| 81.2X
1603 |UNESCO 3726 1202 3883 8811 8485 22 8507 17318 4.1%] 49.1X
IBRD 0 12214 388 | 12602 12602 3.0%] 100.0%
ICAC 30 96 81 207 8362 92 8454 8661 2.0%| 97.6%
78 jWMO 4400 4400 3662 3662 8062 1.9%] 45.4%
234 (17U 220 1758 716 2694 5349 5349 8043 1.9%] 66.5%
17C 3279 103 3382 3276 3276 6658 1.6%| 49.2%
UNFPA 5140 5140 0 5140 1.2% 0.0%
UNV 0 4847 4847 4847 1.1%] 100.0%
46 |UNCHS 46 5 51 3910 603 4513 4564 1.1%] 98.9%
IMO 65 352 1034 56 1507 232 232 1739 0.4%] 13.3%
UNICEF 99 99 1481 1481 1580 0.4%] 93.7%
UNCTAD 30 30 1185 1185 1215 0.3%| 97.5%
170 |upPu 217 78 295 846 846 1141 0.3%| 74.1%
3333 [IAEA 370 370 482 482 852 0.2%| 56.6%
OTHERS 652 303 955 258 258 1213 0.3%] 21.3%
39666 | SUB-TOTAL 30229 7428 | 80536 11340 (129533 242610 | 50603 (293213 422746 100.0%| 69.4%
REGIONAL UNDP UNDP
Regular LEVEL UNFPA [Multi. | Donor |Recipient | Sub- | [------=fece-u-- Sub- Grand |Share of{as % of
Budget {EXPENDITURES| et al [Fin.Ins| trust trust Total Central{ Admin | Total Total | Grand Grand
(BY AGENCY) | — funds |  funds Funds Total 2/} Total
13289 jWHO 1483 32863 34346 705 705 35051 25.6% 2.0%
1676 |FAO 295 416 | 13724 14435 3706 62 3768 18203 13.3%| 20.7%
IBRD 0 12618 523 | 13141 13141 9.6%] 100.0%
Reg. Comm. 3709 3709 6546 6546 10255 7.5% 63.8%
UNDP/OPS o] 7377 2171 9548 9548 7.0%] 100.0%
112 |UN 6664 74 6738 855 855 7593 S5.6%| 11.3%
1906 |[ILO 589 250 5220 6059 1361 1361 7420 5.4X| 18.3%
433 |UNESCO 530 3451 3981 2928 2928 6909 S.1%|  42.4%
14 1TV 1357 1357 3280 3280 4637 3.4%] 70.7%
64 WMo 2336 2336 1936 1936 4272 3.1%f  45.3%
1cAO 0 3990 3990 3990 2.9%| 100.0%
920 JUNIDO 10 1977 1987 1225 62 1287 3274 2.6%] 39.3%
UNCTAD 0 2654 2654 2654 1.9%] 100.0X
17c 492 492 1926 1926 2418 1.8% e d
NGO 1796 1796 45 45 1841 1.3% 2.4%
GOVERNMENTS 0 1135 274 1409 1409 1.0%] 100.0%
IMO 89 23 112 1203 1203 1315 1.0%] 91.5%
999 OTHERS 615 355 970 1768 19 1787 2757 2.0%] 64.8%
19413 | SUB-TOTAL 15780 666 | 61872 78318 55213 3156 | 58369 136687 100.0%] 42.7X
59079 |GRAND TOTAL | 46009 8094 |142408 11340 |207851 297823 | 53759 (351582 559433
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Statistical table 3 (continued)
II. ASIA
COUNTRY UNDP UNDP
Regular LEVEL UNFPA | Multi | Donor |[Recipient Sube | |emmmeee)eeeee-- Sub- Grand |Share of |as % of
Budget |EXPENDITURES| et al |[Fin.Ins| trust trust Total Central| Admin | Total Total | Grand Grand
(BY AGENCY) EY% funds funds Funds . Totala/| Yotal
5916 |FAQ 211 748 7370 2115 | 10444 44606 687 | 45293 55737 16.8%] 81.3%
274 |UNIDO 547 4155 4702 35782 23 | 35805 40507 12.2%] 88.4%
GOVERNMENTS 8943 198 9141 24784 3334 | 28118 37259 11.2%] 75.5%
29 JUN 4319 590 242 5151 26371 358 | 26729 31880 9.6%| 83.8%
UNDP/OPS 1999 1999 17646 4248 | 21894 23893 7.2%] 91.6%
902 |1LO 2045 188 3073 1761 7067 16137 479 | 16616 23683 7.1%) 70.2%
22584 |WHO 5405 8953 1375 | 15733 5035 5035 20768 6.3%] 24.2%
1BRD 0 17706 17706 17706 5.3%{ 100.0%
11 |UNFPA 14350 14350 0 14350 4.3% 0.0%
ICAO 82 3000 3082 9867 9867 12949 3.9%| 76.2%
652 |UNESCO 560 112 2691 3363 9504 9504 12867 3.9% 73.9%
NGOS 6947 6947 63 90 153 7100 2.1% 2.2%
ASDB 0 6949 6949 6949 2.1%] 100.0%
UNCHS 68 68 4988 4988 5056 1.5%] 98.7%
1TC 2219 2219 1877 1877 4096 1.2%] 45.8%
63 {1TU 3 20 23 3893 3893 3916 1.2%] 99.4%
56 [WMO 1000 1000 2216 2216 3216 1.0%| 68.9%
4651 |1AEA 1554 59 1613 1369 1369 2982 0.9%] 45.9%
UNV . 0 2596 2596 2596 0.8%] 100.0%
46 |UNICEF 46 46 1222 1222 1268 0.4%] 96.4%
IMO 173 295 468 693 693 1161 0.4%| 59.7%
84 OTHERS 105 90 51 246 1141 1141 1387 0.4%| B82.3%
35268 | SUB-TOTAL 45477 1221 | 32341 8623 | 87662 233223 | 10441 |243664 331326 100.0%{ 73.5%
REGIONAL UNDP UNDP
Regular LEVEL UNFPA | Multi | Donor |Recipient 3 S N R Sub- Grand {Share of|as % of
Budget |EXPENDITURES| et al |Fin.Ins| trust trust Total Central| Admin | Total Total | Grand Grand
{BY AGENCY) funds funds Funds Total a/| Total
389 [FAO 235 1499 4529 6263 8161 25 8186 16449 20.2%| 56.7%
12158 |wWHO 1053 5465 6518 2310 2310 8828 12.4%] 26.2%
Reg. Comm. 1472 1472 6703 6703 8175 11.4%] 82.0%
UN -7 5541 5534 696 696 6230 8.74] 11.2%
UNDP/OPS 137 137 3345 1252 4597 4734 6.6%] 97.1%
402 JUNESCO 854 1731 2585 1430 1430 4015 5.6%] 35.6%
GOVERNMENTS 1178 1178 2774 2774 3952 5.5%] 70.2%
2523 |1L0 737 1543 2280 1464 13 1477 3757 5.3%] 39.3%
ICAQ 0 2889 2889 2889 4.0%) 100.0%
ITC 350 350 2489 2489 2839 4.0%| 87.7%
1TU 320 320 1542 1542 1862 2.6%] 82.8%
78 |UNIDO 842 842 856 27 883 1725 2.4%) 51.2%
UNCTAD 131 131 1048 100 1148 1279 1.8%| 89.8%
878 |1AEA 607 607 654 654 1261 1.8%] 51.9%
IBRD 0 1229 1229 1229 1.7%} 100.0%
IMO 15 66 81 1012 1012 1093 1.5%1 92.6%
148 OTHERS 186 170 356 2749 27 2776 3132 4.4%] 88.6%
16576 | SUB-TOTAL 5845 1514 | 21295 28654 41351 1444 | 42795 71449 100.0X| 59.9%
51844 |GRAND TOTAL | 51322 2735 53636 8623 1116316 274574 11885 |[286459 402775
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Statistical table 3 (continued)
III. LATIN AMERICA
COUNTRY UNDP LINDP )
Regular LEVEL UNFPA | Multi | Donor {Recipient Sub~ |  |---emeefece-e-- Sub- Grand {Share oflas X of
Budget |EXPENDITURES | et al [Fin.Ins| trust trust Total Central} Admin | Total Total } Grand | Grand
(BY AGENCY) a’ funds funds Funds Total 2/| 1otal
Governments 1654 1654 42366 1848 | 44214 45868 27.7%| 96.4%
5016 |FAO 101 342 3964 4443 8850 10036 40 | 10076 18926 11.4%} 53.2%
UNDP/OPS 0 8402 6828 | 15230 15230 9.2%| 100.0%
UN 1751 403 2154 9913 9915 12069 7.3%] 82.2%
119 |ITU 32 4920 4952 5943 5943 10895 6.6%| 54.5%
7786 |WHO 6015 3548 9563 813 813 10376 6.3% 7.8%
3 JUNIDO 298 1031 8 1337 7882 ) 7888 9225 5.6%| 85.5%
791 |1L0 488 678 476 1642 6297 6297 7939 4.8%| 79.3%
1CAO 193 193 6771 6771 6964 4.2%| 97.2%
42 JUNCHS 106 106 5147 5147 5253 3.2%| 98.0%
904 JUNESCO 616 1475 162 2253 2079 2079 4332 2.6%| 48.0%
113 |wMO 1524 1524 2172 2172 3696 2.2%] 58.8%
UNFPA 2549 2549 0 2549 1.5% 0.0%
Reg. Comm. 1243 1249 2492 0 2492 1.5% 0.0%
IBRD 9 9 2434 9 2443 2452 1.5%] 99.6%
4327 11AEA 1235 3 1238 669 16 685 1923 1.2%] 35.6%
I7C 855 855 549 549 1404 0.8%] 39.1%
UNCTAD 0 1054 1054 1054 0.6%] 100.0%
98 OTHERS 161 96 315 186 758 1531 399 1930 2688 1.6%) 71.8%
19199 SUB-TOTAL 13642 438 16409 11640 | 42129 114058 9148 |123206 165335 100.0%| 74.5%
REGIONAL UNDP UNDP
Regular LEVEL UNFPA | Multi | Donor |Recipient Sub. | |ee-eeme]eenena- Sub- Grand [Share af|as % of
Budget |EXPENDITURES | et al |Fin.Ins| trust trust Total Central| Admin | Total Total | Grand Grand
(BY AGENCY) funds funds Funds Total 2/ Total
Reg. Comm. 2046 3309 5355 1909 1909 7264 18.4%| 26.3%
826 |FAO 401 242 5303 5946 84 84 6030 15.3% 1.4%
10834 |WHO 1372 2989 4361 674 674 5035 12.7%| 13.4%
2535 |I1Lo 181 291 2642 3114 583 583 3697 9.4%| 15.8%
288 |UNESCO 572 1148 1720 1455 1455 3175 8.0%| 45.8%
UNDP/OPS 0 2554 438 2992 2992 7.6%| 100.0%
GOVERNMENTS 95 95 1523 1523 1618 41X 946.1%
18RD 0 1182 420 1602 1602 4.1%| 100.0%
1 |UN 127 127 1000 1000 1127 2.9%| 88.7%
49 |UNIDO 619 619 496 496 115 2.8%| 44.5%
114 |WMO 207 207 763 763 970 2.5%| 78.7%
1330 {IAEA -29 919 890 -16 -16 874 2.2%| -1.8%
124 OTHERS 877 1599 2476 1528 36 1564 4040 10.2%| 38.7%X
16101 SUB-TOTAL 5515 533 | 18862 24910 13751 878 | 14629 39539 100.0%| 37.0%
35300 | GRAND TOTAL | 19157 971 | 35271 11640 | 67039 127809 | 10026 (137835 204874
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Statistical table 3 {(continued)
IV.A. ARAB STATES
COUNTRY UNDP UNDP
Regular LEVEL UNFPA | Multi | Donor |Recipient Sub. | |----ceefecena-- Sub-- Grand [Share of |as X of
Budget |EXPENDITURES| et al |Fin.Ins| trust trust Total Central| Admin | Total Total | Grand Grand
(BY AGENCY) a/ funds funds Funds Totala/| Total
3215 |FAO 276 2114 5467 13344 | 21201 11797 1164 | 12941 34142 24.7TX| 37.9%
169 JUNIDO 903 520 8118 9541 10519 10519 20060 14.5%| 52.4%
UN 2978 204 275 3457 10700 407 | 11107 14564 10.5%| 76.3%
ICAO 10491 | 10491 3696 3696 14187 10.3%| 26.1%
8958 |WHO 1112 3863 3829 8804 1269 50 1319 10123 7.3%] 13.0%
438 |UNESCO 1418 266 651 3913 6248 2878 2878 9126 6.6%| 31.5%
326 {ILO 815 132 2421 1650 5018 3520 3520 8538 6.2%] 41.2%
UNDP/OPS 10 10 3330 3313 6643 6653 4.8% 99.8%
GOVERNMENTS 1349 1349 2957 1109 4066 5415 3.9%) 75.1%
UNFPA 2750 2750 0 2750 2.0% 0.0%
31 |wmO 195 560 755 1631 1631 2386 1.7%| 68.4%
10 JUNCHS 51 109 37 197 1700 1 1711 1908 1.4%] 89.7%
ITC 248 118 366 1246 1246 1612 1.24) 77.3%
117 [1TU 38 38 1364 1364 1402 1.0%] 97.3%
IBRD 0 1362 1362 1362 1.0%} 100.0%
2763 11AEA 993 16 1009 197 197 1206 0.9%| 16.3%
51 OTHERS 73 27 156 146 402 2392 2392 12794 2.0%| 85.6%
16078 | SuB-TOTAL 11735 2539 | 14865 42497 | 71636 60558 6034 | 66592 138228 100.0%| 48.2%
REGIONAL UNDP UNDP
Regutar LEVEL UNFPA | Multi | Donor [Recipient Suba | feee-mcec]ecccnnn Sub~ Grand [Share ofas X of
Budget [EXPENDITURES| et al [Fin.Ins| trust trust Total Central| Admin { Total Total | Grand Grand
(BY AGENCY) a7 funds funds Funds Totala/| Total
17594 |wHO 2517 2858 5375 602 602 5977 29.1%| 10.1%
410 |FAO 1 629 587 1217 3365 3365 4582 22.3%| T73.4%
IMO 407 407 954 954 1361 6.6%) 70.1%
UNDP/OPS 60 60 1244 24 1268 1328 6.5%] 95.5%
Reg. Comm. 631 631 509 509 1140 5.5%| 44.6%
393 |UNESCO 448 39 320 807 190 190 97 4.9% 19.1%
248 |1L0 350 3 353 462 462 815 4.0%| 56.7%
588 OTHERS 678 543 1221 3114 7 3121 4342 21.1%| 71.9%
19233 | SUB-TOTAL 5092 671 4308 10071 10440 31 | 10471 20542 100.0%| 51.0%
35311 [GRAND TOTAL | 16827 3210 | 19173 42497 | 81707 70998 6065 | 77063 158770
IV.B. EUROPE
COUNTRY UNDP UNDP
Regular LEVEL UNFPA | Multi | Donor [Recipient Sub. |  |--eecesfe-o---- Sub-- Grand |[Share of|as X of
Budget |EXPENDITURES| et al |Fin.Ins| trust trust Total Admin | Total Total Grand Grand
(BY AGENCY) | a7 funds funds Central| Funds Totala/| Total
498 |FAO 5840 5840 2233 2233 8073 35.2%% 27.7X%
36 JUNIDO 704 40 5 749 3057 3057 3806 16.6%] 80.3%
25 |WHO 358 21 379 1368 1368 1747 7.6X] 78.3%
UN 742 742 982 982 1724 7.5%] 57.0%
247 |UNESCO 37 37 1188 1188 1225 5.3X] 97.0%
3370 |1AEA 1051 18 1069 55 55 1124 4.9% 4.9%
147 |1L0 17 37 54 432 432 486 2.1%] 88.9%
157 OTHERS 364 14 520 558 1456 3220 61 3281 4737 20,74} 69.3%
4480 TOTAL b/ 2185 14 1706 6421 | 10326 12535 61 | 12596 22922 100.0%} 55.0%

a’/ Excluding the agency's regular budget.

b/ Regional level expenditures are included in Arab States' regional figures.
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Statistical table 3 (continued)
V. INTERREGIONAL/GLOBAL
UNDP UNDP
Regular |EXPENDITURES| UNFPA | Multi | Donor [Recipient Sube | |-eceeme]eme-m-- Sub- Grand |Share offas % of
Budget |(BY AGENCY) | et al |Fin.Ins| trust trust Total Central| Admin | Total Total | Grand Grand
FY funds funds Funds Totala’/} Total
61106 |WHO 15631 97040 112471 5649 243 5892 118363 47.7% 5.0%
FAO 1693 8930 | 20604 31227 1551 -10 1541 32768 13.2% 4. 7%
UNDP/OPS 0 17540 4946 | 22486 22486 9.1%} 100.0%
398 |uNIDO 122 15608 15730 8 873 881 16611 6.74 5.3%
915 |UNESCO 4279 559 6061 10899 0 10899 4.4% 0.0%
1BRD , 0 6674 3742 | 10416 10416 4.2%| 100.0%
I7C 7493 7493 1293 1293 8786 3.5%] 14.7%
NGOS 6622 6622 70 70 6692 2.74 1.0%
1374 |I1LO 1294 3732 5026 830 830 5856 2.4% 16.2%
7117 [UN 3350 849 4199 491 -10 481 4680 1.9%4] 10.3%
IMO 4326 4326 150 150 4476 1.8% 3.4%
UNCTAD 1071 1071 769 714 1483 2554 1.0%| 58.1%
UNFPA 2014 2014 [1} 2014 0.8% 0.0%
3166 |IAEA 523 523 0 523 0.2% 0.0%
481 OTHERS 29 507 536 315 346 661 1197 0.5%| 55.2%
74557 TOTAL 34834 9489 157814 0 1202137 35270 | 10914 | 46184 248321 100.0%| 18.6%
a/ Largely UNFPA funds plus those of UNICEF and NGOs.
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(Millions of United States dollars)

Summary of agency expenditures by source, ranked by country-level

grand total, 1988

Statistical table 4.
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Statistical table 4 (continued)
(Ranked on CL Grand Total)
UNDP UNDP
Regular UNFPA |Multi. |Donor |Recipient | Sub- |  |------=}------- Sub- Grand |as % of
Budget AGENCY et al |Fin.Ins]trust trust Total Central| Admin. |Total Total | Grand
funds funds a/ - Funds b/ - I?E?E.
18.4 JIAEA cL 5.2 0.1 5.3 2.8 0.0 2.8 8.1 34.5%
2.2 RL ~0.0 1.5 1.5 0.7 -0.0 0.6 2.1 29.9%
3.2 GL 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0X
23.8 Sub-fotal| -0.0 7.3 0.1 7.3 3.4 0.0 3.4 10.7 31.9%
UNV cL 7.4 7.4 7.4 | 100.0%
RL
GL
Sub-Total 7.4 7.4 7.4 | 100.0%
NGOS clL 6.9 6.9 0.1 0.1 0.2 7.1 2.2%
RL 1.8 1.8 0.0 0.0 1.8 2.4%
GL 6.6 6.6 0.1 0.1 6.7 1.0%
Sub-Total| 15.4 15.4 0.1 0.2 0.3 15.6 1.7%
ASDB ctL 6.9 6.9 6.9 | 100.0%
RL
GL
Sub-Yotal 6.9 6.9 6.9 | 100.0%
IMO cL 0.1 0.5 1.3 0.1 2.0 0.9 0.9 2.9 31.9%
RL 0.5 0.0 0.1 0.6 3.2 3.2 3.8 84.1%
GL 4.3 4.3 0.2 0.2 4.5 3.4%
Sub-1otal 0.6 0.5 5.7 0.1 6.9 4.2 4,2 1.1 38.1%
0.0 [UNICEF cL 0.1 0.1 2.7 2.7 2.8 94.9%
RL
GL
0.0 Sub-Total 0.1 0.1 2.7 2.7 2.8 94.9%
Reg. Comm. cL 1.2 1.2 2.5 2.5 0.0%
RL 7.9 3.3 1.2 15.7 15.7 26.8 58.4%
GL
Sub-Total 7.9 4.6 1.2 | 13.7 15.7 15.7 29.3 53.4%
UNCTAD ctL 0.0 0.0 2.2 2.2 2.3 98.7%
RL 0.1 0.1 3.7 0.1 3.8 3.9 96.7%
GL 1.1 1.1 0.8 0.7 1.5 2.6 58.1%
Sub-Yotal 1.2 1.2 6.7 0.8 7.5 8.8 85.9%
0.2 |uPL ctL 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.8 0.8 1.1 74 .1%
RL
GL
0.2 Sub~Total 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.8 0.8 1.1 74.1%
0.4 |OTHERS cL 1.4 0.1 1.4 0.9 3.8 8.5 0.5 9.0 12.8 70.2%
1.9 RL 2.4 2.7 5.0 9.2 0.1 9.2 14.3 64.8%
0.5 GL 0.0 8.5 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.7 1.2 55.2%
2.7 Sub-Total 3.7 0.1 4.6 0.9 9.4 18.0 0.9 | 18.9 28.3 .9%
114.7 ctL | 103.3 17.6 T145.9 80.5 [341.3 663.0 [ 76.371739.2 1080.5 68.4%
71.3 TOTAL) RL 32.2 3.4 1106.3 1461.9 120.8 5.5 1126.3 268.2 47.1%
74.6 GL 34.8 9.5 [157.8 202.1 35.3 10.9 | 46.2 248.3 18.6%
260.6 |GRAND TOTAL 170.3 24.5 1410.0 80.5 |685.3 819.0 92.7 |911.7 1597.0 57.1%

a/

e/

Largely UNFPA funds and those of UNICEF and NGOs.

Excluding the agency's regular budget.

C L = Country level expenditures.

R L = Regional level expenditures.

@
9
il

Global level expenditures.

0.0 = Figures less than $100,000.




