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What Role for UNDP?

Sincethe1960stheUnited NationsDevel opment Programme
(UNDP) has been central to the development activities of
the United Nations system. However, the organization is
gtill in search of arole through which it can make a rea
differencewiththestructureand resourcesat itsdisposal. In
May 1996 UNDP sExecutive Board adopted thefollowing
mission statement for theorganization: ‘UNDP smissionis
tohelpcountriesintheir effortsto achi evesustainablehuman
development by assisting them to build their capacity to
design and carry out development programmesin poverty
eradication, employment creation and sustainable
livelihoods, theempowerment of women and theprotection
and regeneration of the environment, giving first priority to
poverty eradication.’

Thisis quite atask, considering that UNDP is operating
insome130 countries, withanannual budget of some$US1.7
billion, of whichlessthan$1 billionarecoreresourcesat the
free disposal of UNDP. In addition to the above mission,
UNDP continues to have co-ordinating responsibilities
within the UN at both headquarters and country levels. It
could be considered a‘ mission impossible’, wereit not for
thesoft conceptsof * hel ping and assi sting countriesto build
their capacity’. UNDP's primary field of operation liesin
the provision of technical co-operation to developing
countriesand countriesintransition (i.e. theformer centrally
planned economies).

Theaim of thischapter isto examine animportant aspect
of UNDP's role in the move towards sustainable
development in developing countries. Sustainable
development means improving the quality of human life
while living within the carrying capacity of supporting
ecosystems.! It combines economic, socia, and environ-
mental elements? and istherefore not far from covering the
entireUNDPmission. Our focusisonthefollowing question:
What role can and should UNDP play in the international
response to global environmental problems?

Seeking an answer requires the following steps: (1)
assessment of theinternational, UN-based responsetoglobal
environmental problems, through conventions, information,
and aid; (2) assessment of UNDP's role in international

development co-operation; (3) analysis of capacity
requirements at country level for the implementation of
international conventionsonglobal environmental problems;
(4) understanding the renewed interest in capacity for state
intervention in environmental and other fields; (5)
conclusions on the role for UNDP, particularly at country
level.

The significance of UNDP's role in the international
response to global environmenta problems liesin the fact
that developing-country governments are quite willing to
signand ratify international environmental agreements, but
arelackingin capacity for implementation at national level.
Given UNDP's decentralized structure, its institutional
presence in 130 countries, its close links with recipient
governments, itsmultisectoral mandate, anditsinstruments
of technical co-operation, we argue for a much stronger
UNDP focus on capacity development assistance to the
governmentsof devel oping countries. Here, UNDPcanreally
make a difference.

The chapter builds on two recent studies, addressing
UNDP's capacity as a development organization® and its
involvement in aid for the reduction of ozone-depleting
substances under the Montrea Protocol .*

The International Response to Global
Environmental Problems

The global environmental problems traditionally referred
to by the international community are global warming,
biodiversity protection, ozonelayer depletion, and pollution
of international waters. Thesefour problems correspond to
the intervention fields of the Global Environment Facility
(GEF), which is an internationa ingtitution established in
1991, at theinitiativeof theWorld Bank, to promotesupport
for global environmental protection.® The control of
transboundary movements of hazardous wastes and their
disposal must be considered afifth global environmental
problem, as it passes the criterion that the major impact is
found in the recipient countries and not in the country
producing the hazardous waste. The problem of small
particles of highly toxic persistent organic pollutants being
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airborne for thousands of kilometres is an example of an
emerging global environmental problem.

Theinternational community hasresponded to theglobal
environmental problems through international agreements
on (national) actions to reduce the problems; through
provision of information to governments, industries, and
consumers; and through direct support in the form of
technical assistance and project investments in individual
countries. International negotiations on the significance of
the problems and the means and ways to reduce them have
today led to conventions® on all five global environmental
problems. Mobilizingtheinternati onal community tosupport
developing countries in fighting global environmental
problemsisobviously hel ped by thefact that thebenefitsare
shared by the international community.

Concluding international agreements on environmental
problems is an important first phase on the road to
environmental improvements. However, two subsequent
phases must be concluded successfully in order to make an
impact on environmental improvement. After concluding
an international agreement, the second phase is the
requirement for countries to ratify the agreement through
national parliaments or governments depending on the
country governance specifics. National ratification brings
the agreement to the third and decisive phase of in-country
implementation. Ineach of thesethree phasesthereisscope
for international community actions to secure wide
participation of countriesintheeffort towardsenvironmental
improvement. The distinction between the three phasesis
important becausetheneed for government capacity and for
international assistance differs between the phases.

Inthe first phase of concluding the agreement, thereisa
need to draw the attention of countriesto the environmental
problem and to secure the availability of comprehensive
information on the environmental problem, its potentia
impacts, meansof mitigation, etc. Thereisaclear roleto be
played here by UN institutions such as UNEP and UNDP
and the World Bank. These organizations have the best
direct access to the convention or protocol secretariats and
have served as liaison agents between the developing
countries and the secretariats.

In the second phase of getting countries to ratify the
agreement, direct assistance is needed in a number of
developing countries and countriesin economic transition.
This assistance may comprise analysis of the possible
consequencesand effectsof the country’ sratification of the
agreement (costs, benefits, burden sharing, etc.) and means
of implementation at country level. Information
disseminationthroughtheinternational organizationsaswell
astheir direct assistance for impact and economic analysis
at country level are important instruments in motivating
countries to ratify the agreement.

For developing countriesimplementing theinternational
agreement in the third and final phase there is often aneed
for assistancerel ating totheestablishment of acost-effective
government strategy for implementation of the agreement,
identificationand preparationof relevant policy instruments,
policy monitoring and enforcement, andinvestment project
preparation and implementation. As the implementation
phaseisby far thelongest and most demanding, theneed for
assistancefromtheinternational community isconsiderable,
requiringtheinvolvement of bothinternational organizations
and bilateral donors. Capacity at central-government level
in devel oping countriesto negotiate, ratify, and implement
international environmental agreementsisacommoncritical
constraint which is examined below.

UNDP’s Role in International Development Co-
operation
UNDP's role and position have evolved in three stages,

following its gradual emergence on theinternational scene
during the 1960s.

The 1970s: A belief in central planning, co-ordination,
and central funding of the UN’s technical co-operation
activities. In 1970 the Executive Board (then Governing
Council) of UNDP agreed that voluntary contributions to
the operational activities within socio-economic develop-
ment of the UN proper (excluding the World Bank and the
IMF) should be channelled through UNDP. Five-year
country programmesagreed with eachreci pient government
should be the central planning document for all UN
assistance. UNDP's country programmes were conceived
as a reference document for the aid of bilateral donors as
well, insupport of therecipient governments’ national five-
year development plans. Thesehighambitionsfailed almost
completely: recipient governmentspreferredtoussUNDP' s
small grant resourcesfor technical gap-fillinginamultitude
of central-government departmentsandingtitutions; bilateral
and other multilateral donorsdisregarded UNDP’ s country
programmes because of their own vested interests
(commercial and political) and becauseof their muchlarger
resources, and the UN’ s specialized agencies (the Food and
Agriculture Organization, International Labour
Organization, World Health Organization, etc.) sought an
independent presenceindevel oping countries, with projects
financed from extra-budgetary fundsfrom bilateral donors.

The 1980s: ‘Projectitis’ in technical co-operation,
migration of tasksto the World Bank, and marginalization
of UNDP. The vested interests of recipient government
ingtitutions, UN agencies, bilateral donors, and UNDP
departmentsledtoprojectitis, i.e. thebreakdownof UNDP's
individual country programmesinto scoresof projects, each
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costingafew hundredthousand $USS, withavery brief time-
frame, though till with huge project objectives. TheWorld
Bankinvolveditselfinmoreand moresectorsandintechnical
co-operation, which was meant to be aUNDP prerogative.
Inthe heyday of structural adjustment and market reforms,
UNDP's planning approach became irrelevant and the
organizationwasmarginalizedin government-donor policy
dialogues.”

The 1990s: A move towards sustainable human
development, poverty, governance, and capacity develop-
ment. UNDPhasbecomemoresubstantiveduringthe1990s.
Thework on human devel opment hasgiventheorganization
astronger profilein the political field of global advocacy.
However, theattempt totrand atethisinto operational guide-
linesfor aconcentrated effort within capacity development
for sustainable human development has so far failed for
several reasons:. insufficient political will in UNDP's
Executive Board and management to make the necessary
priorities and strategic choices; declining allocations for
UN development activities, anexisting UNDPstaff of project
administrators with limited capacity for substantive work;
and continued pressures on UNDP to support everything
under the sun.

UNDP standstoday with arange of good policieswithin
a very broad mission; with an obligation to respond to
government requests for assistance in all sectors in all
countries; with a dearth of guide-lines to operationalize
UNDP sroleinsupport of thegood policies, andwith human
and financial resources that are inadequate for the
organizationtodevel opitsexpertiseandtoacquireadecisive
role in the donor community.

Current reform efforts by avariety of stakeholdersin the
UN can be summarized in three groups, with views and
desires comparable to the three decades described above.
First, some, including UNDP's current Administrator,
struggle to establish the organization as the central, co-
ordinating development agency of the UN system, with
leadership and co-ordination roles at headquartersin New
York, and at country level in each recipient country. This
desire is shared by some governments of developing
countries, who prefer to retain the full control which they
used to have over UNDP's country programmes. Second,
others, including much of the US Congress, would behappy
toseemarginalization continuebeyondthepoint of noreturn.
Third, some donor and recipient governments, supported
by UNDP staff especialy at field level, aim to give the
organizationafocusedroleinaparticular field of excellence
within capacity development for improved national
governance, which represents a continuation of the
concentration trends of the early 1990s.

In relation to global environmental problems, the first-

mentioned view prefersto see UNDPintwo major roles: as
theinternational co-ordinating secretariat (pushing UNEP
into the sidelines); and as an operational fund involved in
investment preparation and finance. The second view
emphasizestheroleof the private sector, seeking to confine
al multilateral organizations to facilitators and political
guarantors. The third view, to which we subscribe, argues
foraUNDPfocuson capacity development at country level,
whichisboththecritical weaknessin current environmental
management and the optimum level for an effective use of
UNDP's strengths and resources.

Inthelate 1990sUNDPfacesfour dilemmasand strategic
choices of significanceto its very existence:

1. Government control and UN co-ordination versus
concentration and excellence: UNDP must choose between
areactive, facilitating, and funding role, where individua
recipientgovernmentsandglobal UN conferencesdetermine,
on an ad hoc basis, the use of UNDP' slimited human and
financial resources; and a pro-active role in a key field,
where UNDP can makeadifferenceand attract resourcesas
aresult of aninternationally recognized excellence.

2. Ad hoc country support versus focus on capacity
development assistance. The provision of capacity
development assistance requires human expertise and
institutional priority setting. Thisis not possible if UNDP
preferstoinvolveitself moreindirectly operationd activities,
particularly in investment project preparation, financing,
and monitoring.

3. Multisectoral coverage (poverty, employment,
livelihood, empowerment, environment, etc.) versus focus
on national governance and capacity. A jack of all tradesis
the master of none. This appliesto UNDP aswell. Having
poverty eradication as the overriding goal is useful only if
tough priorities are set for the level and instruments of
intervention of UNDP. Emphasizing capacity development
assistancewoul dbeasignificant steptowardspriority setting.

4. Sustainable development versus sustainable human
development versus human development. Around 1990
UNDPachieved abreakthroughwhenit launched theannual
Human Devel opment Reports. FollowingtheUnited Nations
Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED)
andthearrival of anew Administrator, ‘ sustainability’ was
added, with a particular focus on the environment.
Unfortunately, thismadeUNDP sfocuslessclear. Currently,
sustainable development in al its dimensions is addressed
by all devel opment agencies, including UNDP. Hence, there
isariskthat UNDPwill loseitssignificantleadinglobal and
national policy work on human development as originally
conceived.

GREEN GLOBE YEARBOOK 1997

39



If UNDPisto solve these dilemmas successfully, it must
firstunderstand theneedfor capacity devel opment assistance,
which the governments and public sectors of developing
countries will face in the years to come.?

Capacity Requirements in Developing Countries
Indevel oping countries, government capacity toimplement
international environmental agreements is an important
factor in the degree of success of these agreements. Judged
fromtherate of participation of developing countriesinthe
negotiation of global environmental agreements, there is
little evidence of acritical constraint inthisfield at present.
Ratification of the agreements by developing countriesis
also progressing well, though some countriesfind this step
moretroublesomethantheinternational negotiationprocess.
I mplementation, however, isthephasewheremost countries
face acritical capacity constraint in government.

Part of theexplanationfor theeasier processof negotiating
and ratifying the agreements is of course that this requires
little capacity in itself. International organizations such as
the World Bank, UNEP, and UNDP have been quite
successful facilitators of the initial phases of government
accession to the agreements. This has taken place through
extensive information work, liaison with governments on
the topics, support for governments' participation in the
international negotiations, as well as technical assistance
for ingtitutional strengthening. Box 1 provides, with the
Montreal Protocol as an example, a description and
assessment of typical government capacity constraints and
the response of the international community.

Box 1. Government capacity constraints: The case of
the Montreal Protocol

Using the developing countries' accession to and
implementation of theMontreal Protocol asanexample,
one can identify a number of capacity constraints in
government which are addressed by the international
community through assistance. The efforts of UNEP,
the World Bank, UNDP, and a few bilateral donors
(providing information on the ozone layer problem,
support for developing countries’ participation in
meetings of the Parties of the Protocol, and technical
assistanceto the preparation of country programmesfor
the implementation of the Protocol) have enabled the
Protocol to record an ever-increasing number of
developing country Parties. The existence of afinancial
supportinstrument under the Protocol, theattractiveness
for developing-country governments of international
meetings, andtherelatively lax obligationsof developing
countriesunder the Protocol for quiteanumber of years
are likely to be important factors behind this success.

For the implementation phase, developing countries
aresupported by theFinancial Mechanismof theMontreal
Protocol. The World Bank, UNDP, UNEP, and UNIDO
provide support for information activities, institutional
strengthening, preparation of country programmes, and
preparation and implementation of investment projects.
TheWorld Bank hasengagedinmost typesof intervention
means of the Financial Mechanism with an emphasison
larger countries. UNDPhasarel atively morespecialized
intervention portfolio dominated by investment project
preparation and implementation in certain sectors.
Information activities, ingtitutional strengthening, and
preparation of country programmes have dominated
UNEP' s Montreal Protocol efforts.

Duringadecadeof Montreal Protocol implementation
themaj or weaknessesof thecapacity devel opment efforts
have been:

+ thelack of continuity of interventions; capacity
development requires sustained efforts over a
relatively long period;

* the parachuted project identification mechanism
used by donor and UN organizations, wherecoun-
tries are often only marginally involved;

* the biastowards hardware in the institutional
strengthening projectsignoring most training and
other human resource dimensions;

+ levelsof funding that are too low for capacity
development for preparation by organizationsfor
country programmes; and too little attention paid
to capacity development for establishing an in-
country environmental control regime with
regulatory instruments, implementation, moni-
toring, and enforcement arrangements

The global environmental problems require national
capacity for environmental management at threelevels. The
first level comprisesthe setting of political prioritiesonthe
development of the national economy and society. This
requires capacity for analysis and public debate on the
direction of development sought by variousinterest groups,
political parties, andindividuals. Thedefinition of theagenda
of environmental problems and the setting of priorities on
sustainabledevel opmentincludedecisionsonhow tomanage
thecountry’ scontributiontoglobal environmental problems.
Thisisaprerequisitefor the countriesto get to the stage of
negotiating international environmental agreements. The
second level of capacity requirements concerns the ability
of the government to control the environmental behaviour
of the agents of the economy through public interventions.

40

GREEN GLOBE YEARBOOK 1997



The government must have the legitimacy to implement a
regulatory regimecontrollingtheenvironmental externalities
of economic agents. At the third level, governments must
have the administrative and technical capacity to ensure
support for thefirst level of palicy direction, and the second
level of policy instrument definition and intervention, and
finally the administrative and technical capacity toidentify
and implement relevant investment programmes for
environmental management.

The environmental management tasks differ between the
levels. At the first level of policy priorities, government
institutionsmust beableto prepare, support, and participate
inassessmentsand dial oguesontheextent of local, regional,
and global environmental problemsand theneedtoallocate
resources for the country’ s contribution to their mitigation.
At the second level of policy instrument definition and
implementationtheenvironmental management tasksareto
establishthelegal and administrativeframework, laws, and
directivesthat congtitutean environmental regulatory regime.
The government must have capacity (powers, resources,
and legitimacy) to ensure compliance through enforcement
of policy instruments, whether these are of the command
and control typeor are economicinstrumentscorrecting the
incentive structures of the economy. At the third level of
administrative and technical capacity, the environmental
management tasksinclude compilation of basic dataonthe
magnitude of the environmental problem and on the
responsible agents, analysing technical and economic
consequences of alternative levels of contral, identifying
alternativepolicy instruments, andanalysingtheir technical,
economic, and institutional pros and cons. Furthermore,
administrative and technical capacity is needed to support
theimplementation of environmental improvement projects
by public or private institutions and enterprises.

The recent emergence of environmental concerns in
developing-country governments® and the continued low
priority attached to environmental administration in these
governments obviously result in avery limited capacity for
governmentinterventioninandfor theenvironment. Inmany
countries, this capacity wasfurther restrained over the past
decadeby thegeneral liberalization and reorientation of the
economy away fromcentral planning. Inamarket economy,
the means of environmental intervention are complex,
ranging from information dissemination and dialogue
between government and industry to direct production
commandsintheform of technol ogy standardsand economic
instruments creating an environmentally conducive
incentives structure for industry and consumers.

Government Capacity for State Intervention

The question of capacity in developing countries for
environmental management must be related to the much
broader question about the role and capacity of the statein
developing countries. The Organization for Economic Co-
operationand Devel opment (OECD) hasrecently presented
capacity development as a new paradigm in development
theory: ‘ The new framework puts capacity development at
al levels—national, regional, local and individual—at the
centre of development policy.'®°

Following the triumphs of market forces in the 1980s,
supported by the liberdization and structural adjustment
programmes of theIMF and the World Bank, interestinthe
statehasrevivedinthe 1990s.** Therearefour basicreasons
forthis: firstly, theneed to control environmental and social
externdlities, i.e. thenegativeeffectsof market-based growth
including greater inequality and a higher number of losers
inthefreeplay of market forces; secondly, theneedtoattack
persistent poverty indevel oping countriesand thecontinued
marginalization of large regions, including most of sub-
Saharan Africa; thirdly, the realization that the ‘supply
response’, whichmarket proponentsexpected fromstructural
adjustment programmes, did not materialize in many low-
income countries; fourthly, the related reaization that
structural adjustment led to undermining of state capacity
throughfiscal austerity measures, unadapted modernization
programmes, and too rapid privatization programmes in
situations where there is no private sector to take over.

Thus, the ‘Washington consensus' recognizes the need
for a capable state to maintain macro-economic balances;
develop human resources; build and monitor public
infrastructure; provide a social safety net; establish an
accountable political regime; guaranteetherule of law; and
control environmental externalities.’? In its assessment of
the economies and public policy in East Asia,®® the World
Bank praised the importance of good public policy, good
ingtitutions, and good leadership in the promotion and
achievement of economic growth. However, thisgoeshand
in hand with continued World Bank priorities for
liberalizationand privatizationof publicfunctions, including
transfer of the provision of public servicesto civil society,
the private sector, and beneficiaries themselves.

This is significant for UNDP's future role in capacity
development assistance, because there are structural and
ideological limits to the approach of the World Bank and
other key donors to state development. The andysis and
policy prescriptionsoffered by theBank aredeficientintwo
key respects. Firstly, they fail to understand and support the
impact of state actions on the direction of societal change,
related to the structure of the economy, the form and pace
of technological development, and the social norms and
identitiesof thepeople. Secondly, they offer theperspective
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of managers, neglecting the role of politics, blaming
politicians for all evils, and trying to insulate ‘good
government’ from political priority-setting processes.™

Inconcretesituations, itisoften possibleto agreewiththis
World Bank approach, which does take significant aspects
of national institutional capacity serioudly. However, three
elements must be added for capacity devel opment to be as
effective as argued by UNDP, OECD, and others. Firstly,
thecapacity of thenational political systemto debateand set
political priorities on sustainable development has hitherto
beenexcludedthroughasimplisticreferenceto’ government
commitment’, although this difficult and sensitive field
involves the state, central and local government, and the
institutions of civil society. Secondly, individua public
institutions have akey role in the promation of sustainable
development, especially asgovernmentsmovefrom central
planning and control to agenda setting and incentives. The
capacity of public institutions should be developed as
political agents, not in isolation from national politics.
Thirdly, thesynergy between publicand privateinstitutions
should be exploited to empower theintended beneficiaries,
not just to secure implementation of programmes agreed
betweendonorsand governments. Fundamental ly, capacity
development must recognize that national and local
ownershipby capableinstitutionsmay leadtoloca priorities
that differ from those of the international partners.

Theimportance for UNDP isthat its structure (officesin
130 countries), its means of co-operation (technical
assistance for capacity development), and its mandate and
ideologies (capacity development for sustainable human
development) can provide the organization with a critical
rolerelatedtothepolitical el ementsof capacity devel opment
that are avoided—and sometimes attacked—by the World
Bank andmany bilateral donorsforideol ogical and pragmatic
reasons.

The Role for UNDP

Theanalysisof thecapacity requirementsfor themanagement
of global environmental problemsin developing countries
leadsto three critical findings on the future role for UNDP
ininternational development co-operation. Firstly, UNDP's
mandate, structure, resources, and means of intervention
provide the organization with a strong potential within
capacity development assistance to central government,
where the national management of global environmental
problems is seen as an element in the move towards
sustainable development of the national economy and
society. Secondly, inthebal ance between international and
country-level work on global environmental problems,
UNDP can and should concentrate on the nationa level,
where the governments lack capacity to implement the

international agreements which they have negotiated and
ratified.

Finally, in relation to the three levels of capacity needed
for national management of global environmental problems
(political priority setting; policy intervention; and
administrativeandtechnical implementation), UNDPiswell
placedtoassistwith capacity development at al threelevels,
UNEP is largely confined to the first level for structural
reasons, and the World Bank hasits strengths at the second
andthirdlevelsforideologica and structural reasons. Thus,
UNEP lacks an institutional and financial presence in
developing countries, which limitsits activities at the first
level to information dissemination aimed at increasing
government awareness. TheWorld Bank hascontributed to
the increased awareness of environmental problems, but it
stopsshort of understanding and supporting political priority-
setting processes. The Bank’s increased attention to
environmental problems is the result of external pressure,
not of national political processes.

As regards UNDP, these findings fit well with the
recommendationsof therecent report Assessment of UNDP:
Devel oping Capacityfor SustainableHuman Devel opment,
onthefuturerolesand prioritiesof the organization. UNDP
hasanimportant policy role, based onitsglobal and country-
level human development analyses. In this field of low-
cost, high-leverage impact, the 1990s have seen a
breakthroughfor UNDPwhich canand should besustained.
In relation to the management of environmental problems,
UNDPshouldnot, however, acquirearoleprimarily through
the addition of the word ‘sustainable’ to the concept of
human development. UNDP can hardly emerge asaleader
intheunderstanding of global environmental problemsand
in global policy making on sustainable development.
Because of its policy work on human devel opment, UNDP
is—contrary to the World Bank—oriented towards the
political level of national policy making. There is a link
between UNDP's work on human development and its
capacity to support government priority setting also in
relation to globa environmental problems.

This should then be followed up through UNDP's most
important role within technical co-operation and capacity
development assistancetoindividual devel oping countries.
UNDPwill havetodevel opexcellencewithinafew patterns
of intervention which exploit the organization’scloselinks
with developing-country governments. UNDP's capacity
devel opment assistanceshouldingenera havethreeprimary
objectivesandtargetingtitutions: (1) improved management
of public resources by core government agencies through
the strengthening of public administrative systems and
institutions; (2) improved management of public resources
by line ministries and local authorities through their
integration into an overall governance framework; and (3)
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improved institutionsfor peopl € sparticipation through the
strengthening of democratic practice and dial ogue between
government and civil society.

In the field of environmental management, UNDP can
provide capacity development assistance for the national
political priority-setting process through support to the
necessary studies of development scenarios and policy
optionsandtotheir discussionamong national stakehol ders.
Few other donorsarelikely tobewel comed by governments
inthesefields. Trand ating thenational prioritiesinto policy
interventions, including, for example, incentivesfor change
towards environmentally benign technology, requires
expertise, which UNDP cannot have in-house, but the
organization can facilitate collaboration with speciaized
institutions in industrial and other developing countries.
Developing technical and administrative capacity for
information processing and implementation support isalso
appropriate for UNDP, whereas UNDP staff, wherever
possible, should leave feasibility studies and investment
project operations to other institutions, notably of the
countries themselves.

For UNDP to play these roles, the organization would
have to continue the substantive specialization process of
the 1990s; strengthen its field structure through decent-
ralization; develop its human resourcesin the field of state
interventionand capacity devel opment; reduceitsambitions
inthefield of UN co-ordination, particularly at global level;
and be provided with adequate, untied grant resources to
giveits 130 field offices sufficient leverage to provide and
backstop capacity development assistance. These pre-
conditionsarenot easily met, however, becauseof thevested
interests described above in an ad hoc, diversified use of
UNDP s meagre resources. Still, we believe that UNDP' s
survival dependsonit setting tough prioritieswithin policy
work on sustainable human devel opment and the provision
of capacity devel opment assi stanceto devel oping countries.
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