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Dear Colleagues:

Sixty per cent of UNDP’s resources go to building democratic governance in the developing world. For us, democratic governance means that elections are held freely and fairly. It implies that an efficient public administration exists and that it is free of corruption and serves the needs of its citizens.  Governance also entails the proper functioning of courts, and that everyone has access to justice.  It means that legislators represent and give voice to the people, as well as provide oversight to the executive.  Governance implies participation of the public in decisions that affect their lives.  This means access to information and freedom to express their views and organize.

Looking inward, UNDP faces many of the challenges of governance in its own organization and management.  We need administration systems that are accountable, transparent and efficient.  We need to have mechanisms to have our concerns and grievances heard without fear of reprisal.  We need our funds and resources budgeted, spent and reported in a transparent and timely manner.

Do we ‘practice what we preach in the area of Governance – from Directors at HQ to project staff in the Field (and everyone in-between)? I’m sure we all agree that our credibility as an organization critically depends on the accountability, transparency and integrity of the work that we do. So if we are not always able to maintain appropriate standards, why is it?

a) Staff are not always aware of all our rules and regulations?

b) Are the rules inadequate / unrealistic when it comes to field realities?

c) A lack of internal accountability?

d) Some combination of all of the above?

This e-discussion hopes that collectively we can find lessons and experience in building UNDP’s own internal accountability, transparency, integrity and governance. The issues we foresee hearing from you will be on human resources, procurement, financial management and control, among others. 

We look forward to your responses. You can respond anonymously by clicking here.

Pauline Tamesis

Policy Adviser (Anti-Corruption, Accountability and Transparency)

Democratic Governance Group

Bureau for Development Policy

UNDP
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Summary of Responses: 

Guest Moderator: Pauline Tamesis, BDP/DGG, NY

English/Française
· Suggested Next Steps and Summary of Proposed Solutions
· Rationale for the E-Discussion and Larger Context
· Coming to a Common Understanding:  Ethics, Accountability, Integrity 

· Organizational and Management Culture 

· Knowledge of UNDP Rules and Regulations 

· Human Resource Management
· Internal Accountability Mechanisms
· What Others are Doing to Improve Accountability
·  Ethical Dilemma: Salary Top-Ups:  Soft Corruption?” or Legitimate Assistance? 

· Adapting Rules to Special Conditions for Post-Conflict Situations 
 
 
Once again, we appreciate your active engagement in this e-discussion on:  “Accountability:  Do We Have it to Demand it?”  We are encouraged by the number of staff who made their voices heard in this debate (total of 74 contributions, including 12 Anonymous responses).  Since many of you expressed hope that this e-discussion would initiate concrete follow-up, we thought it best to give you first an idea of the proposals we are presenting to senior management, synthesized below.  Following these proposals, we are providing a summary of the issues discussed (updating the mid-point review with additional points raised).

 

1.             Proposals for Moving Forward:  Encouraging a Culture of Accountability and Integrity in UNDP

 

The current expectation is for us to table the issues raised and suggestions for action with both the Senior Management (SMT) and Executive Teams (ET) at their next scheduled meetings.  The proposals range from simple (e.g. development of one-page instructions) to more complex (e.g. transforming attitudes), but all aim to “encourage a culture of accountability and integrity in UNDP.”  The suggestions were directly taken from your contributions, and appear more as a “laundry list of things to do”.   Further work needs to be done in streamlining and packaging them more coherently.  Nonetheless, we hope this is a viable start, as there are common threads of suggested action emerging:

 

a. Transforming Attitudes and Minds:  “Accountability must be learned, taught, maintained and developed on a structural basis.”  Accountability is a spirit and process, a way to behave and to inspire people … a way of doing our business better!

· Developing a UNDP Integrity Plan of Action guided by the principles of the UN Charter, Code of Conduct for International Civil Servants and UNDP’s Statement of Values and Ethics.  

· “Lead by example” – Ensuring that UNDP Values and Ethics are embodied in senior management decisions and action, and principles guide corporate decisions and individual behaviour.  Luc Franzoni quoted MMB in his contribution, “good governance starts at home!”  Essentially, “practicing what we preach.”

· Various elements suggested to help encourage this transformation and create a culture of accountability included:  Focusing on client, service and results orientation as an over-all common objective; tying reforms with clear organizational strategy and communicating this to staff.
· Reversing the “culture of silence” and “culture of fear” was resoundingly echoed  by contributors (see figures cited from Global Staff Survey results), including the need to protect whistleblowers.
· Creating a system of meritocracy in UNDP, which rewards staff for delivery of high quality performance and at the same time penalizes “dead wood.”
· Subsequently, UNDP can truly become a learning organization, which operates primarily through knowledge sharing and facilitates access to information.
 

b. Management Systems and Management Culture:  Leadership should embody the principles and values of excellence and integrity.  This is the baseline for any Integrity Plan of Action to succeed, and the only concrete way to transform attitudes.  This point is repeated for emphasis.  Some additional suggestions included:

· Limiting management discretion and applying rules and standards

· Adopting internationally recognized external standards, such as in accounting

· Incorporating accountability and ethical behaviour  in the RCA 

· Recognizing the contribution of GS staff

 

c. Improving Management of UNDP Human Resources

 

· The RCA remains at the heart of how UNDP can enforce the highest levels of performance and accountability in each staff member.  Many called for its reformand the most common suggestion was the application of 360 degree feedback.  The RCA needs to function more as a workplanning tool as a basis for performance management; including monthly feedback sessions with supervisors.  Rabia Khattak’s contribution outlining the benefits of 360 degree assessments was very helpful.  Shoji’s views on the use of the RCA as a workplanning tool and as a “compact between staff and managers” presents a very positive affirmation of the RCA’s potential.

· Reviewing UNDP Human Resource Management Models, including the need to learn from our work in public administration reform.   Kim Henderson’s reflections on the issues of fostering meritocracy were enlightening.  Other suggestions included the installation of HR audit,  and a critical analysis of the inverted staff “pyramid” that shows how UNDP is dominated by “senior” staff, with a call to recruit  and retain more young talent, “grooming” them for higher positions of service.

· Various possible training programmes and packages were suggested that ranged from New Staff Induction and Orientation to specialized training in ethics and cross-cultural communications.  Some of your suggestions were:  LRC Certification Programmes on special topics, Cultural diversity training, Cross-cultural communication, New Staff Induction and Orientation (such as introduction to/briefing on rules and regulations; building on the Orientation FAQ on the Intranet and Orientation Kit), Integrity Self-training Packages and personnel coaching (not only on UNDP rules and regulation but also includes self-learning on recent developments in governance to keep practitioners up-to-date ad promote quality in governance programming), Continued training/refresher courses for Staff, Ethics training through  VDA, and Coaching and facilitation as tools for managers to coach and empower staff, help build morale and promote mutual learning.

· A special course was suggested particularly for RRs and DRRs on the topic of Democratic Governance.  The course will aim to enhance views and knowledge on governance issues in general and in the implementation of programmes (focusing on challenges and experiences in delivering quality results).

 

d. Simplifying Rules and Regulations – your contributions recognized the value of recent efforts to simplify programming and GA manuals.  However, many of you also noted that much more can still be done, such as:

· Developing “Step-by-step” and “easy-to-understand” instructions (1 page each) explaining in detail main processes:  recruitment, procurement, travel, asset management

· Creating simple Q&A Guide for Consultants on UNDP Rules and Regulations

· Applying knowledge management, such as in documenting “what the CO has done in a similar situation”, which eliminates a lot of unnecessary digging of information and time.  This also implies learning from other COs’ lessons (see UNDP Bangladesh example, both the contribution from Raissa Muhutdinova and the case study highlighted in the mid-point review); retaining intellectual capital (design, management and evaluation of projects) as building blocks to “way we do business”

 

e. Procurement – an area not entirely elaborated in the discussion, but regardless an important component of demonstrating internal accountability.  Your suggestions covered:

· Understanding “value-for-money”, particularly in LDCs where the cheapest is not necessarily the best value

· Increased use of regional service centers in various offices to reduce malpractice

· Enhancing knowledge on procurement standards, including learning from other international organizations and conduction of specialized training on procurement

 

f. Instituting Additional Specific Accountability Mechanisms and Monitoring Implementation – Your specific suggestions which add to already existing internal  mechanisms that we have in place in UNDP today included:

 

· Ensuring that these mechanisms fall under an overarching framework and contribute to one goal

· Protecting the organization and individual staff against arbitrary actions by individuals

· Reforming the internal justice system 

· Protecting whistleblowers 

· Monitoring and evaluating accountability mechanisms for follow-up – particularly on the uneven application of rules

· Creating a special webpage in the Intranet facilitating access to all systems and accountability mechanisms as a starting point

· Develop a FAQ or set of typical cases that staff and management may face in terms of accountability and transparency

 

g. Open Communications and Creativity – Many recognized the value of open exchange and were grateful for the opportunity of discussing the issues of accountability and integrity in an open manner.  Nonetheless, there are areas for improvement, particularly in allowing space and creating conditions for a full and efficient participation of staff in decision making process:  reinforcing team spirit and creating a stable workspace (“un climat apaisé”)”:

 

· Need for better information and knowledge about accountability issues, mechanisms instituted and evaluating results.  The suggestion of creating a special webpage on accountability mechanisms also responds to this, and emphasizes the need for a better/more strategic use of the Intranet to publicize issues of ethics and accountability. It was also noted that intranet access should be provided to short-term consultants.

· More strategic use of the Global staff survey instrument, particularly on the follow-up to findings and results.

 

2.             Rationale for E-Discussion and Larger Context

 

The e-discussion comes at a crucial time on many accounts:  1) UN Reform (a big part of which deals with improving how the UN conducts its business), 2) changes in Heads of Agencies (including UNDP), 3) our focus on MDGs, and 4) broader agreements that set the context for international cooperation, within which mutual accountability emerges as a priority concept.  Nick Hartmann’s contribution was very helpful in understanding the efforts currently being instituted at the UN Secretariat, which include:  whistleblower protection, financial disclosure, anti-fraud and corruption, access to information.
Shoji Nishimoto’s contribution was also very helpful in setting the larger context by which we as an organization operate and how this translates into the quality of governance in UNDP.  In essence, the “rules of the game for UNDP to function are set by our governing body -  the Executive Board.”  Since consensus is often difficult, decisions at the highest level of governance leave room for interpretation in their application and sometime ambiguity in terms of accountability.  Shoji further explains that as a “highly decentralized organization, every Country Office has a unique character and the way ‘business’ is conducted varies across countries within the confines of the rules and regulations. Hence there is no ‘typical’ Country Office.”  This is both commendable and challenging, with priority setting driven by national stakeholders, and difficulties in objectively assessing performance of the office and individual staff.  His main argument was anchored on the view that accountability does not only entail compliance but encompasses “collective and individual performance in the delivery of quality results.”  He believes that “it starts from the top of the organization from the level of the Strategic Management Team (SMT) in terms of workplanning for the organisation.”   This again re-affirms the notion that management should “lead by example”. As noted by one external partner, “although management may not always be able to change the organization and processes, they can change the culture to make the workplace more supportive, collaborative and ethical.”
3.             Coming to a Common Understanding:  Ethics, Accountability, Integrity

 

The documents cited below are clear and consistent in identifying and defining the values, core and guiding principles that govern the United Nations.   These form the basis and guide us in our quest for creating and enforcing a culture of accountability and integrity:

a) UN Charter (Article 101 establishes the universal standard for all staff members employed by the United Nations as the “highest standards of efficiency, competence and integrity”)  http://www.un.org/aboutun/charter/
b) Oath of Office (I solemnly swear (undertake, affirm, promise) to exercise in all loyalty, discretion and conscience the functions entrusted to me as an international civil servant of the United Nations, to discharge these functions and regulate my conduct with the interests of the United Nations only in view, and not to seek or accept instructions in regard to the performance of my duties from any Government or other authority external to the Organization).
c) Standards of Conduct for the International Civil Service http://icsc.un.org/resources/pdfs/general/standardsE.pdf
d) Staff Rules and Regulations:  http://iseek.un.org/webpgdept525_4.asp?dept=525#  Here, regulation 1.2 defines the core values which UN Staff Members shall uphold, with respect to the principles of the UN Charter, and they include:. These include: 

 

· faith in fundamental human rights, in the dignity and worth of the human person and in the equal rights of men and women

· respect for all cultures, non-discrimination of any individuals or organizations, and non-tolerance of abuse of power

· highest standards of efficiency, competence and integrity.  The concept of integrity includes, but not limited to: probity, impartiality, fairness, honesty and truthfulness in all matters affecting work and status.

 

e) UNDP Statement of Values 1998 by James Gustave Speth (previous Administrator) http://groups.undp.org/read/messages?id=53286#53286, affirms our loyalty to the United Nations, and reiterates the principles reflected in the UN Charter.  The statement specifies UNDP’s commitment to sustainable human development, and assisting the UN system in becoming a stronger force for the benefit the peoples and countries of the world.   In particular, by focusing on results (striving for excellence in all our endeavours), integrity (as trustees of public funds, we exercise highest standards in all aspects of UNDP operations, and respect (affirm dignity and worth of every individual, as well as respect and value our diversity).

f) UNDP Human Resources Strategy – formulated in 2004, it reaffirms the values highlighted in the 1998 Statement of Values:  results orientation, integrity and respect  http://portal.undp.org/server/nis/4649027220135783
 

 

 4.            Organizational and Management Culture 

 

Rules and regulations, similar to laws of the land, are only relevant if actually enforced and implemented.  The actions of leadership shape the culture by which an organization operates, and culture has a profound effect on establishing norms of ethical behavior.
 

In the discussions, some of you cited problems regarding “application of rules”, noting that “enforcement varies from office-to-office and is most often left to the discretion to the RR or Head of the Office”.  This implies that “management systems are considered “subjective.”  Some also noted that “there is little accountability at the management level, no consequence for tardy or non-compliance with corporate policies.”  You agreed that we should “practice what we preach”, “walk the talk”, and “doing the right things” at the same time as “doing things right.”

 

Even though some of you also expressed optimism that by and large UNDP staff upholds the high the values found in the UN Charter, and that accountability systems in place are adequate, the question remains, “how can we improve and ensure that enforcement is uniform and adequately monitored?” 

 

The issue of competing levels of responsibility was also raised, and it was noted that UNDP staff members are accountable to multiple parties such as  “supervisors, their respective RRs, government counterparts, donor partners, project consultants and the poor and marginalised people of the country in which they serve.”

 

5.             Knowledge of UNDP Rules and Regulations 

 

If UNDP is to perform at the highest standards of integrity and competence, this implies that its staff is equipped with the knowledge and skills to deliver its work.  This further implies that staff is given the information and appropriate guidance on rules and regulations, which includes training and access to documentation. 

 

In a number of contributions, some of the problems raised include:  uneven familiarization or knowledge of rules and procedures, traced in part to the contractual modalities of staff, the inherent divide between “programme” and operations staff, and the complexity of how rules and regulations are formulated, communicated, and made accessible to staff.

  

Some of you also cited that “ignorance” of the rules and regulations is not a justification, and many cited that fraudulent behaviour is usually premeditated and wrong-doing is committed knowingly.  Therefore, the problem can also be traced to discretion and the ability to reinterpret rules.

 

6.             Human Resource Management

Many of you cited the RCA as one of the key accountability instruments that UNDP employs, as it evaluates performance and individual results.  Many of you also cited that this is a less than perfect instrument and invited colleagues from OHR to respond to the suggestions of instituting a 180/360 degree assessment tool, allowing all staff to rate their supervisors on the same scale that they are being assessed.

 

In addition to the RCA, issues such as “investing in staff” and “leveraging talent” to avoid the potential of “deskilling staff” were raised.

 

Specific mention was also made that the “policy on SSAs” or “modalities of employment” (contracts) in use by the organization have bred something of a repressive culture, and these may need revisiting.

 

Various suggestions were made in terms of improving human resource management, which are hopefully captured in the section on Moving Forward above.

 

7.             Internal Accountability Mechanisms Currently In Place

 

· Internal Control Framework – a new version of the Internal Control Framework in ATLAS for all UNDP Country Offices was released in April 2005 by the Office of the Comptroller.

· Fraud Policy and Hotline (http://www.undp.org/hotline/) - UNDP does have Toll free telephone numbers for Tsunami affected countries, and a general number for all other countries.  UNDP also has a website, and there is a PPT that was prepared by the Regional Audit Service Center in Malaysia. [Facilitator’s Note: See PPT at http://content.undp.org:80/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=294299&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1]. 
· Internal Justice and Grievance http://bulletin.undp.org/articles/en/20050408_updates_2004_jurisprudence.shtml
· Ombudsman’s Office - http://ombudsperson.undp.org and http://intra.undp.org/ombudsperson
· Global Staff Survey http://bulletin.undp.org/articles/en/20050324_updates_gss_results.shtml
· Policy on Sexual Harassment, Workplace Harassment and Abuse of Authority   http://bulletin.undp.org/articles/en/20050518_updates_sh_policy.shtml
 

 

8.             What Others Are Doing to Improve Internal Accountability and Fight Corruption in International Organizations
In research conducted for the US Library of Congress surveying what Multilateral Development Banks (MDBs) are doing to fight corruption internally, some of the more effective  procedures for controlling corruption included: [Facilitator’s Note: See report at http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=295850&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1].
 

· the establishment of an independent corruption unit

· an oversight committee

· mandatory staff financial disclosure procedures, and 

· a corruption reporting hotline

 

Of all the MDBs, the World Bank was found to have the most effective systems in place.  Some of the lessons focus on how internal controls are made effective –primarily as a deterrent, reducing the number of corruption cases that the system handles. Internal controls that aim to ensure the efficiency of the organization as a whole — such as internal audit procedures to ascertain that organizational policies and procedures are being followed — complement explicit anti-corruption procedures. A high level of transparency and accountability in all operations helps to combat corruption, in addition to specific anti-corruption measures taken.

 

Additional lessons from the experience of Denmark in instituting an Anti-corruption policy within its aid organization (DANIDA):  an Anti-Corruption Code of Conduct was the central feature of its policy, similar to the proposed UNDP Integrity Plan of Action above.  It also developed and implemented a comprehensive e-learning training programme that all staff was required to undertake.   The Anti Corruption Action Plan was launched in parallel with a comprehensive modernisation and decentralisation process in Danida. This change process has required an extra effort from all staff especially at embassy level where the workload has increased considerably. Despite this the majority of staff has taken the extra time to prioritise work against corruption including working through the e-learning course on anti-corruption. In fact, where corruption is most prevalent staff showed the highest activity level in the e-learning course and reported that the course had been very useful for all, including local and expert staff.

 [Facilitator’s Note:  See report at http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=295854&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1].

 

9.             The Ethical Dilemma of Salary Top-Ups:  Soft Corruption?” or Legitimate Assistance?

 

A large part of the discussions also touched upon the “ethical dilemma” of salary top-ups.  We heard about experiences from Kosovo, Cambodia, Tanzania, Bosnia, Georgia and Serbia, and noted the uneven results across these countries.  The key points however were:  

 

· Common features:  Extraordinary circumstances, clear lack of government capacity to generate income for these civil servants to do their job (reform, strategy formulation...), formulation and agreement of a clear envisaged impact on development effectiveness, concrete envisaged outcomes as a result of salary supplements (like a revenue collection strategy and system devised with the support of selected government segments...), and a clear and concrete "exit strategy" for the system, could be some parameters.  Most of these pertain to crisis situations.  

· Salary per se not a problem, but lack of information within the Government, undefined responsibilities, lack of professionalism, over-stepping of competencies, lack of action from “higher up” (Kosovo) 

· The practice creates distortion and difficulty of implementing pay reform in the public sector (in the absence of uniformly agreed guidelines among donors).  A complex situation, which clearly needs a nationally-owned response.  (Cambodia) 

· A controversial issue with pros and cons on both sides.  UNDP needs good corporate lessons to help managers make informed decisions depending on their own specific context.  The practice allows continuation of functions in post-conflict or crisis situations.  Are there any lessons from Afghanistan? 

· Stopping the practice often results in rather hostile and non-cooperation from local implementing partners.  Practice of paying “per diem” to government counterparts to attend meetings are not sustainable, as when projects are completed counterpart staff moves to follow new projects that offer these perks.  

· Need for a coherent approach by all development partners, ideally within the framework of Government pay and public service reform, may be the most effective way to move the country forward (Tanzania) 

· One way to get around the PIU dilemma is to support the topping up of salaries for projects which are implemented by government . This creates a unit within the government structure -- in all but name -- often undermining the ministry. If we are serious about the reform of the public sector we must engage government about the need to pay reasonable salaries to public servants. By providing the top-ups we are simply creating an elite within the service paying people to work on UN funded projects and programmes....which is actually part of their work.  

 

We have been guided in part by contributions citing existing guidelines and thinking about this issue:

 

· UN Inter-Agency Policy for payment of government staff (1996) http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289491&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1
· HDV on Salary Supplementation drafted by Jocelyn Mason, Public Administration Reform Adviser, BDP/DGG http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289893&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1
· Capacity Building for Reforms in Transition. http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289965&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1 Policy paper coordinated by Marta Ruedas with the inputs of an internal team. Contains latest policy approved by the SMT on 5 November 2004. 
 
We have noted your interest in this topic and suggest this as a future e-discussion on the DGPN.  More importantly, we also realize the gaps in terms of what we need to sufficiently address the issue and will take forward the suggestion to develop UNDP guidelines on “salary supplementation.”

 

 10.         Adapting Rules to Special Conditions for Post-Conflict Situations

 

An offshoot on the discussion about rules and regulations was the issue of adapting to special conditions, such as post-conflict situations.  Here the main point was about how our current UNDP Programming Manual, for example, seems quite limiting when it pertains to allowing CO some flexibility in selecting (CSO) partners on the ground, when the NGO Execution Modality does not apply.

 

I would like to caution that in the recent research about corruption and post-conflict conditions, “state of exception” is often abused to bend procurement and tendering rules, which in turn facilitates corruption.   So that when we consider our own rules and regulations in post-conflict situations, we need to exercise prudent judgment, balancing pressing needs and control mechanisms.

 

I hope that the above summary is helpful in consolidating the various issues and suggestions raised, and facilitating follow-up action.  

· Prochaines Initiatives et Solutions
· L’importance de la Discussion En Ligne et Contexte General
· Compréhension Commune : Ethiques, Responsabilité, Intégrité
· Culture d’Organisation et de Gestion
· Connaissance des Règlements du PNUD
· Gestion de Ressources Humaines
· Mécanismes Internes de Responsabilité
· Initiatives Externes Pour Améliorer la Responsabilité
· Dilemme Ethique : les Compléments de Salaire : Acte de Corruption ou Légitime Assistance ?
· L’adaptation des Règlements aux Conditions Spéciales des Situations Post-Conflictuelles
Encore une fois, nous vous remercions de votre engagement et de votre intérêt pour cette discussion en ligne sur : La Responsabilité : Devons nous l’exiger ? Nous avons été encouragés par le nombre de contributeurs qui ont participé a ce débat (qui a provoqué un total de 73 contributions, dont 12 réponses anonymes). Puisque plusieurs d’entre vous ont exprimé un intérêt pour que des actions concrètes résultent de cette discussion en ligne, nous avons pense qu’il serait utile de vous donner une idée des propositions que nous allons présenter au Comite de Gestion, que nous avons résumes ci-dessous. Les propositions sont suivies par un résume des questions que nous avons débattues. (Ceci est donc une remise a jour de la revue d’intérim, qui incorpore de nouveaux sujets de discussion). 

1. Propositions Pour Avancer : Comment Encourager Une Culture de Responsabilité et d’Intégrité dans le PNUD
Nous espérons pouvoir discuter des sujets mentionnés et des plans d’action suggérées avec le Comite de Direction (SMT) et le Conseil de Direction (ET) a leur prochaines réunions. Les propositions varient du simple (e.g. le développement d’instructions d’une page) au plus complexe (e.g. la transformation d’attitudes) mais tous cherchent a encourager une culture de responsabilité et d’intégrité au sein du PNUD. Les suggestions ont été inspirées directement par vos contributions, et paraissent être plutôt une liste de taches. Il reste encore du travail à faire afin de les organiser et présenter de manière plus cohérente. Néanmoins, nous espérons que ce document servira de base afin de souligner similarités dans les plans d’actions suggérées :

a) La Transformation des Attitudes et de Mentalités : «La Responsabilité doit être enseignée, entretenue et developée sur le plan structurel. » La Responsabilité est un esprit et un processus, une manière d’agir et d’inspirer… une manière de mieux gérer nos affaires !

· Développer un Plan d’Action du PNUD sur ‘Intégrité, informé par les principes de la Charte des Nations Unies, le Code de Conduite Pour les Fonctionnaires Internationaux et la Déclaration de Valeurs et d’Ethiques du PNUD. 

· « Mener en donnant l’exemple » - afin d’assurer que les valeurs et éthiques du PNUD influencent les décisions et les actions des cadres supérieurs, et que les principes servent de guide aux décisions de l’organisme et le comportement individuel. Luc Franzoni a cité MMB dans sa contribution « la bonne gouvernance commence chez soi ! », nous devons essentiellement « agir comme nous le professons de faire. »

· Plusieurs éléments ont été suggérés afin d’encourager cette transformation et créer une culture de responsabilité, qui incluent : la concentration sur le client, une orientation vers le service et les résultats ainsi qu’un objectif commun : d’associer les reformes avec une stratégie claire d’organisation et de communiquer celle ci au personnel.

· Détruire la « culture du silence » et la « culture de la peur » ; ce thème a été repris par plusieurs contributeurs ; ceci inclut le besoin de protéger les dénonciateurs.

· Créer un système de méritocratie dans le PNUD, qui récompense le personnel qui est haut performant, et pénalise le « poids mort »

· Par conséquent, le PNUD peut devenir un organisme d’apprentissage qui opère avec le partage d’informations et qui facilite l’accès a l’information. 

b) Systèmes de Gestion et Culture de Gestion : Le leadership devrait personnifier les principes et les valeurs d’excellence et d’intégrité. Ceci est la base pour que n’importe lequel Plan d’Action réussisse, et parait être la seule manière de transformer les attitudes. Les suggestions incluent :

· Limiter l’autonomie des cadres et appliquer de force les règles et les standards

· Adopter des standards externes, reconnus sur le plan international, comme pour la comptabilité

· Incorporer la responsabilité et le comportement éthique dans le RCA

· Reconnaître les contributions dupersonnel du GS
c) Améliorer la Gestion des Ressources Humaines du PNUD

· Le RCA reste la manière dont le PNUD peut renforcer les plus hauts niveaux de performance et de responsabilité dans chaque membre du personnel. Beaucoup ont insisté qu’il soit reformé ; la suggestion la plus populaire était l’utilisation d’un système d’évaluation a 360 degrés. Le RCA a besoin de fonctionner plus comme un instrument de planning afin de gérer la performance, et qui suggère des sessions mensuelles d'évaluation avec les directeurs. La contribution de Rabia Khattak qui explique les avantages d’un outil d’évaluation à 360 degrés a été très utile. Les opinions de Shoji sur l’utilisation du RCA comme un instrument de planification et comme un « pacte entre le personnel et les directeurs » présente une confirmation du potentiel du RCA. 

· Révision des Modèles de Gestion des Ressources Humaines du PNUD, ceci inclut le besoin de tirer des leçons de notre travail dans la reforme de l’administration publique. Les reflections de Kim Henderson sur les difficultés d’instaurer méritocratie, ont été très utiles. D’autres suggestions incluent l’installation d’un audit de la direction des ressources humaines et une analyse critique de la pyramide inversée du personnel qui démontre comment le PNUD est dominé par un personnel plus âgé, et la demande d’engager un personnel plus jeune et les préparer a assumer des postes élevés. 

· Plusieurs programmes de formation ont été suggérés, depuis l’Installation du Nouveau Personnel jusqu'à une Orientation et des formations spécialisées sur l‘éthique et les communications interculturelles. Vos suggestions ont inclut : des Programmes de Certification du LCR sur des sujets spéciaux, une formation sur la diversité culturelle, l’installation et l’orientation du nouveau personnel (ce qui inclut une introduction aux réglementations, qui se rajouterait aux FAQs sur l’intranet et le kit d’orientation), des paquets d’auto-formation sur l’intégrité ainsi que la formation du personnel (non seulement sur les règlements du PNUD mais aussi sur les développements récents en gouvernance afin d’inciter l’excellence dans la programmation d’initiatives de gouvernance), des cours de rappel pour le personnel, formations sur l’éthique au travers du VDA, et l’utilisation de l’entraînement et de la facilitation comme outils utilisés par les directeurs afin de mobiliser le personnel, remonter la morale et promouvoir l’apprentissage mutuel. 

· Un cours spécifique a été suggéré pour les RRs et les DRRs sur le thème de la gouvernance démocratique. Ce cours cherchera a compléter les impressions et les conaissances sur les questions de gouvernance en général, et l’exécution de programmes (en se concentrant sur les difficultés probables et les moyens de produire des résultats de qualité).

d) La simplification des règlements vos contributions ont reconnu l’intérêt des efforts récents pour simplifier la programmation et des manuels du GA. Mais plusieurs d’entre vous ont aussi reconnu qu’il reste encore beaucoup d’efforts à faire dans ce domaine.

· Développer des instructions « guidées » et « faciles a comprendre » (d’une page) qui détaillent les processus de base : le recrutement, la procuration, les voyages, et la gestion de biens. 

· Créer un guide simple en format question-reponse pour les conseillers, sur les règlements du PNUD. 

· Appliquer les outils de gestion de conaissance, comme la documentation des « actions entreprises par le CO dans une situation similaire, » ce qui éliminera beaucoup de temps perdu dans la recherche d’informations. Ceci implique un transfert de conaissances et des autres expériences du CO, ainsi que la rétention de capital intellectuel (la structure, gestion et évaluation de projets) comme éléments de base sur la manière dont nous « gérons nos affaires. »

e) L’acquisition est un domaine qui n’a pas été exploré en beaucoup de détail dans notre conversation mais qui en dépit de ceci est un élément important de la responsabilité interne. Vos suggestions ont inclut :

· La compréhension du « pouvoir d’achat » plus particulièrement dans les pays sous-développés ou le moins cher n’es pas nécessairement de la meilleure valeur. 

· Une hausse dans l’utilisation des centres de service régionaux dans les bureaux afin de réduire le taux de fautes professionnelles

· L’augmentation de la familiarité avec les standards d’acquisition, ce qui inclut un apprentissage des techniques utilisées par d’autres organismes internationaux et une formation axée sur acquisition

f) L’institution des Nouveaux Mécanismes Spécifiques de Responsabilité et de Surveillance – Vos suggestions sur les mécanismes a rajouter a ceux qui sont déjà en utilisation incluent : 

· S’assurer que ces mécanismes sont situés dans un contexte général et contribuent tous au même objectif

· Protéger l’organisme et les membres individuels du personnel des actions de certains individus

· Reforme du système interne de justice

· Protection des dénonciateurs

· Surveillance et évaluation des mécanismes de responsabilité – plus particulièrement pour l’application inégales des règlements

· Création d’une page web sur l’intranet qui facilitera accès a tous les systèmes, en utilisant les mécanismes de responsabilité comme point de départ

· Développement d’un FAQ ou d’exemples typiques que le personnel pourrait affronter dans les domaines de la responsabilité et de la transparence

g) Communications Ouvertes et Créativité – La majorité d’entre vous ont reconnu la valeur d’un libre échange et étaient heureux de pouvoir adresser les sujets de responsabilité et d’intégrité de manière ouverte. Néanmoins, il reste des opportunités d’amélioration, plus particulièrement avec la création de conditions qui faciliteront la participation du personnel dans le processus de décision : afin de renforcer le sentiment de solidarité et de créer un « climat apaisé ». 

· Il existe un besoin d’informations et de conaissances sur les questions de responsabilité, des mécanismes utilisés et d’évaluation des résultats. La suggestion de créer une page web spécialisée sur les mécanismes de responsabilité répond a ces besoins et souligne la nécessité d’utiliser l’intranet de manière stratégique afin de d’attirer l’attention sur les questions d’éthiques et de responsabilité. Il a aussi été proposé que les conseillers a court terme reçoivent accès a l’intranet. 

· Une utilisation plus stratégique de l’instrument de sondage global de personnel

2. L’importance de la Discussion En Ligne et Contexte Général

D’après plusieurs rapports cette discussion en ligne est arrivée à un moment critique. 1) La reforme de l'ONU (qui traite en large partie de la manière dont l’ONU gère ses affaires) 2) le changement dans les directeurs des Agences (ce qui inclut le PNUD) 3) notre emphase sur les Objectifs de Développement du Millénaire 4) des accords plus généraux qui créent le contexte pour la coopération internationale, et ou la responsabilité mutuelle a émergé comme étant un concept clef. La contribution de Nick Hartman a été très utile pour la compréhension des efforts qui sont en train d’être instaurés au Secrétariat de l’ONU qui incluent : la protection des dénonciateurs, la transparence financière, les efforts anti-fraude et anti-corruption et l’accès a l’information. 

La contribution de Shoji Nihimote a servi à établir les paramètres dans lesquels nous opérons en tant qu’organisme et comment ceci se traduit par un certain niveau de qualité de gouvernance dans le PNUD. En général, les règles d’opération sont établies par le corps gouvernant, le Comité de Direction. Mais comme il est souvent difficile d’atteindre un consensus, les décisions aux plus haut niveaux de la gouvernance laissent place a l’interprétation pour leur application et une certaine ambiguïté sur la responsabilité. De plus, Shoji explique que en tant « qu’organisme très décentralisé, chaque bureau régional a son propre caractère ; la manière dont les affaires sont gérées varie de pays en pays dans le contexte des contraintes des règlements » Il n’existe donc pas de « bureau régional typique. » Ceci est louable mais aussi problématique, car les priorités de chaque bureau sont souvent influencées par les partenaires nationaux, et il devient difficile d’évaluer objectivement la performance individuelle du bureau et du personnel. L’argument central proposé par Shoji était que la responsabilité inclut non seulement les efforts pour se conformer aux règlements, mais aussi la performance collective et individuelle pour l’obtention des résultats de qualité. Il croit que cet effet « commence aux plus hauts niveaux de l’organisme, avec l’équipe de gestion stratégique (SMT) et leurs efforts de planification pour l’organisme. » Ceci réaffirme la notion que les cadres supérieurs doivent « mener par l’exemple. » Comme l’a note un de nos partenaires externes, « bien que les cadres ne peuvent pas toujours changer l’organismes ou les procédés, il peuvent changer la culture afin de rendre le lieu de travail un endroit de soutien, de collaboration et d’éthiques. 

3. Compréhension Commune : Ethiques, Responsabilité, Intégrité

Les documents cités ci-dessous identifient et définissent de manière claire et concise  les valeurs et les principes de base qui régissent les Nations Unies. Ils nous guident dans notre quête pour créer et renforcer une culture de responsabilité et d’intégrité :

a)
Le charter de l’ONU (l’article 101 établit le standard universel pour tous les membres du personnel employées par les Nations Unies comme étant les « standards les plus hauts d’efficacité, de compétence et d’intégrité ») http://www.un.org/aboutun/charter/
b)
Serment : ( Je jure (promet, affirme, entreprend) solennellement d’exercer en toute loyauté, discrétion et conscience les fonctions qui m’ont été confiées en tant que fonctionnaire international des Nations Unies, décharger ces fonctions et règlementer ma conduite avec uniquement les intérêts des Nations Unies en vue, et je ne chercherai pas ou n’accepterai pas des instructions ou obligations d’aucun Gouvernement ou autorité externe a l’organisme en relation avec la performance de mes obligations).

c)
Standard de Conduite pour le Service Civile International http://icsc.un.org/resources/pdfs/general/standardsE.pdf
d)
Réglementation pour le Personnel: http://iseek.un.org.webpgdept525_4.asp?dept=525#. Dans ce document, la réglementation défini les valeurs de base que le personnel de l’ONU doit soutenir, en respectant le Charter de l’ONU. Celles-ci incluent: 

· Une croyance fondamentale dans les droits de l’homme, la dignité et la valeur humaine et dans l’égalité entre l’homme et la femme

· Un respect de chaque culture, et une politique de non-discrimination envers aucun individu ou organisme et un refus de tolérer l’abus de pouvoir

· Les plus hauts standards d’efficacité, de compétence et d’intégrité. L’intégrité inclut mais ne se limite pas a: la probité, l’impartialité, l’équité, l’honnêteté et la vérité dans toutes les questions qui touchent au travail et au statut.  

e)   Déclaration de Valeurs du PNUD (1988 de James Gustave Speth) – ancien Administrateur http://groups.undp.org/red/messages?id=53286#53286, qui affirme notre loyauté aux Nations Unies et réitère les principes écrits dans le Charter des Nations Unies. La déclaration renforce l’engagement du PNUD a soutenir le développement durable et d’aider les Nations Unies à devenir une force bénéfique pour les peuples et les pays du monde entier. En particulier, nous pouvons achever cet objectif en nous concentrant sur les résultats (et en visant l’excellence dans tout ce que nous entreprenons), l’intégrité (en tant qu’administrateurs de fonds publiques, et en exerçant les plus hauts standards dans tous les aspects des opérations du PNUD) et le respect (en affirmant la dignité et la valeur de chaque individu et en respectant et valorisant notre propre diversité). 

f)   Stratégie du PNUD pour les Ressources Humaines – écrit  en 2004, il réaffirme les valeurs soulignées dans la Déclaration de Valeurs de 1988: une orientation vers les résultats, l’intégrité et le respect. http://portal.undp.org/server/nis/4649027 220125783
4. Culture d’Organisation et de Gestion

La règlementation, comme la loi du pays, n’est d’actualité que si elle est solidement ancrée, mise en effet et renforcée. Les dirigeants du pays jouent un rôle majeur en tant que symboles des valeurs et des idéaux d’un organisme ; leurs actions dictent ou forment la culture selon laquelle opère l’organisme. Et la culture a un effet profond sur l’établissement des normes de comportement éthique. 

Dans vos réponses, plusieurs d’entre vous ont cité des difficultés avec “l’application des règles” en notant que le renforcement varie de bureau en bureau et souvent est laissé à la discrétion du “Chef de Bureau” ; ce qui implique que les systèmes sont des entités subjectives. Certains ont aussi noté qu’il y a “peu de responsabilité au niveau des cadres, et aucunes conséquences pour ceux qui ne se conforment pas aux politiques internes.” Vous étiez d’accord que nous devons accomplir ce que nous professons de faire : “bien agir” tout en “agissant bien”.  

Bien que certains d’entre vous aient aussi exprimé votre optimisme qu’en général le personnel du PNUD démontre les valeurs inclues dans le Charter de l’ONU et que les systèmes de responsabilité en place sont adéquats, la question reste: “ comment pouvons nous avancer et nous assurer que l’application des règles est uniforme et surveillée de manière adéquate. 

La question des niveaux rivalisant de responsabilité a aussi été invoquée. Il a été noté que le personnel du PNUD est responsable envers plusieurs partis ce qui inclut leur “superviseurs, leurs RRs respectifs, leurs homologues dans le gouvernement, les partenaires donateurs, les conseillers de projet et les habitants pauvres et marginalisés du pays dans lequel ils servent.  

5. Connaissance des Règlements du PNUD

 Si le PNUD espère intervenir avec les plus hauts standards d’intégrité et de compétence, son personnel doit être équipé avec les connaissances et les capacités nécessaires pour accomplir les taches qui lui sont délégués. Ceci implique que le personnel reçoive l’information et les conseils nécessaires a leur poste (ceci inclut une série de formations et l’accès a la documentation). 

Beaucoup de vos contributions ont souligné les conditions suivantes : une connaissance ou familiarité incomplète avec les règles et procèdes en partie liées aux modalités contractuelles du personnel, la division naturelle entre le personnel de “programme” et d’opérations, ainsi que la complexité de la manière dont les règlements sont formulés, communiqués, et rendu accessible au personnel. 

Plusieurs d’entre vous ont noté que l’ignorance des règlements n’est pas une raison valable, et que les actes frauduleux sont souvent prémédites et que l’action est entreprise consciemment. Le problème peut donc être lié a la discrétion individuelle et a l’interprétation personnelle des règlements. 
6. Gestion des Ressources Humaines

Beaucoup d’entre vous ont cité le RCA comme étant l’un des instruments principaux de responsabilité utilisé par le PNUD afin d’évaluer la performance et les résultats individuels. Beaucoup d’entre vous ont aussi souligné le fait que cet instrument est loin d’être parfait et ont invité vos collègues du Bureau des Ressources Humaines a répondre aux suggestions d’utiliser un instrument d‘évaluation a « 180 degrés » qui permettrait aux employés d’évaluer leur responsables sur les mêmes critères qu’eux mêmes sont évalues. 

En plus du RCA, les questions telles que “l’investissement dans le personnel” et “le développement du talent” afin d’éviter des “réductions de capacités” du personnel ont été soulignés.

Il a été spécifiquement dit que les politiques des  SSAs ou des “modalités d’emploi » (contrats) utilisés par l’organisme ont crée une culture légèrement répressive et qu’ils devraient être revus.  

Plusieurs suggestions ont été faites afin d’améliorer la gestion des ressources humaines qui sont, nous espérons, cités dans la section « Comment Avancer » ci-dessus. 

7. Mécanismes de Responsabilité Interne Actuellement en Place

Cadre Interne de Contrôle – une nouvelle version du Cadre Interne de Contrôle pour tous les bureaux du PNUD dans ATLAS  a été distribuée en Avril 2005 par le Bureau du Contrôleur.  

Règlements et Service d’Assistance Téléphonique Anti-Fraude (http://www.undp.org/hotline/) – Le PNUD a un numéro de téléphone gratuit pour tous les pays ravagés par le Tsunami et un numéro général pour tous les autres pays. Le PNUD aussi un site web et il existe aussi un PPT qui a été préparé par le Centre Régional d’Audit en Malaisie. 

Justice Interne et Doléances

http://bulletin.undp.org/articles/en/20050408 updates 2004 jurisprudence.shtml
Bureau d’Ombudsman – http://ombudsperso.undp.org et http://intra.undp.org/ombudsperson

Sondage Global du Personnel

http://bulletin.undp.org/articles/en/20050518 updates sh policy.shtml

Règlements sur l’Harcèlement Sexuel, Harcèlement sur le Lieu de Travail et l’Abus d’Autorité

http://bulletin.undp.org/articles/en/20050518 updates sh policy.shtml

8. Initiatives Externes Pour Améliorer la Responsabilité

Dans la recherche complétée pour la Bibliothèque Nationale du Congres de Etats-Unis, qui surveillait les efforts des Banque Multilatérales de Développement pour lutter contre la corruption interne, les procédés les plus efficaces pour contrôler la corruption interne étaient les suivants (Voir le rapport a http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d id=295850&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1) :

· L’établissement d’un groupe indépendant anti-corruption

· Un comité de surveillance

· Des procédés mandatés de transparence financière, et

· Un service d’assistance téléphonique anti-corruption

De toutes les Banques Multilatérales de Développement, la Banque Mondiale a été citée comme ayant en place les systèmes les plus efficaces d’anti-corruption. Les leçons se focalisaient sur les moyens de rendre efficaces les contrôles internes pour qu’ils servent comme élément dissuasif et réduisent le nombre de cas gérés par le système. Les contrôles internes qui cherchent a assurer l’efficacité de l’organisme en général – comme les processus d’audit interne qui assurent que les politiques et les procédés de l’organisme sont respectés – servent de complément aux procédures explicites anti-corruption. Un haut niveau de transparence et de responsabilité dans toutes les opérations, rajoute aux mesures spécifiques anti-corruption, et servent a combattre la corruption. Nous pouvons tirer des leçons de l’expérience du Danemark qui a établi une politique anti-corruption pour son organisme d’aide (DANIDA) ; un code de conduite a servi de mesure centrale a cette politique, semblable au Plan d’ Action sur l’Intégrité cité ci-dessous.  Le code a aussi développé et utilisé un programme obligatoire de formation en ligne pour tout le personnel. Le Plan d’Anti-Corruption a été lance en conjonction avec un processus de modernisation et de décentralisation pour DANIDA. Ce processus de changement a nécessité un effort complémentaire du personnel, surtout au niveau de l’ambassade, ou la quantité de travail a augmenté de manière considérable. En dépit de ceci, la majorité du personnel a pris le temps de donner priorité au travail contre la corruption – ce qui inclut le cours d’apprentissage en ligne sur les efforts anti-corruption. En fait, les endroits ou la corruption était la plus répandue ont démontré les plus hauts niveaux de participation pour le cours et ont noté qu’il avait été très utile au personnel sur place et aux experts externes. 

Voir le rapport a : http://content.undporg/go/practice/governance/docs/downloa/?d_id295854&g11n.en=ISO-8859-1
9. Dilemme Ethique : les Compléments de Salaire : Acte de Corruption ou Légitime Assistance?

Une grande partie des discussions ont mentionné le dilemme moral des compléments de salaire. Nous avons reçu des témoignages du Kosovo, du Cambodge, de la Tanzanie, de la Bosnie, de la Georgie et de la Serbie, et nous avons noté les résultats variables de ces pays. Les points majeurs ont été catalogués ci-dessous: 

· Conditions communes: Circonstances extraordinaires, un manque de capacité de la part du gouvernement de procurer de revenus qui permettent aux fonctionnaires de remplir leur fonctions (reformes, planification stratégique), un consensus de l’impacte envisagé de ces conditions sur l’efficacité du développement, des objectifs concrets envisagés comme résultat de ces compléments de salaire (une stratégie de collection de revenus, et un système établit avec le soutien de certaines branches du gouvernement) ; et une “stratégie de sortie” claire et concrète pour le système. La majorité de ces paramètres indiquent une situation de crise. 

· Le salaire en lui même ne pose pas de problème, mais il existe un manque d’informations dans le gouvernement, des responsabilités mal définies, un manque de professionnalisme, un outre passement des compétences, et un manque d’action des branches supérieures (Kosovo)

· La pratique crée des distorsions et rend difficile l’application d’une reforme de la paie dans le secteur public (dans l’absence de directives communes entre donateurs). Une situation complexe qui nécessite une réponse nationale (Cambodge).

· Une question controversée avec des pours et des contres. Le PNUD doit fournir de bonnes leçons institutionnelles afin d’aider les directeurs a prendre des décisions sensibles et appropriées a leur contexte particulier. Car cette pratique permet la continuation de certaines fonctions vitales dans des situations post-conflictuelles ou de crise. Existe-t-il des leçons que nous pouvons tirer de l’Afghanistan?

· L’arrêt de la pratique résulte souvent dans des réponses hostiles et un manque de coopération de la part des partenaires locaux. Mais la pratique de paiement “per diem” aux membres du gouvernement afin d’assurer leur participation dans des réunions, n’est pas une solution durable. Car une fois un projet fini, le personnel local se déplace afin de suivre les nouveaux projets qui leur offriront la même compensation. 

· Il est nécessaire de développer une approche cohérente entre tous les partenaires du développement, qui idéalement existerait dans le contexte de la reforme gouvernementale de la paie et du service publique; ceci serait peut être la manière la plus efficace de faire avancer le pays. (Tanzanie)

· Afin éviter ce dilemme, il est important d’appuyer les compléments des salaire qui sont proposes par le gouvernement. Ceci crée un groupe au sein de la structure gouvernementale, qui souvent subverti le ministère. Si nous sommes sérieusement concernés par la question de la réforme du secteur publique, nous devons engager un dialogue avec le gouvernement afin d’insister que des salaires raisonnables soit payés aux fonctionnaires Car en offrant des compléments de salaires, nous créons une élite dans le service, en payant des individus pour participer dans des projets finances par l’ONU – ce qui en fait fait parti de leur travail quotidien. 

 Nous avons été guides en part par les contributions que ont cités certaines directives en vigueur qui traitent cette question:

· La politique inter agence de l’ONU sur le Paiement de Personnel Gouvernemental (1996) http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289491&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1
· HDV sur les Suppléments de Salaire, écrit par Jocelyne Mason, Conseillère sur la Reforme de l’Administration Publique, BDP/DGG. http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289893&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1
· Fortification de Capacités de Reformes pendant des Moments de Transition. http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289965&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1  Un rapport coordonne par Marta Ruedas avec les apports d’une équipe interne. Contient les dernières politiques approuvées par le SMT le 5 Novembre 2004. 

Nous avons noté votre intérêt pour ce sujet et nous le suggérons comme le sujet d’une future discussion sur le DGPN. De plus, nous réalisons qu’il existe un besoin d’adresser la question de manière satisfaisante au sein de notre organisme. Nous nous servirons de cette suggestion afin de développer les directives du PNUD sur les “compléments de salaire”.
10. L’adaptation des Règlements aux Conditions Spéciales des Situations Post-Conflictuelles
La question de l’adaptation aux conditions Spéciales comme les situations post-conflictuelles été suggérée par la discussion sur les réglementations. Ici, le problème majeur semble être que le l'actuel Manuel de Programmation du PNUD parait trop restrictif sur la question de la sélection de partenaires locaux (CSO par le CO, surtout lorsque la modalité d’exécution des ONGs n’est pas valable). 

Je voudrais vous cautionner que dans la recherche récente sur la corruption et les conditions post-conflictuelles, “l’état d’exception” est souvent abusé afin de forcer les lois sur le procurement, et ainsi faciliter la corruption. Donc quand nous considérons nos propres règles dans les situations post-conflictuelles, nous devons exercer un jugement prudent, qui maintiendra un équilibre entre les besoins urgents et les mécanismes de contrôle. 

J’espère que le résumé ci-dessus est utile afin de consolider les questions débattues, les solutions proposées, et faciliter les initiatives futures.

Related Resources: 

Guiding Documents:

· UN Charter (Article 101 establishes the universal standard for all staff members employed by the United Nations as the “highest standards of efficiency, competence and integrity”)  http://www.un.org/aboutun/charter/
· Oath of Office (I solemnly swear (undertake, affirm, promise) to exercise in all loyalty, discretion and conscience the functions entrusted to me as an international civil servant of the United Nations, to discharge these functions and regulate my conduct with the interests of the United Nations only in view, and not to seek or accept instructions in regard to the performance of my duties from any Government or other authority external to the Organization). 
· Standards of Conduct for the International Civil Service http://icsc.un.org/resources/pdfs/general/standardsE.pdf
· Staff Rules and Regulations:  http://iseek.un.org/webpgdept525_4.asp?dept=525#  Here, regulation 1.2 defines the core values which UN Staff Members shall uphold, with respect to the principles of the UN Charter.
· UNDP Statement of Values 1998 by James Gustave Speth (previous Administrator) http://groups.undp.org/read/messages?id=53286#53286, affirms our loyalty to the United Nations, and reiterates the principles reflected in the UN Charter.  
· UNDP Human Resources Strategy – formulated in 2004, it reaffirms the values highlighted in the 1998 Statement of Values:  results orientation, integrity and respect  http://portal.undp.org/server/nis/4649027220135783
Internal Accountability Mechanisms Currently In Place

 

· Internal Control Framework – a new version of the Internal Control Framework in ATLAS for all UNDP Country Offices was released in April 2005 by the Office of the Comptroller.
· Fraud Policy and Hotline http://www.undp.org/hotline/. UNDP does have Toll free telephone numbers for Tsunami affected countries, and a general number for all other countries.  UNDP also has a website, and there is a PPT that was prepared by the Regional Audit Service Center in Malaysia. [Facilitator’s Note: See PPT at http://content.undp.org:80/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=294299&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1]. 
· Internal Justice and Grievance http://bulletin.undp.org/articles/en/20050408_updates_2004_jurisprudence.shtml 

· Ombudsman’s Office - http://ombudsperson.undp.org and http://intra.undp.org/ombudsperson
· Global Staff Survey http://bulletin.undp.org/articles/en/20050324_updates_gss_results.shtml
· Policy on Sexual Harassment, Workplace Harassment and Abuse of Authority.  http://bulletin.undp.org/articles/en/20050518_updates_sh_policy.shtml
Internal Accountability in Other International Organizations
· US Library of Congress Report Surveying what Multilateral Development Banks (MDBs) are doing to fight corruption internally. http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=295850&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1.
· Danida Anti Corruption Action Plan. http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=295854&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1. Launched in parallel with a comprehensive modernisation and decentralisation process in Danida
Civil Service Salary Top-Ups:

· UN Inter-Agency Policy for payment of government staff (1996) http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289491&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1
· HDV on Salary Supplementation drafted by Jocelyn Mason, Public Administration Reform Adviser, BDP/DGG http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289893&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1
· Capacity Building for Reforms in Transition. http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289965&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1 Policy paper coordinated by Marta Ruedas with the inputs of an internal team. Contains latest policy approved by the SMT on 5 November 2004.
Responses in Full: 
Anonymous Feedback1 

This is a very interesting topic that you bring up as we in the ______ Office (me and my peers) have been reflecting on our governance programme. More precisely we were looking at our support to the Electoral Commission and one of our objectives is to build capacity in the institution so as it is able to reflect credibility and integrity.

I was asked why not build the credibility and integrity of your office before going elsewhere. Upon reflection I think that the challenges we have as an institution in this area is not that we do not have appropriate systems but that we need to change the mind sets of the people we have in the institution. We need a cadre of professionals who have the right attitude and mind set for the development work that UNDP does, people who are committed and show little or no bias to personal issues (revenge, 'saving my skin', or who do I know in that institution et! c).

I know this a very difficult task but I believe it can be done. A starting point is probably a review of our own internal management systems such as the RCA which may reinforce such negative behavior.

I look forward to your views. 

Serdar Bairiev, UNDP Turkmenistan

I would like to share some thoughts on the discussion points raised.

a) Staff are not always aware of all our rules and regulations?

I would rather put the question differently - do staff members interpret the rules and regulations adequately. For example, the concept of "best value for money" is frequently misinterpreted, and staff members believe that UNDP should only by the cheapest or chose the lowest price in any case. 

Possible solution: In consultation with Country Offices develop short "step-by-step" and "easy-to-understand" instructions (1 page each) explaining in detail main processes: recruitment, procurement, travel, asset management. 

b) Are the rules inadequate / unrealistic when it comes to field realities?

In some specific cases, for instance if local markets fail to offer required goods or services, or there is lack of competition, there is a need for simplification or adaptation of some of the rules to local conditions. 

Possible solution: A special provision allowing the Head of the Office to make an exception in cases that are well justified (provided of course that these exceptions are cleared by relevant headquarters' departments). This is especially related to procurement or recruitment processes.

c) A lack of internal accountability?

An Internal Control Framework is a very good document aiming at enhancing internal accountability. Similar document/regulation would be useful for those areas that do not fall under ICF, for example appointment of an Evaluation Committee for each procurement, recruitment or asset disposal case, .

Erdal Esin, BOM, NY

I would like to comment on Pauline's governance write-up:

a) Staff are not always aware of all our rules and regulations?

Well, if staff are not "always" aware of the rules and regulations then there is clearly a remiss here; both on the part of staff and manager(s) because no one should be asked to do something without knowledge and no one should accept to do it without knowledge.  This is huge exposure which should be avoided at once.  If we're talking about accountability, there should be no excuse here.  Solution is there though; LRC has certification programmes, if one does not have it one must put it in his/her key results and one makes sure that the certification is obtained swiftly.  In the absence of this swift action, both the manager and staff are accountable, simple as that.  Otherwise we should not go out there and do resource mobilization because when you do the assumption is you have the capacity to deliver, and capacity to support governments to deliver.  If staff are not aware of rules then we're extremely vulnerable and we should do something concrete about that.  

b) Are the rules inadequate / unrealistic when it comes to field realities? 

This statement may be too far fetched.  It is true that rules have been prepared based on past incidents to safeguard future actions and one may argue, in this context that rules do not shed light on the present situation.  If taken verbatim and in isolation yes, but the relational nature of rules and regulations should always be kept in mind and yes knowledge management helps a lot; the answer to a question like, "what has CO done in a similar situation?" would eliminate a lot of unnecessary digging information time and yes we have the tool to do that and I don't have to repeat which one.

 Rules may become inadequate from time to time and they should be amended in due course but one should be careful in changing the rules of engagement too often.  Rules are like constitution, if you change it a lot, it becomes a mere circular no one would respect.

 c) A lack of internal accountability?

 I'm beginning to think that, we're more and more using the lack of accountability as an excuse for not being responsible for things and/or for not doing things right.  "Lack thereof" has a bearing on weak governance no doubt, but governance structures should be based on clear benchmarks and performance indicators to make judgments on accountability issues. Accountability is one measure to apply if things go wrong and everybody should know the consequences.  If we do not have an internal accountability structure, does that mean that we will sit and wait for someone to tell us how to do things right? I guess not. 

d) Some combination of all of the above?

Sure, yes.

Soumaya Yaakoubi, UNDP Morocco
I do agree that this is a very interesting topic, nevertheless, I don't think we should be that negative about our offices. There are things to improve and to consider, but it has also a lot to do with our perception. RCA for example should not be considered as a negative tool to reinforce negative behaviors, but as an additional tool for planning, we set objectives at the beginning of the year with supervisors to insure their support and agreement and more important to make sure that our objectives are to help achieve the overall objectives of the institution. It is reviewed twice to keep us focused on the important. 

Now, the strange feeling of people in general is that selfishness which is also wrongly perceived, How much good can we do to ourselves if we harm others ?? zero! every thing strangely comes back to us ! We can be positively selfish and build positive work environment which will benefice us and others. We can work on changing the mind sets of people ! we can also work on internal culture, and work environment, and customer relationship considering that every colleague that comes to talk to you is a client coming to you with needs and you are the supplier that should understand his needs and either satisfy them or not, how important are customers to suppliers? Business can not survive without them, as well as institutions, they can not survive without our colleagues who are here to achieve our common overall objective. This is why it is important to also work on the common ground and to make every one understand it. 

Moises Venancio, UNDP / ECIS
Many thanks for staring this debate which includes a number of issues. Firstly, I want to state that I generally feel that UNDP and its staff for the overwhelming part have a high regard for ethics and accountability. Of course there are always cases where this is unfortunately not the case. I do not subscribe to the fact that recent sad events around the UN should taint everybody with the same brush, although it should act as an opportunity to reflect on improvements.

a. Of course within the context of a multi-cultural Organization such as ours do we all understand Ethics and Accountability in the same way? That would be an interesting issue to explore as otherwise these are terms that are very generic and all encompassing which we all pertain to generally understand but this is short of securing a more articulate , concrete discussion on what we need to improve.

b. With regard to your questions I have to say again what rules and regulations are we referring to? Staff rules, Programme rules, Operational rules? Which? Although in all cases we should know them , we all tend to be remiss on the staff rules and the onus is on me to be pro-active in knowing them.

c. The issue of ethics and accountability is not tied to rules. It is fundamentally associated to overall systems and management culture. This organization  continues to be unclear on two central issues to enhance accountability:

i) Oversight: UNDP seems to have successfully stalled on defining what we understand by oversight and what are  the key  indicators for COs and HQ business indicators to measure performance; and

ii) no strategies - which means no manager is ever really accountable. Instead we all just look at the good things that happen to ensure a reading of good performance instead of how all these actions contribute to a particular strategy. Some argue that all of this would reduce flexibility , however its interesting that private sector companies seem to cope with oversight mechanism and strategies while being much more flexible than we are. Moreover , when it comes to the current management culture, it almost seems like the higher you go in the Organisation the less accountable you seem for any hard, concrete results or strategic implementation, let alone negative assessments. The issue is not whether it’s like this or not but that is how current practices are portrayed.

Introducing both of these components would greatly strengthen corporate accountability and a concomitant management culture that would supports this.

Audrey Hyatt, BOM, NY

Moises, I agree with you especially the points on accountability as one go higher up the ranks.  However, we all have to hold ourselves responsible for that because if we do not demand change the status quo will remain the same.  If we accept what is happening why would anyone change something that apparently is not broken.  

I also just wanted to quickly suggest that Ethics have many different dimensions; particularly personal ethics and organizational ethics.  Sometimes these clash with each other and sometimes people experience cognitive dissonance when trying to balance things.  In a global environment I think that the impact is even greater as many different cultures come to bear also on personal ethics.  Can the organization then require that its staff override their personal ethics with organzational ethics?  I also feel that if people have strong personal ethical standard it will influence decisions in their work environment.  I am not sure that there is an ideal situation as things are not always in black or white and it is not always easy to come up a solution that is right for every situation.  This could then bring situational ethics into the ball game with a totally different set of rules. 

In relation to knowledge about the rules we all have to take responsibility for knowing them.  Some of them might be archaic yes but for the system to change we have to generate the change by first becoming knowledgeable about the rules and then bringing them into context with the current environment.  They might be irrelevant to field realities yes but many times change is initiated to respond to the environment and as time goes by the new changes become again obsolete.  The example which actually comes to mind is the present mix of contract modalities which became popular over the last couple of years.  I think this was introduced because of dissatisfaction with previous ones and now we find ourselves in an environment where many have complained about the current modalities.  Some in my opinion even conflict with some staff rules which many argue are archaic.  

What does one/management do in such scenarios?

Anonymous Feedback No. 2, HQ

I have often found some office suppliers that are cheaper than the one that we are recommended to use but I'm told that we have to use these suppliers that are approved by BOM to keep our costs low. I don't believe that it is always cost-effective just because they've been vetted by our Procurement unit. Same applies to travel arrangements.

Baboucarr Sarr, UNDP Liberia
In response to the specific situation in the cartoon: Compromise, if one could call it that, may be an offer to explain the procurement requirements to the proposed supplier. My answer: We will welcome her/him to compete with others in the school lunch supply business. I hope the person has a good track record and is able to deliver the requisite quality at the best price.

Anonymous Feedback No. 3

Charity Begins at Home. If we can have this as our motto in the organisation we would have governments that will respect and respond to our governance programmes. We need to be brave and do a real diagnosis of our own accountability in the way we manage resources, people and clients.

Our clients complain of NON-PAYMENT of services by UNDP, this is so bad in Country offices...who becomes accountable? no one...now everyone blames ATLAS...chartfield this and Business Unit that and No project etc. It is pathetic really. We can't tell government to be accountable when our own internal processes go without reprimand or serious discussions on "How this should be unacceptable. The fact that we can't be sued is no excuse to keep vendors payments waiting for months on end. So yes we need an INTERNAL diagnosis of why we are not accountable within our own systems before we "preach what we don't practice"!!!

Anonymous Feedback No. 4

“The rules leave too much room for subjective input” (and in addition there is a) “lack of accountability of those making these ‘subjective’ decisions”

I would start by saying there are no angels on earth (at least not that I know of), there are no perfect societies or institutions, as we “humans” are all flawed. However so, we have chosen to preach the ideals of equity, universal human rights etc. in our work, and so also must pursue same in our work (internally).

Although the organization has a series of rules and policies in place to foster accountability, adherence has at best been spotty, varying from office-to-office, CO-to-CO and left to the discretion of the RR and Head of office. Unfortunately there seems to be little accountability at the management level, and what seems to be little or no consequence for tardy or non-compliance with corporate policies. In the same vein at the lower levels there appear to be little consequence to those non-performers who are able to remain in the good grace of supervisors and or heads of office through personal relationships or some sort of allegiance. While “management systems” are deemed to now be in place to address these issues, many of them are still rather flawed and “subjective”.

Take the RCA / CRG review process which is oftentimes baseless and much dependent on the personal discretion or inclination of the supervisor. Staff members are not invited to address the CRG even in instances where there are clear issues or disagreements with the supervisors review. Compounding this is the fact that our internal justice system (Rebuttal, Ombudsman, etc) though vastly improved, are yet to provide timely avenue for addressing some of these situations. Unfortunately, my experience in UNDP has been one of seeing the rules being stacked against staff, as most rules that would benefit staff are subject to the discretion of the supervisor or head of office. Hence staff are beholden to managers and supervisors on even the most basic things such as access to work life etc, in addition they are offered no opportunity to provide input on the performance assessment of the supervisors come review period.

It appears that over time such issues and others relating to the different modalities of employment (contracts) in use by the organization have breed something of a repressive culture, wherein supervisor get away with holding-down staff members that do not conform to their management style or lack there of ”. The “system” does not fully leverage individual talent or investing in staff potential and often times ends up deskilling its staff. I presume this is what the organization is trying to address with initiatives like, talent management, KM and VDA etc. However more needs to be done in addressing these issues, and creating an equitable balance between supervisors and supervisees, while holding middle mangers more accountable for managing the organizations most valuable assets – it’s STAFF.

To do this there need to be:

1. Greater accountability, at the level of middle and upper management.

2. A strengthening of corporate “management” policies with uniform enforcement across the entire organization

3. Continuance of the ongoing reform initiatives linked to a clear organizational strategy – MYFF, and communicated to all staff.

So, it is not that the rules are not there or that they are inadequate or unrealistic, it is that they leave too much room for “subjective” input, rather than objective. This is then compounded by a lack of accountability by those who make these “subjective” decisions. Hence until we begin to strengthen our corporate “global” policies, and enforce uniform adherence, we will remain at the mercy of local (“subjective”) influences; thus results and overall effectiveness will continue to vary from office to office. My 2¢ contribution to this interesting discussion

Mona Afifi, UNCDF

Always appreciative of Audrey’s comments and of course meeting and learning from other colleagues comments:

Before addressing accountability perhaps we all agree that the pressing issue is preserving our civil service, which is highly regarded for its integrity, and collectively regardless of culture, mindsets, or personal believes.  We must stand determined to maintain this reputation.

We must do so in spite of the fact that we are in an environment of change where frankly the loyalty factor in my views is difficult to manifest when the team members of this institution are assuming a survivor attitude.  Failure to go back to basics and to stand determined to maintain the reputation is beyond attracting donor funds, job stability, pay, promotions, benefits, six weeks vacation.  It is chaotic to the very humanity we came from across the globe to serve.

Managers, supervisors, staff, programme managers, and project managers must agree that to reduce the risk of waste, fraud, mismanagement, abuse, harassment in any shape or form, we must all be responsible and accountable regardless of nationality, grade or level race or gender.

So we have to decide what is more important being liked, nice and non-demanding or having our organization become the highest performance organization there is for the sake of humanity.  If humanity is what matters, it’s better to be fair, and demanding than to just be nice and let a manager and or a staff fail in their jobs.  For example if a staff fails to perform he or she must be separated.  If a manager fails to properly manage the entrusted resources whether financial or human, he or she must also be separated.  Allowing a manager or a staff to fail at their jobs is not nice. 

Failure not only will diminish the staff or the manager it will diminish our organization’s culture and its very raison d’etre. 

Finally, our being is capable of recognizing right from wrong.  The question is whether we are ready to protect this institution for the sake of humanity, you decide.

Joachim Nahem, UNDP Mongolia
This is a very important and timely discussion as the UN’s own record on transparency, accountability and ethical conduct is under increased scrutiny. I agree with many of the points made by others but I think its important that we try to come up with some practical solutions to what is obviously a problem in many offices. In this regard I want to add to concrete items that may help us in our everyday business:

1) The Standard of Conduct for the International Civil Service is a document that obliges UN staff to uphold human rights and other ethical principles in the workplace. Although intended for international civil servants, the issues and standards discussed in the document are valid for all staff and can help foster a work environment based on the values of non-discrimination, equality and accountability. It sets a zero tolerance for sexual harassment for example.

2) We should adopt a 180 degree assessment tool for the RCA/CRG process which would allow all staff to rate their supervisors on the same scale that they are being assessed. Several other development agencies have adopted this reversed assessment tool as it helps hold management accountable to all staff (not just people above).

I hope this can help contribute to the discussion.
Erdal Esin, BOM, NY
Looking at the initial message on governance, I felt I should comment on the second paragraph, in light of comments provided for ethics and accountability.  I believe like Moises that our colleagues have a high regard for these concepts and I believe it makes sense to have a consensual definition of both since we're a multi-cultural, multi-expertise organization.  Universally, rules of engagement are known and applied, and, UNDP is no exception to the rule.  The fact that some clouds over some applications across the street are on the horizon does not necessarily mean that the weather is the same all over the place.

Now, I don't think we need administrative systems that are accountable, transparent and efficient because it's not the systems that are those, the "application" of systems should be transparent, should bring efficiency, and, absence of proper application, if results not achieved should result in accountability.  The end game is to apply accountability.  We have those systems in place, we change them every now and then commensurate with the changing environment.    Do we have to strengthen the application then? Sure yes, along the lines Moises was commenting and then hold people accountable for not applying them.  

I also don't believe that we need to have mechanisms to have our concerns and grievances heard without fear of reprisal because we have them in place already; whether we're applying them in an effective manner is another topic to discuss; that's where the accountability, transparency and efficiency comes into the picture.  

Spot on; We need our funds and resources budgeted, spent and reported in a transparent and timely manner but we have the systems in place already, why aren't we using them it if we're not using them?  Are we going to hold the systems accountable because we're not using them?

I think it all boils down to strengthening the governance system with a management culture that acknowledges, embraces and pursues transparency, efficiency and accountability.  

Monjurul Kabir, UNDP Afghanistan 

Thank you very much for raising these critical issues. I entirely agree with your assertion that ‘our credibility as an organization critically depends on the accountability, transparency and integrity of the work that we do’, specially when we are promoting the UN Convention against Corruption with our government counterparts through our COs & regional networks and programmes.

a) Staff are not always aware of all our rules and regulations?: This is so true. In fact, there is a tendency particularly among programme professionals to consider rules & regulations as somewhat ‘issues for those who work in operations’. Also, our offices are not pro-active enough to arrange orientation programme for new comers. Hardly, there is a provision in our offices for refreshers’ course to sharpen the saw. We certainly can perform better. 

b) Are the rules inadequate / unrealistic when it comes to field realities?: To some extent, yes. I would like to cite a very modest example i.e., UNDP’s NGO execution modality as per UNDP’s Programming Manual. In many parts of the world including post-conflict duty stations, NGOs and CSOs play a pivotal role as a development partner (not only as means of service delivery). However, our Programming Manual and subsequent special provisions are not adequate enough to allow COs to select partners based on the exact ground reality. As a result, some COs had to be innovative to ‘somewhat’ respond to the reality without breaking the rules.  

c) A lack of internal accountability?: Administrator’s annual e-mail regarding punitive measures against individual wrongdoers from with the organization is a stark reminder of the existence of the lack of internal accountability. I do think that there are substantive scopes for utilizing our RCA system in a more effective, pro-active way, rather than using it for outlining individual staff’s five key tasks! 

Caution: Where accountability requires the production of strategic plans, clear objectives, quality assurance systems, and so on, then there may be an initial impetus towards quality improvement. However, there is little evidence to suggest a sustained momentum as a result of this initial push. Accountability systems, in short, are unlikely to lead to a process of continuous quality improvement. The argument is that improvement comes from a changed culture and local ownership, which compliance processes do not encourage.

Jamshed Kazi, UNDP Lao PDR

Key messages:

UN is an imperfect organization-- a microcosm of the collective efficiencies and inefficiencies of diverse governments from the world over and therefore "accountability" too has diverse interpretations 

Accountability is multi-layered, horizontal and vertical, but in practical terms, accountability tends to be limited only to vertical lines of reporting (upwards) 

As an organization, we need to do much better in holding ourselves more accountable on an individual and collective level, particularly given the undervalued consequences of our action/inaction

Allow me to share some thoughts on this very pertinent and timely discussion on accountability and whether or not we actually practice what we preach. 

Let me start by highlighting one fairly fundamental observation about the organization (UNDP in particular, and UN in general) we serve. As the UN.org website states, the UN "is our world" and as such may be seen as a reflection of all member states falling within the wide spectrum between rich and poor, democratic and autocratic, efficient and inefficient, etc. Given that there are considerable capacity gaps and varying degrees of 'acceptable' management practices within governments and national civil service systems, it is therefore not surprising (and perhaps to be somewhat expected) that the UN and the international civil servants serving the organization, therefore correspondingly display certain inconsistencies in terms of accountability, efficiency and differing perceptions of what constitutes performance or lack thereof. Again, this is not a criticism, but a candid recognition of the diverse cultural, socio-economic, and professional backgrounds we all come from.

That being said, we are all bound together by a common purpose to serve humanity and in carrying out our duties and responsibilities, we should be guided by the UN charter, the International Civil Service Code of Conduct, Staff Rules, Management Circulars, Internal Control Framework, etc. These policy directives/frameworks exist to define acceptable standards of moral, financial, substantive, and professional accountability and one would think that all answers to this discussion would lie therein. However, reality is hardly ever that simple. Few among us would dispute the importance of accountability as a concept or ideal, but when we start analyzing in practical terms who is supposed to be accountable to whom, then we venture into more murky waters. While we have job descriptions and RCAs which define reporting lines and therefore assign accountability, successful completion of our respective workplans usually require teamwork and informal (horizontal) channels of cooperation, rather than being linked to the (vertical) chain of command. 

Example: A programme unit head or PO typically has to interact on a regular basis with operations colleagues in the procurement/finance/HR section. The programme staff usually have to rely on good working relations and may politely request operations colleagues to process a particular request. If for some reason, colleagues in the operations side are unable to respond to the request in a timely manner, programme colleagues are usually not in a position to hold their counterparts in the operations directly accountable. Part of this problem might be attributable to the existing performance (RCA) rating system whereby we are primarily held accountable (and rated) by our immediate supervisors and not our major 'clients', who rely on our cooperation and use our services. 

The above example is also illustrative of the fact that we have multiple layers of accountability, some of which may conflict with each other. As a UNDP staff member, I am accountable to my direct supervisor, my RR, my supervisees, my government counterparts, donor partners, project consultants, and the poor and marginalized people of the country I serve. How does one go about ranking/prioritizing the levels of accountability? Should one's sense of accountability to their direct supervisor or to a non-inclusive national government in every instance supercede the accountability towards other stakeholders in development? These questions may appear quite philosophical, but I believe are central to advancing our aims as a people-centred development organization.

Finally, holding someone accountable also implies penalties or disciplinary measures due to inaction. This is something we as an organization seem to have the greatest difficulty with. Of course, in terms of clear-cut instances of sexual harrassment, corruption, and gross abuse of authority, we have witnessed that disciplinary action is fairly swift and just. On the other hand, there are probably countless examples across our offices where staff have not been able to deliver what was expected of them either in terms of quality, timeliness or both. While individual circumstances vary greatly with some of the problem having to do with poor supervision, we perhaps do not fully appreciate the consequences of our action (or inaction). A delayed preparation of a UNDP project document on humanitarian assistance may mean the difference between life and death for scores of people. A significantly reduced TRAC delivery rate for a country office may mean far less funds during the following CCF period, which could translate into dwindling XB resources and staff cuts. A less dramatic (and perhaps a more common) example are delayed payments for project staff, UNVs, and field workers who in many cases are in the front lines of the battle against hunger, disease, and poverty. Should we not be held individually and collectively accountable for these slippages and if so, how?

I doubt we will arrive at a consensus on how to address some of these complex and challenging issues, but one of the cherished strengths of this organization, in my view, is providing the opportunity and platform to have such meaningful exchanges in an open and non-threatening way, where everyone's viewpoint, however contentious, is considered.

Assan Ngombe, UNDP Zambia

I would like to start my contribution with the saying ‘let’s walk the talk’. I say this because we say we are a development organisation whose primary goal is to make a difference to the poor, vulnerable, oppressed and many disadvantaged groups. This implies high levels of integrity and personal commitment to this cause. Whilst I agree with the many contributions so far on the diverse nature of our organisation (which may lead to different interpretations of ethics, integrity and so on), I think we should all strive to be accountable to the very people who we are trying make a difference for – this is not an easy task as most of these people are the voiceless, who in most cases cannot question our actions.

In my view there is need for management (and ourselves) to reinforce these values of accountability with our teams. We need to build a sense of responsibility in staff rather than a culture of punishment and reprimand to enhance accountability and integrity. Further as development workers in the organisations we need to realise that our accountability is to the people we are working to make a better life for and therefore we need to ‘walk the talk’.

Tenzin Thinley, UNDP Bhutan
We don't have a situation where we had to compromise to get a project approved. Yes, we are all trying our best to 'do the right thing'. However, in reality, we need to ask ourselves if we are only focusing to 'do the right thing' or should we also not consider to 'do things right'? It might seem semantics but I believe if we want to be both efficient and effective in the delivery of development services to our clients, we had better 'do things right'. 

Antonius Broek, UNDP Burundi
Could we not draw some lessons from an analyses of internal, external and NEX audit reports? Issues that seem to pop up most could be addressed: 1) further clarification of rules, regulations and procedures, 2) some dedicated training materials etc.

Ernesto Bautista, UNDP Cambodia

The situation depicted in the cartoon reflects the reality in many countries. [Facilitator’s Note: Click here to access the Cartoon] In the specific context of Cambodia, where public sector salary average between $20-$30 per month almost all donors provide salary supplements to government counterparts to ensure that project activities are implemented. In the absence of uniformly agreed guidelines among donors, the practice of paying salary supplement has created a lot of distortion and difficulties in implementing pay reform in the public sector. Donors have now started to address this concern. But this is a complex and extremely difficult problem in a resource and capacity constrained environment like most developing countries. Its solution lies ultimately in the ability of the government to pay decent salaries to civil servants. 

Instead of providing salary supplement as an entitlement, what we have done and followed is the practice of providing a uniform rate across all projects but subject to well-defined deliverables specified in terms of reference for those provided by salary supplement. This way we are able to hold counterparts accountable to the performance and delivery of specific outputs. 

It would be useful to learn from colleagues how UNDP in other countries deal with this issue.

Marta Gazideda, UNDP Kosovo

In Kosovo, where the public sector salary is quite low (but not as low as in Cambodia), UNMIK prohibited UNDP to engage in a similar exercise. As far as I am aware, there is only one organisation, Kosovo Foundation for Open Society (Soros Foundation) who is supporting civil servants in a similar fashion. However, the candidates have to apply for the "salary top-up" and have to fulfill several criteria before being considered, such as relevant work experience, study abroad, good to excellent grades, etc. This is used more as an incentive to attract young, bright candidates in the civil service, rather than to ensure project implementation.

My personal experience, working with civil servants, shows that salary per se is not always as important as it is made out to be. Majority of the CBF clients are dissatisfied with lack of information circulating within a Ministry or the Government as a whole, undefined responsibilities, lack of professionalism, over-stepping of competencies, lack of action (there is no talk of being proactive at all!) from "those higher up", etc. All this, leads to the usual complaint "if the salaries were better, we would have better staff". Again, to a certain extent it is true, however the Kosovo Government is staffed with a decent percentage of highly skilled, highly motivated and knowledgeable people, who eventually give up because the system does not support them.

What I would like to ask is, if in Cambodia you provide supplements as a way of ensuring project delivery, is this not a "soft" type of corruption? What do you think will happen if UNDP stops these supplements?

Margie Cook, UNDP Tanzania

I am responding to section (a) of the discussion.

As a consultant working in the area of governance, elections and human rights I have worked closely with UNDP in a number of countries.

To a large extent UNDP relies on consultants  on short, medium and longer term missions for the management and implementation of governance programs, especially elections. Consultants are often experts in their own field but are less familiar with UNDP rules, regulations and procedures.

This lack of familiarity can create problems  when  actions taken by managers who are not UNDP staff are not in accordance with guidelines, or when staff do not feel any sense of ownership for or relationship with programs that are managed externally.  Operational areas of particular complexity include contracting, fee determination, tendering and procurement. Sometimes even a lack of familiarity with personnel rules and regulations can cause conflict especially in the areas of travel.

After some initial hiccups, through the DRR here in Tanzania, our election management team was provided with a comprehensive presentation on procurement processes by DSS, complete with powerpoint presentation and sets of notes. This was fantastically helpful. From our side, when we were about to embark on a huge NGO program which required DSS to draft upwards of 80 separate contracts for CSO support and training, we held briefings with the relevant UNDP units to ensure the relevant expertise of all areas was contributed to the process.   Relationship building between managerial and operational areas has  created a very cooperative, learning environment. This in turn creates its own dynamic of positive accountability.

Many consultants arrive in a country eager to do a professional job, often in difficult circumstances, but dazzled by myriad regulations. Often we don't know what we don't know.

Short term consultants are [often] denied access to the UNDP intranet on which many of the processes can be found. In one country consultants were told to follow the rules, but in the same breath were not allowed access to the rules. A Catch 22. 

A simple Q&A guide for consultants on UNDP rules and regulations that leads consultant staff through the main processes and directs them to answers for more complex questions, and which is provided to every consultant on arrival, would solve huge problems.

Adama Toe, UNDP Mozambique

I remember experiencing a very similar if not worse situation in Chad in the early 90’s. A new regime was in place after a military coup and was facing considerable difficulties paying civil servants’ salaries. There were months and months of salary arrears. Chad is a huge country with a surface of 1,284,000sq km and 3 different climatic zones from North (Saharan type climate) to South (sudanese climate)  and a semi-arid area in between. UNDP was supporting projects in all 3 zones and national counterpart personnel was very reluctant to move from the capital to those remote areas, especially as they were obliged in most cases to leave their family in the capital, which meant taking care of almost two families with no salary.

The solution adopted by the then Management was to pay our national counterparts a % of their national salary as per the level of hardship in the project site: from 100% to 25%, provided that they play their role in the implementation of the project

But as one can imagine, these are palliative solutions which at the same question certain basic principles: ownership, added value, sustainability.

To be effective such a practice needs to be applied across the board by all development partners, avoiding scramble for best incentives.

As a matter of fact, as long as national Governments will not be in a position (with regard to decent work conditions and career prospects) to recruit and retain qualified staff (c’est une question de gouvernance) thus avoiding brain drain, the ownership of the development process and sustainability of its results will remain a mirage. To me  the answer to the question is yes. We should question the charge

Anonymous Feedback No. 

“Are there any common policies and regulations or do we continue to navigate in troubled waters with no guidance and try to deal with matters case by case?”

For obvious reason, and in order not to complicate ongoing negotiations with the Government, I wish to keep this anonymous. The salary supplement issue raised by Ernesto Bautista needs to be handled carefully. Are there any common policy and regulations or do we continue to navigate in troubled waters with no guidance and try to deal with case by case?

Here in ______ UNDP is supporting the Government in implementing of the PRSP; at this end, a Secretariat within the Ministry of Planning ( permanent body) and a National Poverty Reduction Commission have formally been created; Secretariat staff have been provided with suitable training and good conditions (work space, computers...). Some days ago Government informed this office of its willingness to start implementing the PRSP M&E mechanism, mainly in what concerns education and health. That is great !

In the same time, they seek UNDP support to top up salaries of the Secretariat staff until the end of Dec 2005. I wish to mention that public sector salary average is between $600-$800 per month; they therefore are not underpaid. The issue is that salaries of Ministry of Planning staff as those the other Ministries are lower than Ministry of Finances salaries staff who receive specific incentives. In January 2006, it is expected that salaries of Ministry of Planning staff will be upgraded to Ministry of Finances level.

Salary supplement is not a practice here; this case is the first officially known; we are ignorant, by the way, of what is done under the NEX modality practice.... On the other hand, due to the mobility of civil servants in search of better paid positions, it is not so sure to hire good people and maintain them in this Secretariat with the actual salaries; the temptation to migrate to other horizons is so great. So, I am still wondering if we should accept the demand and help ensure that the PRSP M&E mechanism is implemented, or say no to avoid open the Pandora's box in creating precedent.

Comments/advice are welcome. 

Mukesh Gupta, UNDP Kosovo 

It is true that the salaries of the local government staff are very low in most developing countries as compared to the salary structure of UN / UN Agencies.  In many places, monthly salary of a project driver is more than the salary of  Permanent Secretary.

In many developing countries topping up of the salary of local counterpart staff working with the projects is often adopted.  I agree with Marta in suggesting it as “Soft Corruption”.  It raises unwarranted expectation of the counterpart staff.  Stopping of this practice often results in rather hostile and non-cooperation from the local implementing partners. 

In some countries, there is open practice of paying “Per Diem” to government agency staff encouraging them to attend the official meetings.  In my opinion, after working as Project Manager in various developing countries, such projects or initiatives are not at all sustainable. It is seen that after completion of the project, all the local counterpart staff disappears and find berth in some other project where these perks are available. As a result all the efforts and resources put in training and launching of the pilot initiatives are wasted. 

I would rather go in for projects with less ambitious results which could be achieved with in the current framework of Civil Service salary framework and where institutional capacity building efforts are not wasted. If at all any incentives are to paid to attract more talented staff (or scarce skills) the Government should be encouraged to fix “Special Post Allowance” for those posts. 

Dima Al-Khatib, Knowledge Project, OHR

Please find enclosed an UN interagency policy for payment for government staff issued back in 1996. I don’t know if there is a newer version, but it states how this issue should be addressed. [Facilitator’s Note: See policy document at http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289491&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1].
Erdal Esin, BOM, NY

COs in RBAP, RBEC, RBA regions are places to look at the experiences and lessons learned on this topic.  There are several programmes/projects in this area.  Some common features: Extraordinary circumstances, clear lack of government capacity to generate income for these civil servants to do their job (reform, strategy formulation...), formulation and agreement of a clear envisaged impact on development effectiveness, concrete envisaged outcomes as a result of salary supplements (like a revenue collection strategy and system devised with the support of selected government segments...), and a clear and concrete "exit strategy" for the system, could be some parameters.  Most of these pertain to crisis situations.

It could be too far fetched to have "guidelines" per se on this topic but several trends (sub-regional, regional) and diagnostics describing several circumstances (current & predicted) which may merit the application would do no harm and finally I believe it should be taken on a case-by-case basis because justification to regularize this application may be very marginal and scarce.

Practically speaking, several government structures should have a "special leave without pay to work in international organizations" clause in their HR legislation.  Some allow employees to work up to 10 years in such organizations while their entitlements in the government are temporarily frozen.  This could work in special circumstances and for short term and in agreement with the government.  Service Contract modality could be one option to use in this case.

Malaquias Tenente, UNDP Angola
I would like to congratulate our colleagues to have raised this important issue which makes the actuality in some Country Officies, I know that each CO has its own problems depending on the region and the country because our attitudes and behaviour as staff depend in some extend on our culture. Although the culture of each people the UNDP objectives remain the same wherever are we.

By coincidence few days ago in our Country Office some colleagues were reflecting about our local organization and the question raised by some of us during that reflection was exactly the same: "Accountability: do we have it to demand it?". Unfortunately the response was no, we do not have it but we can change it depends on us only. 

But the main conclusion was that the lack of accountability is not because the staff is not aware about the rules and regulations, staff can be aware of the rules and regulations but the problem is on the control. Because beside all the mechanisms of control set up at HQ level, the mechanism of control at CO level is very weak and to reinforce it the control at CO level should be from the staff to the supervisors.

With my best regards
Anonymous Feedback No. 6

UNDP Country Office _______, in partnership with another organisation, has developed a new project which assists the Government, particularly civil servants. The project is running for over a year now and is showing very good results in a short period of time and for little money (less than $1,000,000 since its inception covering all ops and implementation, although we have about 38 experts who are western-trained locals).

The approach used by the Project is being noted by other international "big players" who offer similar assistance some of whom, it seems, will start to re-design their projects to be more similar to what we offer. Our clients are "swearing blind" that this is the most effective assistance they have received by an international organisation in a very long time.

I feel, however, that the CO is not realising the importance of this project or what it could do long term (or if the senior management does know, I am not privy to it). From the financial point of view, the GMS (General Management Services overhead that UNDP charges) raised by this project is quite low compared with other major projects that CO has (running into serious millions). However, this project has staying power and can assist the civil service in truly reforming and developing themselves. By default, the project is known as a UNDP project as well.

How do I convince the senior management that this is a "gold-mine" of a project, not financially (at least not now), but in terms of development and re-inforcement of UNDP's role as a leader in development? 

Ram Shankar, UNDP Nigeria
Thank you for raising this important issue. Based on many of the responses, one issue that has come out is the lack of awareness of solutions when faced with issues of lack of ethics and accountability. I believe that this discussion is closely linked to the previous discussion on the Global Staff Survey. So, here are a few thoughts from my side:

1. Use the intranet: (on the central homepage and in Country Offices, through the local intranets) to publicize issues on ethics and accountability, including the Standards of Conduct for the International Civil Service, 2001, adopted by the International Civil Service Commission and welcomed by the General Assembly in 2001. As international civil servants, we (in HQ and in COs) are all bound by this Code. The Code talks of different areas that this e-discussion explores. I believe that publicizing the Code and other related information containing the solutions (in a continuous and constant manner) will go a long way in spreading awareness and in assuring confidence. Similarly, widely publicize actions taken on violations of the Code or on cases of harassment. This relates to actions taken on situations in the field as well.

2. Coaching and facilitating as tools / human resources: Disseminate coaching and facilitation as tools for senior and other managers to coach and empower their staff (and vice-versa) to help build morale and to promote mutual learning and thereby, to reduce conflict issues.

3. Global Staff Survey and 360 degree feedback / human resources and governance: widely publicize the GSS results and follow-up action taken on these results. GSS is a crucial area of good governance that actually reflects thinking and opinions of the public (in this case, staff in the offices). Make the 360 degree feedback a compulsory part of any evaluation process (individuals and offices).

4. Procurement: Increasing use of service centers in various offices is one way of lessening any malpractices relating to the procurement field, as procurement will be routed through a separate service center (generally outside of the operations arena). Similarly, in the long-term, I am sure that introduction of ATLAS and Bank reconciliation practices around the UNDP world is likely to lessen financial management malpractices as well.  

A final thought: no organization, including the UNDP, is perfect. Internal accountability will be achieved only when the various tools and solutions that are available are widely publicized and used. These tools and solutions, I believe, are already available within UNDP. We need to effectively use these to solve our problems.

Joe Feeney, UNDP Sudan

This is a very interesting topic which emerges in many forms including in discussions about PIUs or project implementation units. Many now recognize the damage that these can do and in many cases they are now avoided except in certain circumstances, such as post conflict environments. PIUs are characterized primarily by an `enclave’ management style and functioning, with staff selection and compensation predominantly supported by external agencies.  Administrative `ring-fencing’ by donors in these units seeks to buffer against shortcomings within `line’ ministry processes, and to offset weak government capacity in the interests of prompt and more accountable performance. The rationale is that efficiency, and more manageable processes (and ultimately, it is argued) better products, are worth trading for some loss of autonomy by governments in relation to project management. The reality is that even as far back as 1983, USAID stated that 

`Hence, USAID should rely less on special project units of this type and strive instead to improve coordination among existing organizations’
[1]
One way to get around the PIU dilemma is to support the topping up of salaries for projects which are implemented by government . This creates a unit within the government structure -- in all but name -- often undermining the ministry. If we are serious about the reform of the public sector we must engage government about the need to pay reasonable salaries to public servants. By providing the top-ups we are simply creating an elite within the service paying people to work on UN funded projects and programmes....which is actually part of their work. What about the other civil servants who are not lucky enough to be working on one of our projects and who are doing work at least as important if not more important. Paying top ups simply puts off the key decisions which public services around the world need to make in regard to reform. 

Moises Venancio, UNDP / ECIS

The issue of salary top-ups has always been controversial one with clear pros and cons on both sides. Ultimately it seems that what we need is a good corporate lessons learned exercise that will allow UNDP managers to make informed decision depending on the specific context they are operating in. Salary top-ups have been in Bosnia (on-going), Georgia (very successful) and Serbia (mixed results). Georgia remains the most successful example hitherto. Although some of the usual issues cropped up, they did serve in all cases to allow the continuation of key Gov functions in a tough post-conflict/post crisis situation. The crux behind these measures was/is that they are time bound and part of an agreed upon exit strategy with the respective Governments. Furthermore, unless corrected, I understand that salary top ups/payments were a fundamental pillar of UNDP activity in Afghanistan in the early months following the fall of the Taliban regime- any lessons learned?

Attached is pertinent documentation for those interested covering Georgia in particular (Louisa Vinton, Cluster Chief for more information). [Facilitator’s Note: See http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289834&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1].  An evaluation for Serbia is also available for those interested (contact me). 

This as many other issues for UNDP today is not about rules and regulations but about in improved Corporate knowledge codification/dissemination around key issues along with  managers able to make decisions based on guidelines (and not rules).
Jocelyn Mason, BDP / DGG, NY

I would like to respond to a number of issues, but will limit myself to two.  On the one here, about salary supplements, I am attaching a Human Development Viewpoint I recently wrote. [Facilitator’s Note: see http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289893&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1]. It is still in draft and has not been cleared, but with the reservation that you not quote it, I think I can distribute it FYI in draft as it is pertinent.  (Bear in mind HDVs must not exceed one page, so it is necessarily very succinct – there is more work being done on this.)

On the second issue, I would like to go back to the first portion of the discussion.  I agree entirely with the colleague who noted that it is not the lack of systems for accountability that is the problem so much as the lack of their application.  The RCA is an example, and I endorse the proposal for 180 degree evaluations. There are at least three reasons for the failure to apply accountability mechanisms.  First, it is a feature of public sector administrations – where there is no objective measure of success, such as the amount of revenue generated, as you find in the private sector – that it is notoriously difficult to apply accountability mechanisms.  This is why public sectors explore managerial approaches where possible, and have citizens’ charters, forcing accountability in this latter case to the recipients of public services.  However, none of these methods is either problem free or universally applicable, and are especially difficult to apply to an international organization.  And ambitious performance management systems such as our own are very difficult to apply well.  More generally, as an international institution, our overall accountability is to our member countries, through the Board, and one does not need to go into detail about the difficulties with this!  To take it a step further, our Board and we are responsible for fostering development, something extremely difficult to measure and to establish causality, and whose time-frame is longer than most peoples’ careers.  Second, and linked to this, we live in a world, not dissimilar to many of our client countries, in which our civil service is highly politicized.  Especially at senior management levels, lines of accountability for performance become blurred by political considerations and allegiance.  This creates a rift in the internal accountability chain, which makes it difficult to apply accountability mechanisms objectively at the working level.  Nevertheless, one area where I think the accountability mechanisms are weak is in the accountability for applying them.  For example, there is no sanction for poor application of the RCA mechanism anywhere in the institution that I know of.  However, third, having said this, I think that there actually is a relatively high level of internal integrity in UNDP, caused largely by the moral drive and commitment to the cause of most UNDP staff members.  This is a rare feature for civil services.  One colleague from Kosovo notes that salaries are not everything.  I agree.  Morale is an important driver of good performance in civil services, and the literature notes that where you have discredited civil services performance and integrity tend to worsen.  Therefore, the staff survey, for example, is also important for accountability and integrity purposes.  Units where morale is low, or where there is clearly a clash between management and staff, are less likely to feel accountable for their performance, and performance suffers.

 

There is a great deal more to say on this, especially in the particularly challenging area of trying to balance engagement with government with standing for a principled position.  But I hope these comments are helpful.

Magdy Martinez-Soliman, BDP / DGG, NY

Having read Moises and Jocelyn’s last inputs pointing at the issue of salary top-ups, I would like to contribute with the latest policy approved by the SMT on 5 November 2004. In the context of a policy paper on “Capacity Building for reform in periods of transition”, coordinated by Marta Ruedas with the inputs of an internal team, it reads as follows: “Weak states, however, are typically unable to afford adequate salaries for civil servants, rendering government institutions unable to compete with other sectors (or with the lure of work abroad) in attracting skilled professionals. Low compensation is also a potent impulse to corruption, particularly in highly regulated economies, where numerous permits and licenses are required to conduct business. Without the attraction of suitable salaries, reformist governments are left to appeal to altruism, idealism, and patriotism to lure talented professionals into public service.  It is therefore sometimes necessary to temporarily provide transitional salary supplements for key officials.  The minimum conditions for supporting salary supplements include at least the following:

a) They should be strategically applied and explicitly linked to the government reform programme;

b) They should be linked to the function rather than the person.  Linking the top-up to function ensures its strategic focus, increases transparency and impartiality in the appointment, and makes the application of performance criteria easier;

c) Top-ups should be closely linked to performance with monitorable indicators, and preferably to a specific product (e.g. an adopted strategy for reform);

d) They should be implemented in coordination with other donors to ensure equal conditions and salary scales; and

e) They should be of limited duration.”

In the same vein, BCPR and BDP have been developing transitional instruments for countries to redress catastrophic situations of public finance management leading to lack of payment and long arrears of civil servants’ wages. Our country offices have been managing Trust Funds for this purpose, such as the one in Guinea-Bissau (social services wages) and others are in the process of being proposed to partners such as the IMF and the ADB (case of the ongoing round table discussions on the Central African Republic). More than top-ups, these are full salary replacements. Linked to the issue of corruption, the recently proposed programme in CAR, a linkage between the community-based DDR and a post-conflict governance intervention based on the reconstruction of a minimal justice system, and the top-up of judges’ salaries in Cambodia are further examples of top-ups or motivation premiums, where the State capacity is so low that the international community needs to help reestablish a capacity to guarantee basic functions.  

Raissa Muhutdinova, UNDP Bangladesh

Our current discussion of  UNDP’s internal ethics, accountability, transparency, integrity and governance takes different curves, routes and passages, which at times divert from the initial theme. Nevertheless the main valuable point remains: when the Organization (UNDP) renders itself to a periodical check up it tells volumes about its intention to continuous self-improvement and capacity to diagnose the problem and find a cure for it. 

It is also a very important testament to willingness of the leadership to address internal ethics, which has direct impact on reasoning, strategic information, decisions, business processes, governance and performance. Besides, consideration of internal ethics helps to decrease the risk of fines, penalties, cost of litigation, loss of reputation, and withdrawal of donors. Taking a new look at UNDP’s commitment to internal ethics is not only the smart thing to do but it is also the right and necessary thing to do. 

The flow of communication from the UNDP Senior management attest to the creation of a “tone at the top” practice that promotes ethical conduct and pervades the overall organizational culture. The recent introduction of a “Fraud Hotline” at the UNDP intranet along with ongoing risk assessments, practical training, anonymous feedback, and confidential help lines for employees to ask questions and report wrongdoing are today's just a few examples of ethics watch programs and practices of UNDP. 

Having said that, I wish to stress that societal norms require that UNDP takes commitment not only from the top but also in the field to assume responsibility and ensure that ethical standards that guide decisions and actions, based on duties derived from core values are properly implemented on a daily basis. Such is the practice of the UNDP Country Office in Bangladesh, where managers and staff seize critical responsibility to affirm that CO Team is keeping up with the ethics best practices, that we all are fully aware of recent developments, and are doing everything that can be done to act in accordance with the highest standards of ethics, integrity, and compliance. All these have led to: 

· Improved visibility, decision making and outcomes 

· Increased openness, communication and motivation 

· Less frustration, firefighting and waste 

· Improved trust, teamwork and group productivity 

· Less secretive and unethical behavior 

· Reduced risks. 

In addition, the conformation to ethical norms of the UNDP Bangladesh has significantly improved: 

· Operating performance; 

· Relationship and support from donors, 

· Managerial effectiveness, 

· Process and change in management capability; and 

· Employee satisfaction, motivation and retention 

In conclusion, I wish to note that in our understanding ethics is essential to good governance. Besides, concepts of accountability, transparency and integrity are also connected to ethics or value-systems. In a robust and accountable organization, ethics filters all decision-making and actions at all levels. It is an integral part of policy analysis, decision-making and implementation. Based on our own experience we can say that developing environment, in which ethical behavior is actively encouraged, along with systems for the early identification of ethical or governance breakdowns, helps in  preventing the reputation damage – both personal and corporate– which might result in   collapse of an organization. Needless to say that effectively managing the risks is key to organizational survival.  Failure to do so can extract a very heavy price. 

Oumar Sako, UNDP Mali

Thanks to Pauline for initiating this discussion about this imporatant issue on which we as an organization are challanged everyday.

- Do we have it to demand it?  
- So if we are not always able to maintain appropriate standards, why is it?
 

a) Staff are not always aware of all our rules and regulations?

b) Are the rules inadequate / unrealistic when it comes to field realities?

c) A lack of internal accountability?

d) Some combination of all of the above?

 

It is a combination of all of this.  

 

In the statement of the topic, it is said that "Governance implies participation of the public in decisions that affect their lives". So I think that an additional question to answer would be: Do we allow space and create condtions for a full and efficient participation of our staff to the decision making process?
We all know that participation is also a key component of democratic governance. Ensuring staff participation and information on important issues is critical for democratic governance, reinforce  the team spirit and help to have "stable" workspace - what French called " un climat apaisé".

 

 In addition, concerning the second question "Are the rules inadequate/unrealistic when it comes to field realities", I  want to bring in an issue recently raised by our colleague Darshah Shah through the mpn-finance network when talking about the Accounting standards linked to the discussion process of the "UN accounting exam and finance certification"  

 

QUOTE: 

As noted in the UNDP audited financial statements, UNDP activities are accounted for in accordance with the United Nations system accounting standards (UNSAS), as adopted by the Administrative Committee on Coordination.  These standards are based to a large extent on the relevant International Accounting Standards issued by the International Accounting Standards Committee.  Where differences from the International Accounting Standards exist, it is mainly because of the essentially non-commercial nature of UNDP’s activities.  So while there are some differences between UNSAS and generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP), the differences are not so significant as to justify a customized accounting certification programme for “UN accountants”.  Qualified accountants that are well versed in generally accepted accounting principles have little or no difficulty adjusting to UN accounting standards.

 

Nevertheless, some of you might be interested to know that the UN is exploring the feasibility of full adoption of an external standard. A project was recently launched with the objective to “recommend an accounting standard that could eventually be adopted by the UN Organization and Agencies”. The project is looking carefully at three options: (1) International Public Sector accounting Standards (IPSAS); International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS); and a leading national standard adopted by Not-for Profit organizations. While there are many reasons for considering the full adoption of an external standard, one of the more important is credibility with our stakeholders.  UNSAS in its present configuration has a perceived credibility problem because it is developed internally rather than an external, independent accounting standards body applying a public due process.  The HLCM is reviewing the options, recognizing  that the none of the external standards fully deal with fund accounting – this is most relevant for UNDP.

END OF QUOTE

 

So beyond the adequacy of the rules and their compliance with fied realities, there the issue of their credibilty face to our stakeholders. So beyond the behavioral aspects Do we have the appropriate tools/instruments/rules/procedures ourselves?   

Philip Courtnadge, UNDP Tanzania

A contribution from Tanzania on the topic of allowances and top-ups:

 

In Tanzania we have experienced similar problems to many of those articulated by colleagues elsewhere. In the context of broader harmonisation, and as an effort to support on-going public service reform, all development partners (through the UNDP co-chaired partners group) have worked closely with Government to agree which allowances/top-ups should be paid and on what occasions. To cut a (very) long story short, Government has requested that all partners comply with Government rates [Facilitator’s Note: see http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=290958&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1]. Since June 2000, development partners have agreed to do so.

 

Bringing some coherency to the difficult issue of allowances has taken place in the overall context of the Government's Medium Term Pay Reform Strategy (itself a major component of the Public Service Reform Programme). Hoping to begin to address the issue of incentives, concerns related to payments of allowances and the establishment of PIUs have been tackled holistically. With varying degress of success, Government has repeatedly asked that all development partners discontinue the payment of their own top-ups and support the Government scheme - the Selective Accelerated Salary Enhancement (SASE) - which attempts to provide some transparency as well as longer-term sustainability.

 

A coherent approach by all development partners, ideally within the framework of Government pay and public service reform, may be the most effective way forward at country level. But this is not always easy.

Mona Afifi, UNCDF
With regard to one of the responses indicating that UNDP is not a private sector, and the difficulty to hold senior managers accountable because of political reasons. 

 

Given that the facilitator invited a discussion looking inward as stated in the topic:  “ Do we 'practice what we preach in the area of Governance – from Directors at HQ to project staff in the Field (and everyone in-between)? I'm sure we all agree that our credibility as an organization critically depends on the accountability, transparency and integrity of the work that we do.   So if we are not always able to maintain appropriate standards, why is it?


I would like to simply state the following:

 

1. Looking inward is crucial to the survival of the Organization.  

2. We live in an era of mass communication where the collective demanded accountability surpasses borders, cross cuts through profit making, pubic sectors or political.  No institution wishing to survive can afford to be lax.     

3. Accountability is simply about the basics, ethics and using common sense in judgment. 

4. And Yes I do not believe that any one working in the Organization is above the rules, the common sense or the good judgment. 

5. It is about the audacity to take an honest inward look starting from the premise that we are all here to serve. 
Jonas Rabinovitch, BDP / CDG, NY

The popularity of this thematic discussion provided a basket for us to address many issues that seem to be very close to many colleagues' hearts and minds.  At the same time, we have to be careful not to put too many eggs in one basket and run the risk of crying over spilled omelette.  Recipes and prescriptions apart, we seem to have addressed at least the following topics:  

 - The inextricable linkages between governance, accountability and capacity development;  

- The enhancement of external scrutinity over our internal accountability mechanisms perhaps motivated by questions about the "Oil-for-Food" programme;

- Top-ups of payments for civil servants in developing countries, which may not be civil or can be self-serving;  how do we go about it?    

- Improved design, implementation and enforcement of UNDP's competitive bidding and procurement procedures;

- Improved RCAs to reflect UNDP's staff members compliance with the above;

- An outlet for colleagues to reflect dissatisfaction about grievance or internal accountability procedures, among a few other important issues.                    

In practical terms, what are we trying to achieve? I suggest we begin a second round of discussions perhaps focusing on specific questions related to the main issues raised, as illustrated above.  I guess our common goal is to improve UNDP's ability to respond to demands coming from developing countries by improving ourselves individually and institutionally.  I suggest we keep this goal in sight, as pragmatically as possible.   I hope this is useful.

Troy Barker, UNDP Barbados

This is really an issue of ‘dichotomy’

The dichotomy is how do we balance our project portfolio so that we remain financially viable while been seen as giving value to the community.  

COs and UNDP in general must not only find a way to enrich the lives of others, through the achievement of the MDGs, but also find ways and means to sustain this effort.  With increased pressure being placed on resources, it is understandable why there is a turn to practical sources of revenue.  We all want to maintain our jobs and those of others…this is where the dichotomy comes into existence.  How do we bring balance to the work we need to do and the generation of revenue to support the work we need to do?  We simply need to examine successful projects and leverage this success to build great support for UNDP with governments, donors and the community.  All successful projects are of great economic value.  Just tracking the financial aspect may not alone be an ethical issue, it may well be short sightedness and an inability to define what value is to UNDP and all of our stakeholders.  Here is a bit more depth under the following headings:-

 

Value

Leverage/Branding

Lessons Learnt

 

Value – How do we judge the value we bring to our stakeholders?  We would be laying the foundations of our death-bed if we judged our value to the stakeholders by the increase in our country programmes and their financial viability – though they are important dimensions.  UNDP exists for the ‘betterment of humanity’ and if we have been involved in a programme that brings value to those we serve then there is much to celebrate.  Some projects have longer value-horizons, where some have immediate, tangible values.  If ‘management’ is not seeing this then maybe they need to be shown (as well as our teammates).  We need a balance of both.

 

Leverage/Branding –  If at the end of a project a stakeholder celebrates the success of it and our donors what to fashion projects after this one then we have met one of our first priorities.  How we leverage that project is now up to us.  We can either template it for future projects or we can leverage it with the other donors and governments (and maybe the community) to sell the benefits of working through UNDP.  GLOC and the inflow of project funding may then be less of ongoing issues.  How are we branding ourselves and letting the world know how UNDP is ‘changing thought through involvement’

 

Lessons Learnt – How have we retained and managed (knowledge management) the intellectual capital from projects and how are we invasively looking at projects to see what we did very well so that we can add those dimensions to new or already existing projects.  Projects are systems within themselves with many complex processes.  Possibly what made the project a success was not just the content and target audience of the project, but how we communicated, how we designed the project and how we managed it.   So while the financial dimension of the project was not that great, the substance of the project as a system, can serve as building blocks for the way we ‘do business’.

 

In summary, every project we do, should link, in some way to our strategic plan and set of initiatives and we need to ensure our project portfolio is balanced.
Shoji Nishimoto, BDP, NY

I have been reading the network debate on accountability with great interest and I would like to jump in to this relevant and timely discussion with my views on accountability and the delivery of quality results. However, before I do so I would like to provide the context for my views from two angles: UNDP’s macro-perspective and the micro-perspective of our modus operandi. 

First, I would like to start with UNDP’s macro-picture. The rules of the game for UNDP to function are set by our governing body -  the Executive Board -  which in turn is governed by ECOSOC with the General Assembly as the ultimate governing authority. In the search for consensus it is often difficult for the Executive Board as a whole to agree on rules, regulations and operational policies in its entirety. Therefore Executive Board decisions are often made on the basis of compromise.  It is therefore not surprising that at the highest level of governance, decisions leave room for interpretation in their application and thus there is sometimes ambiguity in terms of accountability. 

Second, I would like to discuss our internal structure and modus operandi.  As UNDP is a highly decentralized organization, every Country Office has a unique character and the way ‘business’ is conducted varies across countries within the confines of the rules and regulations. Hence there is no ‘typical’ Country Office. On the one hand this is commendable, as priorities for support are driven by countries themselves thereby respecting national ownership. On the other hand this can pose accountability challenges in terms of assessing office performance and in turn individual staff performance on an objective basis. 

In my view the heart of the accountability issue in an organization such as UNDP goes to the issue of collective and individual performance in the delivery of quality results. And it starts from the top of the organization from the level of the Strategic Management Team (SMT) in terms of workplanning for the organisation. Corporate priorities for the organization need to be decided on a more-timely basis and each SMT member should be held accountable for delivering a portion of the workplan, which is backed by adequate funding and clear benchmarks and timelines for delivery. At the end of the workplan period, each SMT member should be assessed individually and collectively not just for the delivery of results, but also for the quality of these results. In this way the SMT can truly lead by example, in terms of being held accountable internally and externally for the delivery of high-quality results. 

This should translate to the Bureau level where there should also be workplans and in turn within each Bureaux there should be Group workplans, as we have in the case of BDP. 

Performance management against these workplans should begin with a two-way compact between the supervisor and the supervisee, clarifying responsibilities and authority. The expected results/ deliverables should be clearly spelt out and agreed upon so staff members are clear about what they should deliver. While we may not agree on everything that need to be done and the ensuing debate is natural and healthy but once we have decided on the goals we need to hold individuals accountable for what they do and for the results they are expected to achieve.  Therefore the RCA exercise should be seen as a workplanning tool which provides a good basis for performance management. 

Performance should then be rated in a comprehensive manner – taking into account strengths and weaknesses in delivering the workplan. In BDP we provide feedback to our senior managers through a monthly review of the Group workplans which includes a two-way discussion on the substantive and financial implementation of results.   If the delivery of the workplan is not up-to-speed we try to identify the causes and extend advice to ensure the issue can be resolved. At the end of the workplan period if good results have been achieved, the individual or Group gets the credit. If things go wrong, individuals have to take responsibility and ultimately the responsibility for the Bureau’s results lies with me. Accountability for delivery is mutual. 

UNDP can be proud of the many great results it has achieved which in large part are due to the hard work of our staff members, often sacrificing their own personal lives. However often we don’t take time to reflect whether the results we have achieved are of high-quality. And here lies the challenge. To measure accountability we also need to be able to measure the quality of what we deliver. National development effectiveness increasingly rests on the quality of aid delivery, not just the quantity. Quality UNDP products to support programme countries’ development effectiveness will be key for the future of UNDP in the competitive development environment we face. I would be interested to hear your views on accountability in terms of the responsibility for achieving quality results. 

Ramzi Mabout, BDP / DGG, NY

I found Troy´s comments very helpful. I would like to add a complementing note. The economist Paul Streeten once reminded that a World Bank publication was entitled ``Investing in Health´´ (WDR 2003). His comment on this was: ``as if good health has to show economic returns higher than the cost of capital. What if the returns to investment in health are zero? ´´

My own impression is that yes, most of the time, successful projects have great economic value, but that this does not have to be the case every time and everywhere (it is neither sufficient nor necessary). And maybe, the faith in this, is the added value of the UNDP, its foundational difference from other development institutions.
Oumar Diallo, UNDP Cape Verde

English/Français
  

A truly excellent debate has been raised by this question. We must be rigorous with respect to our internal operations and regulations in order to facilitate our relationships with our national partners. I would like to take this opportunity to quickly comment on the points raised by our colleague Pauline:

 

a)       Staff are not always aware of all our rules and regulations? 

 

It is often true that the staff is not aware of the regulations and procedures. This however cannot be considered a valid justification for violating our regulations, for as we all know, “No one should be ignorant of the law.” Thus, we cannot justify using this line of reasoning to exonerate ourselves of our responsibility.  

That having been said, it must be noted that the existing rules and regulations are often numerous, confusing and sometimes contradictory. It is true that an effort has been made to simplify these rules, but there is much progress to be made in this domain. 

 

Another influential factor is the training that is provided to the staff. It is very important when we consider the highly mobile nature of the agency staff and also the constant fluctuations in the regulations. Both make it necessary to examine the available staff training modules in greater detail. Each staff member should be required to devote some time to professional development. Yet oftentimes, this activity is surpassed by other more visible and urgent daily professional objectives (completing deliverables, executing a timeline, and managing funding for projects…), and as a result, training focused on staff development is downplayed in favor of these other goals. This creates an interesting paradox, given that the organization will be unable to function efficiently if the staff are not armed with sufficient knowledge - a direct result of training. 

 

  b) Are the rules inadequate / unrealistic when it comes to field realities? 


As for the rules, given the environment in which they are being applied and the domain in which the UNDP operates, it is evident that they may appear unrealistic or at least unadapted, despite the efforts that have been made to simplify them. One solution might be to provide employees with overarching principles that should guide their actions and allow some flexibility for their interpretation and application in the field. This seems to be a difficult solution to implement however, given that rules are generally constructed in as precise a manner as possible in order to prevent contradictory actions from resulting from their implementation. 

 

b)       A lack of internal accountability? 

 

With respect to this question, it seems difficult to state that there is a lack of internal accountability within the organization. That having been said, it is important to note that the organization is composed of individuals with different backgrounds who have had varying experiences in their respective countries (as part of the government’s administration) and other institutions whose rules on operations and accountability are different than those of UNDP. It is therefore common to find staff exhibiting certain behaviors or attitudes that may be in contradiction with the practices of the UNDP.

 

c)       Some combination of all of the above? 

 

A combination of these factors and of many others are at play in this situation. Indeed, the fact that our colleagues have been invited to participate anonymously in this discussion is symptomatic of this state of affairs. 

[Facilitator’s Note: Engish translation provided, with thanks, by Yata Kande, Consultant]. 
[Version Française]

Voila un excellent débat qui nous est proposé. Il est vrai que nous devons faire preuve de rigueur dans notre fonctionnement et nos règles afin de pouvoir être à l’aise dans nos rapports avec les partenaires nationaux. Pour ce qui me concerne, j’aimerais faire un rapide commentaire sur les points qui ont été soulevés notre collègue Pauline: 

 

a)       Staff are not always aware of all our rules and regulations? 

 

Il est vrai que souvent le personnel n’est pas au courant des règles et procédures. Cependant cela ne doit pas être considéré comme un argument valable pour violer les règlements et procédures car comme vous le savez, « nul n’est censé ignorer la loi. » Donc on ne peut pas se baser sur une telle argumentation pour s’exonérer en tout ou partie de ses responsabilités. 

Ceci dit, cet argument doit être tempéré surtout lorsqu’on sait que les règles et procédures applicables sont souvent nombreuses, confuses et parfois contradictoires. Il est vrai qu’un effort de simplification a été déployé mais il convient de reconnaître que des progrès doivent être encore faits dans ce sens. 

 

Un autre aspect à renforcer dans ce sens est la formation du Staff. Cela est très important quand on sait la grande mobilité qui existe au sein de l’Agence au niveau du Staff mais aussi les changements qui interviennent  au sein du règlement. Il convient dès lors de revoir les modalités de formation du Staff. Il est clair que chaque Staff doit consacrer une partie de son temps à la formation continue. Ceci dit, il arrive souvent que celle-ci soit reléguée face à des questions souvent plus visibles ou urgentes dans le cadre du travail quotidien ( résultats à atteindre, niveau d’exécution et de déboursement des projets…) Par conséquent, on remarque une tendance à reléguer au second plan des aspects non moins importants comme la formation qui favorise plutôt le développement du fonctionnaire. Cela est paradoxal car il faut reconnaître que le bureau ne pourra fonctionner efficacement que si le personnel possède les connaissances adéquates et cela passe essentiellement par la formation. 

 

b)       Are the rules inadequate / unrealistic when it comes to field realities? 

 

Concernant les règles, il est évident que, du fait de leur domaine d’application et du champ d’action du PNUD, elles peuvent paraître parfois sinon irréalistes, du moins peu adaptées, cela malgré les efforts de simplification. Une des solutions peut être de définir des grands principes qui devraient régir notre action et laisser une part de flexibilité dans la mise en œuvre. Cela peut sembler difficile car souvent les règles doivent être les plus précises possibles afin que leur mise en œuvre ne conduise pas à des pratiques contradictoires. 
  

c)       A lack of internal accountability? 

 

Sur ce point il semble difficile de dire qu’il y a unmanque de responsabilisation au sein de l’Agence. Ceci dit, il faut reconnaître que l’Agence est avant tout composée de  personnes qui souvent ont vécu des expériences au sein de leur pays (Gouvernement Administration) et d’autres institutions dans lesquelles les règles de fonctionnement et de responsabilités sont différentes de celles du PNUD.  Il est donc fréquent de les voir répéter certains comportements ou avoir des attitudes qui parfois peuvent être contraires aux pratiques du PNUD. 

 

d)       Some combination of all of the above? 

 

Il existe bien sur une combinaison de tous ces facteurs et sans doute de bien d’autres. 
D' ailleurs, le fait de permettre à des collègues d’intervenir de manière anonyme à ce débat est bien symptomatique de cette situation. 
Harbi Omar, UNDP Djibouti

First of all I would like to thank you for having started such a critical and challenging debate.

All of us agree that accountability should start first and foremost within our respective agencies. As a matter of fact we must keep in mind that the message we are delivering to the clients and countries we are serving fundamentally draws from the principles and ideals to which we have subscribed when we joined UNDP. And the subscription remains valid until we are freed (upon retirement?) from the oath that we took.

Now having said this, with regard to the points raised in your mail;

a) Staff are not always aware of all our rules and regulations?

It is a well known fact that many staff members are not extensively familiar with the rules and regulations. However, to my opinion, in some cases the strict observance of the applicable rules for accountability purposes may lead to the misuse of funds. For instance, in the procurement process the rule of always selecting the lowest and cheapest offer for a specific good or service may not systematically result into the purchase of the best product for a project/programme. Such a situation is frequently observed in COs in LDCs. And since the manuals are highly recommending it, the operations staff sometimes don't have the necessary space of manoeuvre to guarantee the respective interests of the project beneficiaries and UNDP , because audit review missions are also severely rating any shortcoming at that level.

b) Are the rules inadequate / unrealistic when it comes to field realities?

Another example could be the regular use of government civil servants for technical consultation and expertise within UNDP-funded programmes and projects. There is no need to recall that such situation has a great potential for conflict of interest and may lead to an improper use of UNDP resources by providing an additional revenue to government staff who already paid by the latter. Nevertheless in most LDCs the required or existing local expertise is already employed by the public sector and there are usually no private consultant firms. In such contexts and realities, could one strictly abide by the rule and go for hiring external experts who traditionally, rapidly exhaust the project funds?

So, something should be done at that level, may be  through regular update of s/ms on the rules & regulations specifically in the areas where there is room for interpretation (if any) and to support the COs in exploring alternative solutions when the reality at the local level is not really allowing the strict application of a given rule.

The recent simplification process of the programming and GA manuals which came out with slightly simplified rules and regulations should be pursued. This would contribute to enlightening the staff dealing with it everyday and definitely reduce the risks of confusion and subsequent bad decisions that could be made.

Anonymous Feedback No. 7, BDP HQ

MPN Facilitator’s “Food-For-Thought“ (based on off-line inputs):
“Why don’t we hire more younger staff (P1’s and P2’s)? This is a common employment model in the private sector; younger employees (with just a Bachelor’s degree for example) come prepared to do lower-level work for a couple of years in order to gain work experience and then move on – usually to further studies”.
Pauline's succinct (Midpoint Review) summary of the Human Resources component (and other internal accountability issues) of this e-discussion reminds one of the 22 July announcement of promotions for HQ and international staff.

For those of us with exposure to non-UN organizations, the announcement was rather startling, notably with regard to non-G positions. While only 9 people were promoted to the P-2/P-3 (or equivalent) levels, and 22 people were promoted to the P-4 (or equivalent) level, a whopping 83 people were promoted to senior management positions (P-5, D-1, D-2 or equivalent levels).

To reiterate, there were 9 junior-level promotions, 22 mid-level promotions, and 83 senior management promotions. And this year was not an anomaly: the 2004 non-G promotions resulted in 7 junior-level promotions, 28 mid-level promotions and 71 senior-level promotions. While "correcting historic geographic and gender ! balances" may be partly behind these figures, surely something is amiss when an organisation promotes almost ten times as many senior staff as junior staff?!
In most organisations, it is, simply put, the other way around. Needless to say, such statistics hardly motivate younger staff members and call into question the organisation's overall human resources strategy.

Paula Saddler, UNDP HQ Office of Audit and Performance Review 

I am very pleased to read so many useful comments on the Discussion of Ethics & Accountability. I would like to add my concerns and questions, as well as attach information about the ethics hotline that UNDP now has. Below is a brief statement followed by topics and questions.

 

Background:

Sometimes we, as staff, fail to maintain adequate internal controls or we behave in ways that do not support transparency or accountability.  An unhealthy ethical climate may result from the tone at the top that condones or ignores inappropriate behavior.   When this happens, we face challenges to our capacity to be held accountable for our actions and for the resources that are entrusted to us to deliver to our clients.   Below are some observations and questions for which I would like comments. 

 

1. Culture of Silence –Is there a culture of silence in this organization where staff are reluctant to or do not report bad or unethical  acts? 
a. For acts committed by others – especially by other staff (including senior managers) who may be violating conflict of interest statutes

b. Procurement is one of our highest risk areas, are there major failures in the procurement process as we manage it, where staff are improperly influenced to take the wrong action because they have a conflict of interest that does not support UNDP?  

c. Failure to disclose problems to managers – resulting from our own performance or lack therefrom – that may result in significant risk exposure.  For example, if staff are responsible for reconciling  bank accounts and are late in doing so by several months, do they raise the alarm with their manager?  How does the office deal with this situation?    

2. Fear of Reprisal

a. Are you afraid to speaking out against fraud, corruption, or mismanagement  when you find it? 

b. If the answer is yes to the above question, then why?  Some of the known risks include losing a job or being denied a promotion. Are there other risks?   How real are these risks in your own environment?  Do you have examples that you can share? 

c. What kind of policies do you want to see in place to protect whistleblowers, or persons who report wrong-doings?

3. Training

a. What kind of training do you want to receive on ethics & accountability – especially as it relates to living up to the standards of the UN Code of Conduct and the staff regulations and rules.

b. What kind of training on accountability, rules & regs and code of conduct should we give to staff as well as contractors?

4. Handling Cases of Fraud 

a. If it is fraud by a UNDP staff member – then our internal procedures for disciplinary measures and accountability apply.  Do you know what they are? 

b. The question is what about cases from projects that involve national counterparts? How are these cases handled and who do you report these cases to?  Is this reporting procedure part of an understanding with the host government, or is it spelled out in the project documents?  How do we handle this problem if we in  UNDP know about fraud in a project and look the other way, or don’t report it, either to UNDP management or to the government? 
5. Communicating Ethical Standards to our Ourselves and our Partners:  

a. What are the behaviors that we are expected to meet in conducting business in a legal & ethical manner/ 

b. What behavior will we not condone (illegal & unethical)   

c. What do you do if  you are aware of conflict of interest activities.  Tell people all of possible ways to report unacceptable behavior. 

d. How do we go about the task of communicating our standards and expectations of ethical behavior to our development partners?

6. Information about Hotline:

a. As per the previous INFO message, UNDP does have Toll free telephone numbers for Tsunami affected countries, and a general number for all other countries.  UNDP also has a website, and there is a PPT that was prepared by the Regional Audit Service Center in Malaysia. [Facilitator’s Note: See PPT at http://content.undp.org:80/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=294299&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1]. 

Alice Mascarenhas, UNDP Cape Verde
I would like to give my modest contribution to this interesting discussion. Please note that I went to the french document in order for me to better understand the content of the discussion and the questions raised. 

In this connection, I am giving my thoughts/knowledge of the questions made by Pauline Tamesis. 

· Staff are not always aware of all our rules and regulations ? 

Yes and no. Actually, there are those who are interested to know very well the rules and procedures in order for them to stay at ease and to know how to apply and when to "adapt" them to the reality of the countries. Somebody said that "rules are made by men and it is up to them to change and adapt them to the realities of each country". I agree that nothing is the result of destiny - and this is the reason why UN is making reforms. There are also those who do not know the rules -just because they were not duly briefed on the institutional framework and work process - or just because they were but they feel they are not concerned by these fastidious "small things". The "upstream" side of the Organisation is sometimes very poorly understood by a lot of people. In fact,  in an office we suffer more and more nowadays from the lack of this kind of briefing and therefore, from the lack of important knowledge on some important rules. Also, because an adequate and regular coaching, able to make change on attitudes was not efficient or  simply was not made. It is evident that in an Institution, like UN -constituted of people of different skilled levels and competences - it is hard to have the same level of understanding  - I am confident that this is the reason why the monitoring and the follow-up of the training process (comprising self-training) become the most important aspects of the personnel coaching... and can solve a lot of problems. 

 

· Are the rules inadequate/unrealistic when it comes to field realities? 

In my opinion, besides what it is said above and although the variety and multitude of rules (which are hopefully, becoming more and more consolidated in an unique reference document), they are neither inadequate nor unrealistic. The countries we serve have generally to follow the same kind of rules in certain areas, often more complicated than the UN ones. Actually, in the national public administration and services there are also the same kind or worst attitudes, considering the personnel coaching and or monitoring and follow-up of the newcomers. They are often left to their fate and to their self  "innovative interpretation"  and consequently they finish by losing the passion they came with to work for their countries' development. 
On the other side, the UNDP/UN intervention in the countries during the course of the years, with different type of rules and procedures requirements (left to the criteria of individual and newcomers Managers' interpretations) gave place  to a new kind of situation in the national side, without a legal support to justify some management practices . This kind of situation created some rules/procedures conflicts -our requirements from our sides and the countries ones from the other side, together with the accountability requirements - thus giving place to new mechanisms more difficult to control and to certify. Actually, the creation of these parallel systems makes it harder to the country to control the global support and assistance. This, of course, may have been a niche for corruption and/or bad placed negotiations, even when there is innocence, relied to the lack of knowledge. The needs for simplification and harmonization of procedures came just to treat these situations - of which the countries are still suffering on a very important level. 

 

· A lack of internal accountability ? 

 

 I think that our Organisation is between those which give a very important level of internal responsibilities - all levels  - to the point that newcomers do not have enough coaching and are sent alone to very important meetings with Government officials. The difficulty we may face may be related to the attitude and to the habits of every one. These difficulties are exacerbated when they come from the poor application of rules - mainly when this is related to ad hoc interpretation of an hierarchy level. In these cases, the conflicts may install and the accountability aspects come to the surface. Dialogue and or discussions may add, but more important tools may be the annual surveys or change management workshops with very serious follow-up and evaluations. 

 

·        Some combination of all of the above? 

 

In spite of all the important changes in the UN System, there is an important change that needs to be continued and strengthened  - this is related to the staff attitude, at all levels. In an office, indecently of it being small or big, it is important  that the knowledge and the interpretations of rules and procedures be leveled. The follow-up and the evaluation of training  is an important tool, also to be strengthened. Very practical and simplified manuals - kit format - may be added to this. We can not serve our clients (the Government) and go to them, each one having his own individual interpretation and contradicting colleagues and bosses. This shows how weak we may be and this may give place to some deviations. The rules have to be the same for every body - independently of the grade of the applicant and/or of the flexibility that have to exists for the different beneficiary counterparts. 

Lenni Montiel, UNDP Vietnam

When talking about accountability, transparency and integrity in an organization such as UNDP, in my view, ethics and an unquestionable commitment to the values and objectives of the organization should be the basic considerations/principles guiding staff behaviour and actions. 

Rules and regulations (R&R) are important, valuable and very much needed. However, they are not enough on their own, especially if ethical considerations and commitment to key objectives and values may be considered (as suggested in this debate some few times) just a formality. 

Unethical behaviour and lack of integrity are most of the time a clear result of personal choices made by individuals who are well aware and conscious of the (negative) consequences of those choices . Unethical behaviour and lack of integrity are most of the time premeditated and in these cases R&R are interpreted and manipulated in ways that facilitate mismanagement, waste, corruption, abuse, harassment. To do that people need to know well the R&R. This happens in any organization and UNDP is certainly not the exception (illustration to this is the content of the Administrator´s annual communication on disciplinary measures). In this sense, UNDP should promote principles to protect the organization and all staff against arbitrary actions by individuals.

Although lack of internal accountability can be associated to lack of awareness and experience regarding R&R, I would prefer to emphasize other case (in my view the more frequent) - This is when the lack of internal accountability is present while staff are well aware of R&R, but the conditions and the environment in which they do operate are not transparent and open enough. In my view we should be concerned with the fact that despite the existence of appropriate R&R (that have been well informed and disseminated) they are yet not appropriately enforced. Any possible effort to increase awareness and knowledge on R&R should be supported. However we should also promote enhancement of UNDP´s organizational capacity for open communication and creativity. 

If there is lack of accountability within the organization, I am sure there should be staff with frustrations and under abuse or harassment. For that, more efforts should be made encouraging staff to use administrative means for dissent, the respect of due process and the development of appropriate safeguards against reprisal.

 

Accountability in terms of the responsibility for achieving quality results can also  be associated to my previous considerations. As professionals committed to the advancement of democratic governance, it is a fundamental ethical responsibility to make any possible effort to deliver quality results. How can we preach what we do not practice? How can we consider ourselves responsible and committed to the organization´s values if we do not strive for quality? 
Obviously as governance specialists we will face difficulties. Governance programmes are by nature - politically highly sensitive, and very often - highly dependent on decisions made by political actors in hosts countries. Under these situations, How quality is defined in governance programmes?  How can be quality results be interpreted under different country contexts and conditions?  Or under different service lines? Although there are no simple answers to these questions, I believe anybody should be able to see a quality result when indeed there is quality in it. 

Governance programmes may imply risks and challenges that at times may not be easy to assess or understand by non-specialists . I would like to suggest in this sense, that improving UNDP internal accountability under democratic governance initiatives should include also enhancing the views and knowledge of RRs and DRRs on governance issues in general and on the implementation of governance programmes in particular (efforts should be made to highlight challenges and experiences on getting quality results in this field). Involving RRs and DRRs in conceptual discussions and analysis of concrete cases regarding issues such as: accountability, integrity, transparency, democratic practices, participation, access to information, provisions against conflict of interest, fairness, etc, could be beneficial for the development of their own careers as managers. 
 
As governance specialists w should accept as a personal duty the responsibility to keep up to date on emerging issues and potential problems on the one hand. On the other, we should encourage others to get involve in substantive issues associated to governance. The DGPN and this specific debate are great examples of how the organization can promote quality in governance programmes as part of the promotion of internal accountability.
 
If we also look at ourselves (specific individuals) as the main driving force of the organization (rather than the R&R) we could also highlight the relevance of maintaining personal honesty and integrity as important organizational values to enhance internal accountability (see documentation summarized by Pauline). 

Finally: 1) we could do more on enhancing knowledge and skills on procurement standards; 2) for learning purposes we could analyse experiences of the World Bank and of the Inter-American Development Bank on establishing systems to fight corruption and mismanagement in their own projects in the field. These systems have been in place since end of the 90s.
Bhuvan Silwal, UNDP Albania

Indeed it seems 'a truly excellent debate', borrowing word from Oumar Diallo, especially in the context that UN/UN agencies are facing (probably) unprecedented questions on different perspectives.

 

a) Staff are not always aware of all our rules and regulations?

 

 'Unawareness' should not be an 'excuse' for wrong-doing or ill functioning. To make the rules and regulations known is one dimension.  Another dimension of the issue is 'intention' though it's very subjective issue, but truly very relevant occasionally. I'm not sure whether 'training and learning hour' shall suffice on this regard.

 

b) Are the rules inadequate / unrealistic when it comes to field realities?

 

Practically the major problem is not that of wrong-doings committed unknowingly, though that would not be an excuse. The chronic problem is the manipulation of rules so as to favor - directly or indirectly - oneself/'own people'/'people on power.' Sorry to express reservation on the flexibility to interpret the rules, however it is my view that the possibility to reinterpret rules at the project/implementation level should not be allowed. This conclusion is based on my experience with UNDP for last 10 years (first 8 yrs in my own country, Nepal, and then here in Albania). However if a country office is given some limited authority/flexibility to re-interpret the rules in the national context it could serve to minimize the problem, since the CO usually works in a team for decision making like the CAP, etc.

 

c) A lack of internal accountability?

 

In this regard, UNDP system might have been a reasonable system and is usually appreciated for this. But this is in fact judged together with 'transparency' that is also related to issues (a) and (b). Involvement of more than one person in decision making procedures minimizes the problem significantly. Practically, at the project implementation level this does not happen regularly, resulting in the troubles discussed above. The process of checking for ill-intention or manipulation is vital if internal accountability is to become a reality.

Pauline Tamesis
, BDP/DGG, NY

Internal Accountability Mechanisms in other International Development Organizations

 

Leni’s contribution provides a good introduction to my next contribution to this e-discussion.  What can we learn from other international organizations in establishing systems to fight corruption and mismanagement within their operations and projects in the field?  

 

I highlight below some of the key  findings from the report produced by Danielle Langton, US Foreign Affairs, Defense and Trade Divison, entitled “Anti-Corruption Standards of International Financial Institutions” (July 2004)  [Facilitator’s Note: See report at http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=295850&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1]. This report covers the 4 multi-lateral development banks (MDBs) and the World Bank, International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD). It provides, on a side-by-side basis, comparisons of the anti-corruption procedures in the MDBs and the IMF. It also provides a detailed description of the institutional arrangements each IFI has adopted to address corruption issues.  

 

· The international financial institutions (IFIs) all have procedures to prevent, identify, and punish corruption within their organizations. The World Bank appears to have the most extensive and detailed process for addressing corruption issues, but the other multilateral development banks (MDBs) have or are establishing similar procedures. The International Monetary Fund (IMF) does not make loans for specific projects; all its loans go directly to the central bank or finance ministry of the borrower country. Nevertheless, it also has procedures for preventing, investigating, and punishing unethical or corrupt practices. 
· Organizations may achieve more effective anti-corruption programs by implementing complementary measures to counter corruption at many levels. These include scrutiny of the IFIs’ lending procedures, their systems for the procurement of goods and services, staff conduct, oversight and management of their operations, and the education of staff on policies and procedures.
· Major procedures for controlling corruption include (see table 1: IFI Anti-Corruption Features at a Glance):
 

1.       the establishment of an independent corruption unit

2.       an oversight committee

3.       mandatory staff financial disclosure procedures, and 

4.       a corruption reporting hotline

· The World Bank is the only IFI that has adopted procedures in all four areas. 

· Most of the others, excepting the African Development Bank (AFDB) and the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), have procedures in three of these areas. The AFDB requires mandatory staff financial disclosure and is considering possible action in the other areas. IFAD’s anticorruption unit is organized differently than the other IFIs in that anti-corruption responsibilities are carried out by its Office of Internal Audit, but it functions similarly to anti-corruption units at the other IFIs. Also, IFAD is still in the process of implementing mandatory staff financial disclosure.  
 

Key lessons from the report:

· Experts say measures for countering corruption at the MDBs must be implemented on many levels to be effective. These include bank lending and operations; procurement of goods and services; staff conduct; independent internal reporting mechanisms to address allegations of misconduct; oversight and management of bank operations; and educating staff on policies and procedures. 

· The establishment of effective internal controls is presumptively a deterrent, reducing the number of corruption cases that the system handles. Internal controls that aim to ensure the efficiency of the organization as a whole — such as internal audit procedures to ascertain that organizational policies and procedures are being followed — complement explicit anti-corruption procedures. A high level of transparency and accountability in all operations helps to combat corruption, in addition to specific anti-corruption measures taken. 
·  Despite the efforts by the MDBs to implement internal controls and prevent corruption, it is impossible to completely eliminate the possibility that MDB resources will be used toward corrupt ends. It is possible for MDBs to ensure that the actual loans are used legitimately, but in a corrupt country they may be used to free up resources for less legitimate purposes. Furthermore, there is a distinction between the operations of the MDB management and the decisions made by the executive board. The executive board is composed of representatives of member countries with political interests, and it is these board members who make the decisions about whether to make a loan or grant, the conditionality for that assistance, and whether borrowers have sufficiently met the conditionality requirements. Anticorruption efforts are focused on the activities of management, not the decisions of the executive board. In the most airtight organization, it may still be possible for corruption to occur. However, the consistent implementation of internal controls can send a clear message that corruption is not tolerated within the organization, and this could have a positive impact on the organization’s experience with corruption. 

· The World Bank took the lead among the international financial institutions (IFIs) in implementing its anti-corruption system in 1997. The regional MDBs have moved since to set up basically similar systems, with organizational variations. The MDBs have made substantial changes in their internal controls over the last five years, which are aimed at bolstering their effectiveness. However, there are still concerns about inadequate effectiveness and insufficient independence of these controls. 

 

In addition to this report, we also know that there is a growing recognition within bi-lateral development organizations of the need to:

· Prevent corruption within their respective aid delivery systems

· Prevent  corruption in the use of development aid provided by their respective governments

· Assist in combating corruption in countries receiving bi-lateral development aid

 

The Government of Denmark released its first Annual Report in 2004 on the Implementation of the Danida Anti-Corruption Plan 2003-2008. 

[Facilitator’s Note:  See report at http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=295854&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1]. 

 

Highlights of the report include:

· Implementation primarily concentrated on the Danida‘s 15 partner countries and headquarters. In the next phase more attention will be given to the multilateral aid and the Neighbourhood Programme.

· A central activity in 2004 was the formulation of an Anti Corruption Code of Conduct. The Code consists of 10 principles accompanied by a more descriptive guide that explains the principles. The Code was launched in autumn 2004 and since formally applied by headquarter staff, Danish and local staff at the embassies and experts and advisors on Danida contracts.
· A comprehensive e-learning training programme was developed and launched in late summer 2004 for all staff dealing with development aid and is still ongoing. The training course was delayed for approximately two months due to IT difficulties. (This delay also caused delay in other activities for which the training was a prerequisite.). Despite the fact that the 1½ day training is additional to an already charged agenda most staff have completed the course and with considerable enthusiasm, especially at the embassies.
· Updating formats, procedures and contracts in an effort to prevent corruption has begun and will be completed at headquarter level soon (to some extent depending on completion time for training course). Where this work is not yet done it will be followed up in the coming phase (this concerns primarily formats and procedures in relation to multilateral aid).

· A mechanism to report suspected cases of corruption and fraud involving Danish Aid is currently being developed and should be in place by July 2005. 

· Almost all embassies have brought up concern for corruption in political dialogues and/or at technical or other levels of cooperation of the action plan with partners in the first 1½ years. The prioritisation, knowledge and awareness about corruption is generally starting to be reflected through the intensification of initiatives to support anti-corruption activities in various forms  - either as separate programmes or as part of other sector programmes.

 

Key conclusions:

· The Anti Corruption Action Plan was launched in parallel with a comprehensive modernisation and decentralisation process in Danida. This change process has required an extra effort from all staff especially at embassy level where the workload has increased considerably. Despite this the majority of staff has taken the extra time to prioritise work against corruption including working through the e-learning course on anti-corruption. In fact, where corruption is most prevalent staff showed the highest activity level in the e-learning course and reported that the course had been very useful for all, including local and expert staff.
· Overall, the action plan and its purpose have been well received both internally and externally. Most activities were finalised on time, where this did not happen there were either technical reasons, need for more reflection or a need to finalise training before completing the activity. Despite several other demands staff managed to also put focus on the Action Plan. It is evident from the status of component 3 that focus has indeed been given to combat corruption in programme countries.
· In the next phase attention must be given to strengthening anti-corruption measures in the multilateral aid and in the Neighbourhood programme. 
I hope the above helps us in our discussions for how to move forward in ensuring UNDP’s own internal accountability.  I would also like to thank Greg Callman, Project Manager, of the “Building Accountability in International Development Advising”, for sharing with me Danielle Langton’s report cited above.

Yongzheng Deng, UNDP China
From another perspective, I wish to comment on the following question: 

“b) Are the rules inadequate / unrealistic when it comes to field realities?”

In this regard, I also wish to refer to the previous MPN discussions on possible conflict between GEF/MP and UNDP Guidelines during 18 May - 16 June 2005. 

It seems to me that there may be two options if we face the possible conflict between the GEF/MP and UNDP guidelines. Option One would be that we follow the UNDP rules and guidelines very strictly in managing such trust funds as the GEF/MP. In this case, we would pay more attention to doing the things right. Since it is less risky, we could get better audit results and achieve better accountability, especially financial accountability. Because many staff are risk-averse, this option would be preferred in many practical cases. Consequently, the associated expense would be that the intended GEF/MP programme results and quality are compromised and discounted. 

On the other hand, Option Two would be that we allow some flexibility in applying UNDP rules and guidelines so as to accommodate adapt to GEF/MP rules and guidelines as special cases. In this case, we would pay more attention to doing the right things and better achieving the intended GEF/MP programme results. This Option may have better substantive accountability (i.e., quality result) than the financial one, but could be more risky, in terms of auditors' check of compliance with rules for example. 

The above issue may not fall into the category of ethics or integrity, and the choice often depends on the management’s decision and culture as to how to deal with the two options or a mixture of both.

Anonymous Feedback8
(FROM HEADQUARTERS)  “2004 Global Staff Survey: 1 in 5 staff at HQ observed possible wrongdoing; 1 in 5 staff at HQ feel uncomfortable to report wrongdoing”

In response to the first point in Paula Saddler's message, I think there is evidence of either a culture of silence or a climate of fear (although perhaps both these terms are too strong). 

If you look at the results of the 2004 global staff survey, you can get an indication from the HQ responses to the following questions:

Q26: In the last year, have you observed conduct in your office that you thought violated UNDP's code of ethics?

RBA RBAP RBAS RBEC RBLAC All-HQ

17 -- 22 -- 40 -- 19 -- 10 -- 18 (% "yes" responses)

Q21.4: It is safe to express your opinion in this office?

RBA RBAP RBAS RBEC RBLAC All-HQ

13 -- 30 -– 41 –- 33 –- 19 -- 21 (% unfavourable respones)

Q21.7: If I witnessed a situation of discrimination or harassment in my office, I would feel comfortable reporting it.

RBA RBAP RBAS RBEC RBLAC All-HQ

14 –- 19 –- 36 -- 29 -- 19  -- 14 (% unfavourable responses)

This shows that a sizable minority of HQ staff--at least one out of every six staff--have observed something they thought violated UNDP's code of ethics. In parallel, between one out of five and one out of six staff do not feel comfortable reporting wrongdoing or expressing their opinion. The structural issues which led to these responses are not readily apparent from the GSS, and may indeed be different in each HQ unit.

Glendal Wright, ECIS Regional Centre, Bratislava

This is interesting data, but I would be interested to see how many reports of unethical conduct were reported in each of these regions. Does that data support this as well.

Anonymous Feedback No. 9 

This message is in NO way meant to equate the seriousness of the situation in Iraq with the problems facing our internal bureaucracy. However, I would like to use an analogy to demonstrate that what is most needed for us at UNDP – and the UN system in general - is a “transformation of minds” – a shift to a system of meritocracy.

There was a very interesting article in the Sunday Oct 31st New York Times, about the role and responsibility of the British military in training the Iraqi police officers.

The British position: "The sooner the locals assume their own security, the sooner we go home".

The Iraqi police point of view: "We want to serve our country".

From the citizenry: "No one trusts the police...75% of the policeman I know are with Moktada al-Sadr.....If our new ayatollahs snap their fingers, thousands of police will jump."

The results on civil actions in the city? At the city's university, the university administrator noted, [there are many "self-appointed" monitors that patrol the campus, ensuring that women's attire and makeup are properly Islamic]. "I'd like to throw them off the campus, but who will do it? Most of our police belong to the same religious parties as the monitors".

Similarly, the director of Basra's maternity hospital noted that he frequently catches staff members pilfering equipment to sell to private hospitals, but hesitates to call the police. "How do I know what religious party they are affiliated with, and what their political connection is to the thieves?"

A local police officer: "The British know what's happening here but they are asleep, pretending they can simply establish security and leave behind democracy...Before such a government takes root here, we must experience a transformation of our minds."

The link to accountability at UNDP?
Well, you can have all the tools in the world, 360% degree feedback, etc. but unless there is a clear cultural transformation, very little will change -- unless:

BENCHMARKS: Set up precise benchmarks for how performance is to be evaluated 

MANAGEMENT TRAINING: A Core issue is that  many of our Senior staff have little or no management training; and even less feedback/coaching to improve their skills through critical evaluations (and therefore will resist 360 degree feedback) 

BUY-OUT OF DEADWOOD: Clear out any "dead wood" in management that is basically beholden to political horse-trading and unable to overcome institutional baggage (as is planned with the UN if funding is obtained and one of the few measures that seems to be enthusiastically welcomed by the donors), and 

MORE UNIFORM CULTURE: Teach, prescriptively, not passively, what organizational culture and processes we want to ensue, recognizing that we no longer live in the "cold war" era where political patronage was everything.   

MERITOCRACY: Aim, ambitiously perhaps, at a new era where some measures of performance matter - which should be irrespective of "age", ideally of nationality (although maybe unrealistic), and political alliances/ideologies.  Basically, some version, albeit muted, of meritocracy -- if we really believe in the mission, as opposed to merely providing political cloud-cover for empty words and rhetoric. 

This will mean checks on the "decentralization" movement, because clearly the variance in performance and culture is very great, some of it clearly unacceptable.  It will mean the courage to look closely at the true "merits" of management, particularly senior management ... - those who are not highly competent will clearly never be able to implement a "meritocratic" culture, because they are not deservedly in their posts and will spend the majority of their time defending their position, likely with impunity and without anyone looking too closely as long as they are "loyal" to those in charge and don't make trouble for them.  Inaction is as troubling as incompetence, because it is effectively a waste of a post with potential.  Simply "promoting" senior people who are not performing has got to become a practice that goes away as quickly as possible. 

Thus, in summary, tools are not effective unless we begin with a "transformation in our minds" - which must come from the top, with transparency, clear follow-through, evaluation and unambiguous consequences - which means resources must be put in to this effort, more checks and balances instituted, and some independent form of evaluation (maybe like what was done for the micro-credit portfolio) done regularly and with clear consequences - unlike the current follow-up, with is entirely unclear. 

On reflection, UNDP is perhaps not unlike the political realities of our host country governments??   It is worth questioning if there is enough "heat" for long-term change given the continued existence of plenty of institutional baggage that has built up over the years, vested interests who will fight tooth and nail against change. Without the heat, incentives will unlikely be great enough for anyone to persevere with meaningful change. Thus hopefully, the "heat" and external scrutiny currently on the UN may well carry over to the agencies, at least in organizational/HR reform ... at least the most recent articles on this coming from the SG's office cite this "heat" as a necessary catalyst for change.

Joe Feeney , UNDP Sudan

Thanks very much to Shoji for the contribution on this topic, which I think goes to the core of this issue, i.e. how can we focus on quality of our interventions, and be accountable for these. We have all experience of excellent projects which the clear starting and finishing points and -- on paper at least -- have achieved the results against clear targets, but with little mention of the quality. How often do people talk about the issue of sustainable projects when such a concept is really a contradiction in terms. If a project is finishing, within a certain time period, it cannot be sustainable. Of course its impact on institutions and communities should be sustainable and this is where the issue of quality must be addressed. Unfortunately the emphasis on outputs rather than quality outcomes often undermines the potential impact of UNDP interventions as an agent of change. To achieve the quality impact, the RCA, with its five key areas, linked to the annual work plan is crucial. Still too many people see the RCA as a once-in-a- year tool to give feedback rather than a substantial management tool for providing regular  feedback driven by the need for open and transparent discussions.
The reality is of course that the RCA system should be used effectively with monthly feedback sessions [often supervisors  ignore the need for feedback and leave problems festering until its almost too late]. I have seen situations where there has been unfortunate tensions between staff in a Country Offices and these tensions have been left to fester, with the result that the quality of the country office programmes suffers as staff spend their time worrying about the most recent manoeuvrings of those involved in the conflict, rather than on results. Competencies -- a core element of the RCA system -- include communication, sharing, networking, conflict management, among others. These are key in determining the success of staff in delivering on the UNDP mandate. We can have an excellent programme officer, from a technical point of view, but unless he or she can manage relationships, manage stress, communicate with people inside and outside the office environment, share ideas, take risks and network, they frankly are not performing. 

So how does this relate to the issue of quality in country office output, I believe it is essential that we embrace the learning organisation, which is what UNDP strives to be. This means that we not only identify our failures but find ways to embrace them and learn from them. 

We need to move towards a situation where we clearly see the activities of the UNDP offices not in terms of the sum of our project activities but from the perspective of adopting a strategic approach to addressing key development challenges. Projects in this situation are just part of this process. 

Luc Franzoni, BRSP Geneva
What an interesting subject of discussion which you have opened.

 

I hope that more time will be allowed to it ( we are in a period of vacation) and that the discussion will be opened to more staff. In fact I can paraphrase the SG on the restructuring of the body (ref. The Washington Times 8/3) ..:" it's crucial to realize that accountability is an ongoing process that  does not come as a one-time event". I am sure that this issue of accountability in doing UNDP business is a major one which will be constantly in discussion and in progress.
 

I remember that when MMB took his duty one of his first message to all staff before to launch his first business plan was " good governance starts at home"! This is so true! Governance is everything and is in everything: global/detail, collective/individual, theory/practice; Vision/project, Programmes/Operations, North/South, Beneficiaries/Donors, partners/actors/practitioners, got/non govt, private/public, intergovernmental/ local and so on... 
 

I really appreciate the  opening of this discussion at a crucial time on many accounts: 1) UN Reform ( and one big part of it is related to internal improvement of doing business); 2) changes in the Heads of Agencies, bodies, Funds and Programmes ( including UNDP); 3) MDGs achievement; 4) new context of cooperation ( Paris Declaration OECD plus UN and dozens of countries) and emergence of the mutual accountability concept.
 

Also, I would like to see more of our senior staff participating to this kind of discussion. I appreciate the intervention of Shoji in the debate. We need to read more from his peers and from our highest managers. 
 

Back from short vacation, I have not read  the contribution of my colleagues yet. At this time I consider that it's better not to react but to share few elements based on 24 years of experience in different Bureaux ( RBA, RBAS, RBLAC,BRSP...) different countries (Middle income, LDC, LDC in special situation as well as HQs). 
 

At this juncture I'll limit my contribution to the 4 original area of questioning raised in the launching message from Pauline
 

1) Staff are not always aware of all our rules and regulations?   What it seems  for me the most important is a " culture" of accountability rather than a lively dictionary of rules and regulations...by culture I mean  to know what the International Community ( member states of UN as we are a subsidiary organ to the ECOSOC) and our Administrator  have requested us to do: this means to know exactly what is the mission of UNDP, to know our constituents, to  know that we exist only to serve ( we are international civil SERVANTS) the Programme countries to build their own capacities and their own development for which they are the primary responsible, to know that  we need  to spend each dollar received in this perspective in the best/ more efficient way in terms of operations as well as results/impact with a the double perspective of accountability ( with the programme countries as well as vis a vis the donors), we need to know that rules are existing and that we have to check them  before any action; we have also to know that in specific circumstances it will be difficult to fully adhere to rules, but general principles will have always to be the driving force and that it will our duty UNDP officer to report to the Administrator in order to allow him to address the Executive Board and to request the Member States to help to change  or to adapt the rules to specific situation/context. Behind this, this a major issue which is discussed in the centers of excellence of international relations: 1) aid cooperation must not be conceived as business per se ( there are a financial and social accountability attached to it) and  2) we need to be careful not to blend  the way we work ( rules and regulations) to the market, if we blend too much we will loose our primary role/nature and functions: International organization must remain general public interest oriented...UN oriented. This does not mean that we don't have to adapt and to be innovative, creative and to search new alliances, new partners, and new ways to do our work based on other approaches, other visions, other way to work from our partners: in brief - to serve - better. In fact  it is a strength of our identity that we will make the best partnerships and will be the most useful to our programme countries that we serve. I call this principle the concept of the walk: walk is a follow-up of relative disequilibrium with one leg after another giving an impulse to the corpus to move it in the right direction ( common goal). Public and Private Partnerships must go like this: to keep strong identity to build on comparative advantages of both sides...not a soup of both of a baby with two heads... UNDP must review its PPPs to build on success as well as on failures... All over the world PPPs are very controversial. UNDP must take the lead on this global issue ( implementation of PPPs and better operationalization). Rules and regulations, as well as commitment to basic general principles, knowledge of "inside the box" is essential before "thinking and going outside of the box".  Recommendation: understanding accountability is a continuous process through: training (VDA), information and exchanges,  clear guidelines, clear implementation, clear alert and corrective action  monitored and controlled. WE need to do a lot more on this account. Staff is not born with a gold spoon of accountability in its hands, but it seems that we think that it is the case.  We need to be more aggressive on this area.  Several times in my career donors  as well as recipient countries told me in my different capacities: in managing well its own programmers UNDP will attract national counterparts to manage better their programmers. We need always to have in our mind this notion of service, transfer of know-how, transfer of knowledge. Consolidating our national counterparts is the best way to consolidate our mission and organization with demand as well the supply ( programme countries as well as donors): in fact behind or before, or aside each UNDP staff must be a national homolog in order to work as a tandem and to really transfer  capacities and to " walk" together.  By interacting UNDP staff is also learning. Poor does not mean without thinking, culture and richness... A culture of results must encompass: participatory approach, dialogue, respect, cultural diversity, plurality of thinking, financial accountability, good management of human team, a total fusion  between ideas, activities and  human  and financial management. We can't live anymore with this growing gap between " Programmes" on one side and the "Operations" on the other side. We need to align those two virtual dimension and to make it only one arm to our service lines. We need a lot more of imagination, innovation, motivation, team spirit and less ego ( that we are producing in great and high quantity in our organization). We need to be more knowledgeable, more imaginative with our national partners, all together, not alone... National counterparts must at the heart/core of our mission and operations...are they? Things become more and more sophisticated even for our UNDP staff, I am not sure that our constituents/clients are at the same level of knowledge even embarked on difficult management operations like ATLAS. Simplification, harmonization must be done only with them not  only between donors ( the Rome and Paris Declarations of OECD as well the latest TCPR/UN is refreshing into this account but we need to do more) if not we will loose the momentum especially in LDCS. It will take decades to rebuild connection.
 

 

2) Rules and regulations have always been seen by certain categories of staff as a direct obstacle to do business.. staff with legal background are prima facie considered as second obstacles versus the dynamism of the cooperation market...and at the same time each important organization says that without good governance there will be no sustainable development. There is a hiatus here and we need to address the situation inside the house. We need a balance between dynamism of the market, rules and regulations linked to the mission which has been given to us by the governments ( member states) and the balance is possible if we keep in mind and in operations two dimensions: 1) the objective of our mission and 2) if we share the difficulties with our constituents and our clients ( often the same). This is why I have always recommended to keep track of all difficulties generated by our rules and regulations and or by the mission which was given to us by the Board and to go back systematically before Member State to ask them to help us to modify the rules and or to adapt the mission given. To be accountable vis a vis our Bosses ( Administrator and the Executive Board) is the best and most efficient way to adapt , simplify, harmonize our rules and regulations corpus to the current environment rather than to not respect the rules and hope that it will not been seen. On another point of view we need to recognize that while accountability is generally well maintained in our working relations with the outside world, the same is not valid inside the house between us. A great effort has to be made to improve the situation inside the house. I saw quickly that several colleagues mentioned this dimension ( management of human resources, planification of work, work plan, RCA, etc...there is still considerable room for improvement. I know that this is known and I am sure that it will be an area of  high priority in the next forthcoming years. We need to keep in mind that  as we are structured there will be always a kind of division ( competition ?) between Operations and Programmes plus rules and regulations ( three dimensions now: Rules and Regulations, Atlas and Programmes):  we have to make  sure that they are going in the same direction and that inter-connectivity are maintained: it would not more disastrous than rules and regulations be the work of certain categories of a staff, while ATLAS maintenance be done by other categories and Programmes to continue to do business as usual by a third categories. It seems to me that gap is growing, silos effect are deepening and situation is dangerous as there are some opposition between those categories... New commitment and new impetus  must be done and given.
 

3) Lack of accountability: the public opinion reflected in the general media is responding for us: credibility is not very high.  This is not due to a deterioration of the situation: there are spheres of very transparent and clear accountability as there are spheres where things are not limpid and transparent.  One cause appears to me to be the decentralization process to units without a mechanism of keeping the control of  general accountability and to ensure equity in human and financial management. Decentralization of power must go with an increased level of accountability to maintain the general edifice and to make sure that general principles and accountability are maintained. Without this increased responsibility ( from top to down: not only the low level of hierarchy must be accountable but also and mainly the highest level must be accountable  against agreed and transparent criteria -360 degree assessment is a must) some important tensions are generated. We need to do more here too.
 

4) UNDP  is a reflection of our current world with its strength, hope, motivation as well with its obstacles, dark area and depression. What is needed is re-commitment to do better, to perfect our way to work with the outside world but also and primarily between us. In this latest dimension there is still an important - perhaps growing- gap. This is an appealing constant to see that we have plenty of things to do better, to see that lives are never trapped in one box for ever, we need to stimulate our great richness: our commitment to our mission, our motivation for sustainable human development, in a plural cultural diversities.. We have to invest- re-invest in our own staff (senior as junior), in our own multicultural and dimensional identity, in our partners and allies. 
 

Yes " good governance has to start at home". And good governance is never achieved for ever it has to be worked out and polished every day. After a new vision and positioning brought in the era of Marc Malloch Brown, the time has come to go into each detail as the maxim says: the devil is always in the detail....

 

Nick Hartmann, Executive Office of the Secretary General United Nations

In this context of accountability, transparency, and integrity, I would like to take this opportunity to brief you on what is taking place at the UN Secretariat on this front, as the Funds & Programmes including UNDP will expected to adopt these in some form.  UNDP is slightly ahead of the Secretariat on a number of these, but the crisis atmosphere here in the Secretariat has spurred the development of a number of policies, including the below.

1. Whistleblower Protection

OAPR in UNDP has already made strides in this area in the last few months, and the Secretariat is also in full gear on this as part of the reform process. The results of the Integrity Survey last year indicated that staff had little confidence in the OrganizationвЂ™s ability to provide sufficient protection for whistleblowers.  A review of best practice was conducted, using the expertise of a consultant recommended by Transparency International.  The policy is designed to reassure staff that they will be

protected against retribution when reporting on misconduct, similar to UNDP's.  The release of this policy comlpements the existing avenues for the reporting of misconduct.

2. Financial Disclosure

This policy, which was approved recently, will make it a requirement for staff from the D1 level and above to report on their assets and liabilities, including their spouses and dependents.  This was already a

requirement for ASGs and above, but now the thresholds have also been lowered on assets and gifts that need to be reported.

3. Anti-fraud & Corruption

Already approved at UNFPA, this policy is largely declaratory in nature but defines fraud more clearly and underscores the gravity of misreporting rental subsidy and travel costs, accepting kickbacks, submittng false curricula vitae, (in the UNFPA case) and more.

4. Access to Information

Currently, there is no established policy for determining which UN documents should be accessible outside the Secretariat.  While a large number of documents are currently accessible, the UN needs a clear and consistent policy that increases transparency while ensuring confidentiality where needed.  The Office of Legal Affairs has carried out an assessment of best practices in public administrations around the world, and a draft policy should be available soon.

Along the lines of this discussion thread on MPN, there are many staff here who feel that they are not informed of the rules and regulations.  However, while there are indeed many grey areas that are influenced by local culture and norms (can I accept a $50 dinner from a contractor?  For $100?, how

about a $150 gift?), not asking these questions and being uninformed is not considered acceptable.

Good governance does indeed start at home, and for those interested in the reforms taking place at the Secretariat (that will have repercussions for the funds and programmes though not necessarily directly), please visit : http://www.un.org/reform/reform_update.html

One reason why I submit this is largely because from my work with client governments and the press in the field, they don't really care if you are UNDP, UNICEF, DPKO, or WFP, you are a UN international civil servant, and they want to know along which standards of accountability and responsibilities we operate as a UN family.

But as UNDP, we may be interested in helping our client countries develop similar policies within their governments, based on these international best practices where feasible.


Gita Welch, BDP/DGG, NY

I am delighted that even after passing the midpoint of this discussion (see Pauline’s excellent  review), we continue to receive many interventions. This is indeed an important topic for us all.

 

It is encouraging to see efforts to improve systems of accountability, transparency and integrity within the UN, in general (see Nick Hartman’s input).  

 

In UNDP, recent positive steps that assure us of management’s concern to improve accountability and transparency, include efforts to improve the internal justice mechanism, development of the fraud policy and establishment of the fraud hotline,  the renewed focus on ethics and values by OHR, and the drafting of a  revised  evaluation policy

 

However, serious efforts still need to be made in order to  acquainting  staff with those processes and policies, and even more importantly, to ensuring  that there is accountable, timely  and fair implementation of the procedures by managers, including senior managers. IN particular, in the complex area of human resources, there is the need to continue to demonstrate senior management’s commitment to good internal governance. 

 

The existence in HQ of a number of permanent corporate panels for collective decision making, which include staff from GS levels to professional ranks,  is an important aspect in promoting the internal justice system and an inclusive and more transparent processes for effective human resources management. If the work of those panels is increasingly supported and recognized by senior management, if  the panels do not become overly bureaucratized and their recommendations are seriously taken into consideration for internal policy development, they might become useful platforms to help bridge some of the gaps that we still  have, in reflecting, through  our internal processes and our work, that we are an organization, that respects all cultures, values people’s work and is guided by principles of  absolute fairness and equality. 

 

The area of recruitment and selection of staff provides a good illustration of how complex it is  to apply good rules, well.. The rules of procedure for recruitment panels are clear. We also have our core values and a gender policy which provides clear guidance. At times, however,  (specially in HQ) when trying to apply the rules, we are still confronted with a number  of “justified reasons” that can influence decision-making:  regional distribution, nationality, gender, etc.  Compounding the problem, we can also be subject to ‘gentle’ pressures in one direction or another, from donors or partners. What is asked of a panel, is then to follow corporate policies and take a corporate stance, while addressing the imbalances, recognizing the best profile for the job, and while standing up to external pressures. This is not easy. But if might be helpful that we ensure that all  panels members share all relevant information equally, that the principle of  transparency in all phases of the process is observed by all, and that ultimately the collective opinion of the panel is what prevails.

 

If we are to be a leader in providing policy advice in democratic governance, we need to demonstrate our own democratic governance.  I echo the call by the majority of those who contributed to this e-discussion to “practice what we preach.”.

 

Steven Ursino, UNDP Liberia

In my many years with UNDP, this is the year where maybe, just maybe, UNDP is coming of age or "coming out" as some social psychologists might say of someone who is coming to grips with the intricate balance between conscience and personality.  

To be a credible organization, UNDP MUST practice what it preaches. This starts with the Senior Management, the example setters, the leaders, the advocates and those who project at the hightest level the Organization's ethos. If we examinie the contemporary history of UNDP prior to MMB, we could see that there were real issues in the world of ODA that, at times, UNDP had trouble coping with.  and (others, admittedly, viz World Bank, had understanding). 

We tried to understand and rationalize the drastic cut in financial resources in the form of voluntary contributions to UNDP in the early, mid 90's. We tried to understand why there was the perennial issue of rocky, sometimes stormy, staff/management relations. We always asked the questions of why the SHD paradigm, with the very timely and thought provoking work on poverty reduction, was not striking home. 
Well, I think we should all realize now, as Gita says, that, in actual fact, most of the battery of systems, mechanisms and structures, are actually there, but as is said "the proof of the pudding is in the eating". This is an imperfect world, but we do need to have the courage to tell someone (in the proper and professional way) that he or she is not doing his job, that a unit is not performing, or an Organization is not perceived to be performing and delivering against targets/objectives. There is no room for competing agendas, for there is the ONE - we are all accountable, we have to be transparent. Our professional integrity depends on this and UNDP can only come out as a better and stronger Organization.
This discussion coupled with those of this year which are indeed interrelated (the Delivery Challenge and Operational Effectiveness and the more recent exchange on Human Resource Issue:Retention Policy) are an encouraging sign.  We should have the summaries of all three on one doc and circulated to all staff!

Let us not wait for the proverbial "wake up" call and really look at ourselves in the mirror every day and say that we ARE practicing what we preach. 
Bravo to all of you and all of us moving UNDP forward on the front of accountability and transparency and professional (personal) integrity.

Lina Hamadeh-Banerjee, BOM/OHR, NY

I am glad that Nick Hartmann is now involved in the UN Reform and has briefed us on expected reforms.  It seems to me that one aspect which was not included in his briefing is the need for reforming the internal justice in the UN, which the funds and programmes also adhere to.  

As mentioned by Nick Harmann the last UN staff survey conveyed problems of confidence in management, which was reported on in the press.  Part of the problem that I have seen over the long years of service in the UN system is that the organization always rallies behind the manager, because of our existing hierarchy, particularly in cases of grievances. Often when staff have serious legal grievances and proceed to the UN Joint Appeals Board (JAB) to settle their grievance against the organization, unfortunately they are regarded as trouble makers and blocked from being selected for posts that they apply for. In the many cases where they request an injunction on a notice of termination until the JAB makes its recommendation on their cases, this request is denied. And then after the lengthy process of appeal, when the staff member wins the case against the organization, the organization usually flatly rejects the recommendations, in effect forcing the staff member to go to the 

UN Adminsitrative Tribunal thus delaying justice and hence denying it.

How can the UN and its subsidiary organs preach justice when its continues to deny justice for staff who win their JAB cases!  As Gita Welsh amply put it, let us practice what we preach. I would also add lets not delay and deny justice to staff when they have been wronged.

The internal justice system needs to be brought up to international standards that we preach.  Two areas need to be urgently reformed - first, the recommendations of JAB should not be flatly rejected unless it there is a genuin legal justification.  This will avoid wasting time and cost entailed to the organization and the staff to only reach the same conclusion.  Second, the organization has to stop protecting those responsible for the grievance.  While the organization should be held for responsible for miscarriage of justice, it is about time that those individuals that are responsible for it are also held accountable, financially and through other measures. 

I would also add that while the introduction of staff surveys has helped the organization to take note of staff perceptions and attitudes on many issues, the UN and its funds and programmes need to look at how their human resources are managed.  Human resource audit system need to be put in place.  All the accountability system put in place will win confidence of staff when an HR audit system is also installed.  After all, it is staff that are the of pillars of their organizations.  I like to think of us as "citizens" of the UN system, whose rights and responsibilities need to be protected as part of any integrity reform.  

E-DISCUSSION EXTENDED: Pauline Tamesis, Anti-Corruption Adviser, DGG/BDP and Paula Saddler, Chief, Investigations, Office for Audit and Performance Review
The response to the on-going e-discussion, “Accountability:  Do we have it to Demand it?” has been very encouraging.  As suggested by some of you, we would like to keep the discussions open until the end of this week (12 August 2005).  For most part, the issues covered by our discussions have touched upon:

 

· Coming to a common understanding of what ethics, accountability and integrity means in UNDP

· Learning what efforts are being made to ensure accountability and performance in the organization: RCA process, Global Staff Survey, internal control framework, fraud policy, internal justice system

· Identifying problems, including obstacles in implementation of well-intentioned policies, such as a perceived prevailing organizational culture that allows the uneven application of rules and regulations

· Tackling related human resource management issues, such as creating a system of meritocracy in UNDP, which rewards staff for delivery of high quality performance and at the same time penalizes “dead wood”

· Highlighting UN reforms and the  rationale for why we need to engage in this timely discussion

· Raising the ethical dilemma with “salary supplementation” and noting the need for further guidance on the subject

 

Notable is the absence of voices/feedback from “senior management” and hope we hear from them in the next few days on the issues previously raised.

 

One area that we still want to hear from you about is enforcement:  What should UNDP do to enforce accountability?

 

For example, how should staff be held accountable for failing to do their job, when it results in a loss to the organization?  A concrete situation is given below:

 

The finance staff in a country office have not reconciled the bank accounts for several months.  Reconciling is a process of comparing the approved expenses and income per UNDP to the actual withdrawals and deposits recorded in the bank account.  Any differences have to be investigated and reported promptly, so that the organization can make a claim against the bank.  The staff has not done the bank reconciliation, and the supervisor and the manager have not demanded or required the staff to complete the bank reconciliation.  When the staff finally does get around to completing the bank reconciliation, they discover that persons unknown have forged checks in the amount of USD $40,000, and that these payments were not authorized expenditures.  Because the deadline has elapsed with the bank for reporting errors or frauds in the account, the bank will not consider a claim by UNDP to be reimbursed for the fraudulent checks.  Hence, the organization has lost its opportunity to be reimbursed for the loss.

 

What should the organization do to enforce accountability?  

Should we just say oh well, another theft, the staff meant well but they just did not get around to doing this task – no problem.  Or should the organization take a pro-active role in reflecting the poor performance in the RCA’s of both the staff and the supervisor?   What else needs to be done?

 

These are real issues that the organization needs to have a policy on, and needs to apply consistently.

Luc Franzoni, UNDP/ BRSP Geneva 
This is an encouraging step forward: accountability deserves better than 2 weeks in the middle of the month of August...
 

This is also a subject which must be opened to other networks as well as to other structural parts of the UNDP organization. Accountability ( mutual accountability) must be the driving force of every one and all: Accountability is collective, individual, regional, national, local, programmatic and operational, etc.... Accountability  is related to funds that we manage and results that we need to get. It must be a permanent working  process. Accountability to our constituents, donors and programme countries, partners, and to the poor must be an equivalent nerve to the financial resources one and has to be one of the pillar of  the mission (target) which has been given to the Administrator and to his team (all the UNDP team from the bottom to top, from the top to the bottom of the pyramid):  Accountability is not only for the bottom ( your example  and questions seem not to be really neutral). Please find below few elements in support to your issue:
 

1) Accountability is not given as a talent: accountability must be learned, taught, maintained and developed on a structural basis (VDA  can be key in this account). It must be integrated to every training notably for managers...success stories and failures must be known and disseminate. Accountability is essentially preventive! We need to encourage/ develop a culture of accountability,  accountability is more a spirit and a process, a way to behave  and to inspire people rather than  a reactionary legal corpus of obstacles... it is a way to do better our business! A search for excellence! A way to better interact between us and  with our constituents and your clients ( Member States of the UN)
 

2)  Accountability must be fully integrated in any step forward to the increase of aid efficiency ( please refer to the OECD/DAC discussion on this purpose) and must be conceived in a mutual accountability movement: I remember a remark of the Danish Representative in Addis Abeba who was following the first phase of  our programme of strengthening of capacities of the African Union  to manage, prevent and solve armed conflicts. I was director a.i. of this programme for few months ( after Haiti), Denmark was providing half of the financial resources through a cost sharing. He told me " Franzoni, UNDP will not change the OAU  ( now African Union) alone...but UNDP must encourage good management and governance through a first class management of its own programmes of cooperation. Failure to do so will be a failure of UNDP."  I consider this remark as very true and a clear guidelines. All of actions ( internal or external) must be driven by the research of excellence not  complacency. So the questions  must be anytime and all  the time: do we do the best, could we do better in term of results and ways to do business, do we use the financial resources from the international community to the programme countries in the best ways and  according to the rules that govern us? This is typically a strategic issue which is the primary responsibility of managers...
 

3) Accountability is also in the detail: your example is clear. Lack of interest for a core activity of the office ( by the manager) and lack of motivation ( by the finance officer) to perform a basic function of his/her duty must be constated, dialogued ( accountability must not drive to an opposition from one professional category of staff to another one: it must be a collective behavior composed of  empowered individual staff : this is very clear in your example: there is not only one responsible this a chain), corrected and controlled and if necessary punished. Modular responses have to be studied:  accountability in the results is different from the accountability to use and spend the money according to specific rules and regulations. Fraud must be punished.  
 

4) To do the above we need: a complete review of job descriptions ( notably the part of the wrong doing and its consequences on the organization but also the consequence on the staff  if a wrong doing is done ...intentionally or by lack of commitment/motivation)  for each job notably in the new environment generated by ATLAS to determine the levels of individual accountability. Also  description of key elements of the chain of behavior to be regularly controlled and assessed in an office, Bureaux as well as  in units must be done, known, shared, improved.  This must be disseminate and regularly updated and circulated. Managers ( Programmes and Operations) must learn and adapt their skills  to inspire, motivate, inter-act and control effectively the process and functions. Themselves must be subject to effective control and monitoring. This will require  a much better  systematic and independent corpus of control as well as a fundamentally different system of internal (UNDP) as well UN justice system to ensure equity, equality, transparency. This is in fact a part of the UN reform which will be as stated by the SG himself " a continuous on-going process". UNDP could be and must be a champion of this new "mutual accountability". 
 

5) Decentralization of tasks must be accompanied by accompanied package of new accountability and training must be systematically offered with the decentralization of tasks. Monitoring and control must be done  the first year after the decentralization of the task. Decentralisation is not abdication or disinterest. General control to ensure a global, general and systematic behavior is absolutely essential...if not we go straight to non democratic and occult behavior.  In your example: it is not only at the local level that the situation has to be modified and  has to be set upright. It is also at the level of the Bureau covering the local level that has to be amended: programmes and operations are not working well together in this local office and things must improved quickly. Perhaps Operations are considered as a marginal priority? Accountability is perhaps not a real concern in this Bureau?... Failure of one is failure of all! Collective reparation  (which is not a punishment) has to be envisaged in your example. It is not only the organization which has lost the asset but the country that we had to serve! It is always very easy to put the wrong doing at the lowest level ( bottom of the pyramid) not the reverse... a change has to occur. It will come from us, from our commitment to do better as well as from our constituents and clients too ( both are  Member States of the UN) which have to be more  constructive and dynamic on this account.

 

Intentional fraud  (to take personal advantage of an international asset or activity) is the only de jure and de facto activity which must be considered as attached to individual staff/person and must be punished per se. There must be a curative part of the intentional wrong doing.
 

I would like to conclude by quoting Blaise Pascal a philosopher of the 17th century: "  Multitude which could not reach unity is confusion; unity which is not multitude is tyranny"....
Anonymous Feedback No. 10, Europe/CIS 

It was with great interest that I was following this discussion and decided now to add my bit to it, although anonymously. I don’t feel good about it, but the fact is that simply I don’t feel comfortable coming forward.

On behalf of most of my fellow GS staff colleagues I want to state that most of us do know the rules and regulations quite well, just look at the practice networks (finance, procurement, HR), many valuable contributions come from GS. The reality is, however, that managers often don’t want to listen when we say that the requested action is not allowed by UN rules. We are being accused of not being flexible enough and asked to find ways to go around the rules. And so we follow managers’ instructions rather than the rules (we depend on them for our RCA rating…).

A typical example for this is the selection of a consultant for an SSA contract. In my almost 5 years with the UN I remember very few cases where the ToR was genuinely advertised and the consultant selected in a competitive process. Most of the times the consultant is chosen for a particular job based on somebody’s recommendation or previous experience and the ToR is then adjusted to the needs of the concrete person. Alternative CV’s are supplied additionally just to show that the selection process was transparent. That’s for the better cases.

There are, however, also cases, when the consultant has been selected long before a job existed and the real challenge is to find a suitable one… Similar scenarios can also be followed when it comes to small institutional contracts. Another issue that I’d like to bring up is that it is virtually impossible to move from the GS category into NO. Obviously, such opportunities don’t come up very often, but if so, in spite of fully qualified internal applicants and corporate polices promoting career advancement of GS, priority is given to external candidates. It is difficult to find any logic behind this. Why are these posts advertised externally at all, when there are sufficient internal candidates fully meeting the criteria?

Doesn’t the organization value contributions made by GS at all? Seeing this is extremely discouraging for all GS and no wonder that they look for other opportunities outside the UN. This is the reason why the organization loses the best people with extensive UN experience.

In conclusion I’d like to agree with one of the previous contributors: let’s practice what we preach.

Rabia Khattak, UNDP Pakistan

One way of enhancing employee development and growth and enforcing accountability in UNDP would be to have 360- degree assessments. The 360-degree assessments are commonly used in corporations in management and leadership development programs.   Due to its expense, 360° feedback is generally reserved for managers and high-level supervisors. 360° feedback systems utilize feedback from many sources including direct reports, peers, superiors, skip reports, customers and suppliers internal and external to the organization, and self. 360° feedback is generally offered anonymously (except by the supervisor) because the anonymity built into the system generally increases the tendencies of evaluators to give honest feedback, thereby affording the employee being rated a more accurate assessment of their strengths and weaknesses. 

Benefits of 360-Degree Assessment
The advantage of 360-degree assessments is that you are able to compare your self-perceptions with feedback that shows how others - supervisors, peers, subordinates and customers - perceive you.  Additionally, 360 degree has been used to enhance team processes and interdependency among team members.  By embracing concepts of high-level involvement, UNDP can increase employee ownership and buy-in of processes and policies. Ownership and buy-in generate an empowerment-rich environment that delivers proven benefits such as: increased motivation, a shift to a "work smarter- not harder" mentality, and decreased job stress plus of course accountability since anyone could be eligible to be conducting your evaluation.  
Vivien Ponniah, UNFPA
All staff and especially managers and Administrations need to know the UN Staff rules and regulations, the Code of Conduct and recent UN Administrative Tribunal decisions very well to guide them.  
 

A question was posed regarding the availability of policies and regulations regarding local salary payments and the need to harmonize policies regarding these by the different UN agencies and organizations of the common system:  there are existing interagency common guidelines on these that were issued under the JCGP flag and also possibly under the ACC/CCPOQ times -- the best offices to provide the appropriate current guides would be the CEB/HLCM and UNDGO secretariats.
Baatar, UNDP Mongolia
I’m back from my annual leave and couldn’t follow all feedback.
 
I my opinion, the issue of accountability is a complex problem involving first of all attitude, managers’ responsibility, system/rules in place, training/learning and recruitment aspects. I don’t know how to improve/change attitude, but other aspects can be addressed in a constructive way. Here, Internal Control Framework is of very important tools. Based on it we can segregate and establish proper checks and balances structure. 
 
Sometimes I wonder it’s better to further segregate Programme from Operations and go back to DEX to ensure higher accountability and efficiency as the easiest way. Obviously it’s not the way to look for solution. But the idea of segregation of Programme and Operations could be considered in the following scenario: Programme is 100% devoted to substance, and Operations – to project management. UNDP operates in Mongolia for about 30 years. This a considerable period of time, but today we’re still talking about capacity building of government staff. Programme staff sometimes get involved in project routine business some of them without reading the Programming Manual. Staff prefer speaking about simplification first rather than application of rules and regulations. Therefore, sometimes I think that one good thing about bureaucracy is that it prevents from anarchy.

Anonymous Feedback No. 11, HQ
I have not seen any discussion yet on the distinction of what is legal and what is ethical. One often finds things are legal but may not be ethical and we do not have the rules either in society in general or in UNDP to address this. Let me give you an example of a situation at UNDP where a senior UNDP staff member’s input would be desirable. In one unit an expert was hired for a staff position, I assume competitively. However, soon after arriving he develops a project for an institution he was very closely involved with in his previous work and he works with those that hired him to get a waiver of competitive bidding. They succeed despite concerns raised by, for example an RR who knew about this but who was ignored, as the money belonged to the hiring unit. This in itself is a problem in my view. But it gets worse. After some time, partly due to the project contacts and the growing influence of those associated with this initiate, more staff positions are hired. And guess where they come from: the same institution that had received the funds in the first place. And, surprise, surprise, they provide funding back to the institution they came from yet again. All is presented as being transparently managed and meeting the development needs of our national partners, but is this really the case? Is our network so small that we had to resort to this? And sadly, our rules at UNDP allow it but in my view it is unethical. What to do? I fear that this is the sort of thing that the UN should not be associated with, but we do not have rules against this. 
 
Kim Henderson, BDP

First I would like to add my thanks to those already expressed by others for the opportunity to discuss this important and timely topic and to all those who have contributed to date for sharing their thoughts. 
 
I have spent some time pondering what I could add to this discussion, based on my own experiences, and decided that there was value not only in adding new ideas and thoughts to the debate but also in adding my support to ideas and issues already raised by others. In the final analysis of this e-discussion if we can say 50 people supported a particular initiative or idea rather than just one then this initiative or idea may be given more serious attention. On that note I encourage others who may have been sitting behind their desks nodding in agreement with many of the previous contributions, to also make their voices heard even if only to lend support to an idea already expressed. Something which will take no time at all! That, said I would like to start with some new thoughts and follow on by adding my voice to others in relation to some points previously addressed. 
 
The first question I’d like to raise is: “Is it really so difficult?” For all the complexities surrounding the issues of accountability and transparency, I believe there are some simple solutions at our finger tips that we are not implementing, particularly in relation to public sector management. UNDP is a leading organization in the field of Democratic Governance, with a service line dedicated to “Public Administration Reform”. Our own colleagues travel the globe advising and working with development partners to develop best practice solutions in this area and yet we don’t seem to take our own advice. There are many examples, of good practices in other public sector organisations that work and function well so why do we not apply them here? Other colleagues have made valid points about the specific nature of UNDP as an International Organisation and undoubtedly the political environment we operate in is unique, however, starting with some of the less politically charged reforms would still move the organisation in the right direction. There are many issues that could be addressed within this framework, however, I’ll highlight just a few examples for the purpose of this discussion. 
 
UNDP still uses a fairly outdated “years in job” model of human resource management. Prior to joining UNDP I worked for sometime in the Australian Public Service. Here we used a “position based” or “job in rank system” where the emphasis is on selecting the right candidate for the job based on skills and experience rather than being in a job or an organization a certain number of years before being able to progress. Having been exposed to both, in my own personal experience, I found the latter to be more flexible and efficient and more effective in creating a dynamic workforce. I also found it fostered a more merit based approach. Whether my view on this example is right or wrong, my point is that UNDP could do better in terms of leveraging advances in public sector reform in a much more rapid and aggressive manner by introducing some of them into our own organization and drawing on our own expertise in this area. Again when will we start to “practice what we preach”.
 
Another good example was raised by a BDP Programme Manager who highlighted the structural anomaly that our past human resource management policies have created with UNDP essentially developing into an inverse pyramid with few opportunities to bring younger and more junior staff into the organization. This practice is not only uncommon in private sector organisations but in many public sector organisations, as well. Again there are successful programmes already established within other organisations that we could draw on. On this point in particular I would like to echo Pauline’s request for senior management to contribute to this debate. I would be most interested to hear from our colleagues in OHR what is being done to address this issue as I know work is being undertaken on workforce planning. Will it address this specific issue? If not, are there other ways we can address this issue, sooner rather than later?
 
In her most recent communication Pauline asked us to consider how we enforce accountability. On this issue too I suggest we look to international best practice as a guide. One of the most striking observations I have made in comparing UNDP to the other public sector organizations I am familiar with is that where the system has failed, or has not been implemented effectively - ie as others have noted there is an organisational culture that allows the uneven application of rules and regulations - a parallel personalized system has taken it’s place.  Whilst no system can guarantee 100% against misconduct or a lack of accountability, the systems or their application in UNDP are less robust, in my view, than in some other public sector organizations and there is more scope for discretion and personalisation of decision making. A common definition of corruption is power+discretion-accountability. A less personalized approach would I’m sure improve UNDP’s performance in relation to internal accountability.
 
My second question is: “Is prevention better then cure?” The solutions and tools proposed so far can generally be categorized as either preventative or curative. In taking this debate forward into action perhaps it would be useful for the organisation to reflect on whether our resources are best spent on preventing instances of ethical misconduct or a lack of accountability or trying to address them once they have occurred.  So far I think the debate has focused slightly more on cure than prevention, however, experiences with our grievance mechanisms and systems of internal justice tend to demonstrate that we can’t afford to focus on this approach. As others have highlighted, some of our systems are over burdened which makes them difficult to access. Again, we have a number of experts within our own organisation doing cutting edge work on “Access to Justice”, another of our key service lines, and yet many would argue that our own internal justice systems are not accessible. As one colleague has noted already if “justice delayed is justice denied”, are we providing access to justice to our own staff?
 
In addition, the point raised by an anonymous contributor from HQ about a “culture of fear” within the organisation is pertinent here. If we have mechanisms which are identifying instances of ethical misconduct, fraud and lack of accountability but colleagues are afraid to come forward (and I’ve seen and heard this first hand) we need to do more to protect our colleagues. The plans to introduce protection for Whistleblowers are welcome in this respect but, in addition, an organizational culture that supports those who report misconduct is also needed.
 
In relation to some of the preventative measures highlighted by others I would like to add my voice to those who highlighted that we could do better on providing training and orientation to all staff. As Margie Cook noted, sometimes we don’t know what we don’t know. I’m sure that I still don’t know what I don’t know about UNDP. When I arrived 2 years ago I, along with some other colleagues created our own Orientation FAQ, based on our own mistakes and muddlings because none existed. I am pleased to see that OHR has now produced a corporate Orientation Kit available on the intranet but it would be beneficial if more could be done. Beyond training and easy access to relevant information I believe that we could all be more accountable to one another.  There still exists in some parts of the organization, among some colleagues, an institutional culture that sometimes places obstacles in the way of finding this information. When I first arrived, as I tried to navigate myself around this massive institution, I‘m disappointed to say I found some colleagues who were resistant to sending me in the right direction as owning knowledge about particular systems and processes was in their mind their source of power. This is an issue we need to continue to address and a reason that the progress UNDP has made in knowledge management and developing a culture of knowledge sharing are so important.
 
This relates also to the issue raised by Luc Franzoni and others, that we need to encourage a culture of accountability within UNDP based on the general principles behind our rules rather than create a new set of systems and procedures. On the question of culture I also echo Moises comments on the cultural dimensions of ethics and accountability and the importance of a shared understanding of concepts and Audrey’s excellent point that personal and organizational ethics may not always be in sync. Here again I believe there is a need for better training on both cross-cultural communication and on concepts of ethics and accountability. I think that the UN must be one of the most complex cross-cultural environments within which to work and yet we don’t offer training in cross-cultural communication. I recall making this point at a meeting when I first started with UNDP remarking that we often talked to one another at cross-purposes understanding something different than what our colleagues were trying to say only for this comment to met with the remark: “what do you mean we talk to each other all the time”!
 
Finally I would like to echo the recommendation made by many colleagues that the UNDP performance management system is need of reform. Specifically I agree that we could benefit from either 180o or 360o performance management systems. I have been both a supervisor and a supervisee in such a system and found it to be excellent. It is important in introducing such a system, however, to determine whether it is used as a development tool or an assessment tool. There can be issues surrounding using anonymous feedback for assessment. On this note I would also suggest that if we value accountability and ethical behaviour that we incorporate an indicator on this into everybody’s RCA.

Ricarda Rieger, UNDP Cambodia 
Many have already wisely written about the malaise of accountability within UNDP and our relations with partners.  Rather than adding additional points, I would like to take up two from Kim and provide solutions. 
 
Kim (and others) rightly pointed to the intercultural nature of our organization and therefore also of our communications or lack thereof.  I remember an excellent module in the first VDA on inter-cultural management, which was based on a book authored by a Canadian lady.  I must admit I have forgotten the title, but it was the only management book I enjoyed reading from front to back.  The ensuing discussions in the VDA over the net were very educational and challenging.  I strongly recommend that this be offered more frequently in the same way as the advanced negotiation course is being offered. 
 
Another web-based course with in-office discussions is pertinent to the issue of accountability and would be beneficial to establish a common understanding on the performance and behaviour expected in a given environment.  It is a course offered by DANIDA to all its staff and feedback from national and international staff in our country has been overwhelmingly good.  It covers the various aspects of corruption – fraud, embezzlement, etc and provides case studies to determine one's own behaviour or approach.   If tailored to UNDP, which should not be too difficult, this course could be used for several discussions among staff , national -  international,  managers and supervisees.  We had such a discussion in our office and found it very stimulating, showing that the traditional lines did not exist, but that beliefs, exposure, attitudes, involvement were more important. 
 

Alexandra Wilde, HQ 
I have just read Kim's intervention with which I associate myself with 100%. I particularly align myself with Kims views on the need to reform some of the more archaic HR management models especially in moving towards a more progressive position based system; the limited opportunities for young staff; the need for better systems and a culture for enforcing accountability and the importance of having access to training on cross-cultural communication.

Anonymous Feedback No. 12

Following Kim's encouragement I decided to come out of the woods and share experiences. Unfortunately like a few others this had to be anonymous for reasons of self preservation, confirming the atmosphere of fear and uncertainly within the organisation. I missed out some of the ideas at some point, and may repeat what others have already said.
 

1. I wish to bring out the critical aspect of management and leadership. There appears to be a culture in the organisation, where accountability seems not to be demanded of managers and supervisors, yet behaviour from some managers leave a lot to be desired. I am sure I speak for many who have been penalised for the errors of their managers, and the managers comfortably let it be without owning up to their own mistakes and taking responsibility. But because the supervisee depends on their supervisors for their RCAs and thus contract renewals, they suffer in silence and carry around enormous tons of emotional and professional abuse.

 

2. Talk about rules, while I agree that staff sometimes do not take time to study the rules (not because they are not interested necessarily, until it becomes necessary), rules are sometimes abused to suit the intentions of a manager or supervisor. I can cite the well known example where a specific individual is earmarked for a job by the manager of a unit, and the office is made to "look like" appropriate procedures were followed. In some cases rules are selectively applied, and in other cases the supervisee is made to bend the rules, so that they meet the consequences and not the manager. If the supervisee challenges the manger or supervisor, RCA time will be hell for them worse still when the same manager is a member of the rebuttal committee.

 

3. One big challenge I wish to pose to senior management at HQ is why it is that even where the organisation fully knows the poor behaviour and perfomance of managers on matters of accountability, nothing seems to happen to them and others actually seem to get their promotions? When I joined UNDP ten years ago, I thought I was coming to an international organisation, full of ethical codes of behaviour and accountability, but when I became an insider, I got to see this other side, much to my disappointment.

 

4. Against this background, the organisation is viewed as not a practitioner of its own gospel, while at the same time demanding that others practice what we preach. Needles to say the image and integrity of UNDP is at stake, running the risk of being viewed as simply any other bureaucracy, full of corruption, politics and personal interests. Unfortunately this taints the otherwise noble cause that UNDP stands for.

 

Our development partners are not so gullible as to be fooled by our glossy and self glorifying reports about our work, but read through us and know what we practice because they work with us on a daily basis and experience these discrepancies. Of course this statement runs the risk of painting all UNDP black, which is neither the case nor the intention. At the same time, however, an honest appraisal of our practices will help us improve on ourselves. Concerned and hoping that this debate will yield some positive results.
Lenni Montiel, UNDP Vietnam


I am responding a bit late to this part of the e-discussion, but I believe that this should not be a problem. Following Pauline’s question on  - What should the organization do to enforce accountability?  I would like to make some few suggestions…..
 
1.- Contributions to this e-discussion have shown that Pauline and Paula have been very timely in provoking/encouraging this exchange. We should not stop here.
 
2.- Since it is clear we all agree that accountability and transparency cannot be achieved overnight and have to be nurtured again and again, a comprehensive “UNDP Integrity Plan of Action” could be developed to ensure that our organization practices what it preaches. We do this in several organizations in different countries. Why we cannot do it for ourselves?
 
3.- As international civil servants ethics in public services is an issue of crucial importance. The ethical qualities of individual staff and managers are also important. It is in the crucial role as individuals that discretion and unethical values do emerge. Thus, emphasis should be put on individual staff and managers.
 
4.- Integrity Self-learning packages could be prepared to ensure that all staff are well aware of the values, principles and rules that promote and regulate accountability and transparency within the organization. This could address specially the needs of new staff, our service contractors or consultants, and undoubtedly management teams. We should not assume that everybody that comes to the organization understand its values and ethical principles. 
 
5.- Protecting staff from misconduct, harassment and misbehavior is a MUST. We have seen that a lot has been done recently, but also many still believe things are not as good as they could be. Again, it is important to promote and disseminate comprehensively within all the staff and units, information about the available systems of grievance, complaints and justice within the organization. Their use should be encouraged in case of need and staff should feel free to do so. Perhaps a special webpage in the intranet facilitating access to all the systems and mechanisms could be a good starting point in this case.
 
6.- FAQ or typical cases that staff and management may face in terms of accountability and transparency could be developed, so that to ensure people know what? And how to do? In similar cases.
 
7.- Like it or not, in a general sense the organization’s current ways of doing things have resulted from management’s formal or informal reinforcement. We should acknowledge that if we want to change staff’s behaviour (and performance!) at any level, we must ensure first a change in management behaviour. Ethical and transparent behaviour should be reinforced at all levels, ensuring a firm political/management commitment to fight anti-ethical conduct, corruption and misbehaviour. Breaking old behavioural patterns is hard. Courage, patience and perseverance are  paramount here. 
 
8.- We need to promote the idea within staff and management that existence of unethical values, behaviour and corruption is facilitated by the existence of “practices” within the organization that can be called without mistake ‘undemocratic’. I have found that different people at different levels are not aware of this simple and very basic fact. This cannot be tolerated in an organization that embraces democratic values and principles as UNDP. If people are afraid at the workplace that implies that they believe they are vulnerable to injustice, abuse, harassment, and unfairness. At times UNDP looks like ‘everybody wants to build a learning organization’ but nobody actually wants anyone to learn, as a consequence - the ‘culture of fear’. This definitively should be tackled.
 
9.- We need to review the training and learning systems available in the organization so that to incorporate consideration of ethics and accountability standards and information as an integral part of all (?) learning activities. 
 
10.- Following comments from Kim and others on a ‘culture of fear’ that exists in the organization, I believe this is an issue that requires urgent action. Freedom from fear is a MUST in an organization that as UNDP preaches ‘freedom from fear’ as a fundamental value of development in general, but of democratic governance in particular. This is a very pervasive emotion at the workplace. 
 
10.1 To work against the ‘culture of fear’, we should promote ‘risks and mistakes’ as an intrinsic part of our work. It seems like overall mistakes are not tolerated, they are not admitted, they are covered and facts are at times twisted to ensure that blame (if any) goes to ‘others’. At times, even good news are ‘fabricated’ to ensure that no mistake is recorded. In fact, nobody wants to be the bearer of bad news. As a consequence often there is a significant delay in the flow of information inside the organization and one could speculate that also often ‘nobody knows what is going on’.
 
10.2 Of course some people may even say mistakes are OK. Some people even say ‘it’s not a mistake, it’s a learning opportunity. However a couple of months later the team member who did not make the mistake is promoted or rewarded. It was a learning opportunity. All right. But the learning has been ‘do not screw up, follow the rules, don’t make mistakes and you will have a career’.
 
10.3 The question here is not simply about ‘doing things right’ at any cost. It is above all about ‘doing the right things” first and then about ‘doing the right things right’. We have seen in this e-discussion many examples of questionable behaviour that took place under the idea of ‘doing things right’. 
 
10.4 I believe the institutional fear from mistakes is an old value within UNDP. But today it is reinforced because risks, mistakes (and the must needed process of learning emerging from them) is hard to reward in an outcome-based culture as the one that operates in UNDP. I believe our outcome-based management  could be improved, as many times suggested in this e-discussion, and in that sense risks, mistakes and learning should also be considered as important factors in the RCA so as to ensure the promotion of more innovation, and a better and more conducive working environment. I know is not easy. But we should try.
 
10.5 We need to promote a ‘forgiveness framework’ or a tolerance for error and failure within our organizational culture. I am sure that in the long run this will have a very significant impact in the improvement of quality in our work. I have the opinion that many of the quality concerns that may be raised within the organization are the result of formalistic approaches to ensure that the work is done at any cost, to ensure that no mistake or failure is recorded and to ensure that RCA are at the end of the day OK. 
 
10.6 Management should encourage and staff should practice ‘learning’ as an examination of what happened and what didn’t happened, without assigning blame or recognition. Once learning becomes common place, people may become comfortable owning their part in what happens. Till that happens focusing on people just makes them defensive. Preventing mistakes should be a focus for an organization that calls itself a ‘knowledge organization’. Knowledge management is about the creation of a culture that learns from experience, so if mistakes do happen, they will never be repeated again. Therefore ‘learning’ is a lot more than ‘training and learning activities’…it is an attitude that values mistakes and the lessons that can be drawn from them. I believe UNDP has done very well on the side of knowledge management systems and networks. We need to do a lot more on our ‘learning values and systems’.  
 
John Vong, UNDP Vietnam

I hope many other similar opportunities as this e-discussion will take place in the future to ensure open discussions on issues that are very relevant for the improvement of the working environment within UNDP. I am sure by doing this we will increase the effectiveness or our work within an appropriate framework of values and principles.
I noticed that many points have been raised on the inadequate enforcement of, and the emphasis on, the rules for accountability, rather the lack of rules per se. With this thought in mind, I wish to propose some guidelines for the Roadmap to enhance accountablity and transparency.

1. I reiterate Kim's view of the need for a best practice talent management process (from recruitment, to training to selection), in the same way that we want Governments/Agencies to adopt best practice administration. It is grossly under-estimated how poor recruitment and selection process can damage an organization in the long run. A selection process is not about writing a longer and a deeper TOR, but it is about undertaking a more professional approach to conduct an indepth job analysis, prepare an adequate job description, use proper psychometric tools, and adopt a best practice interview approach. At the country offices where I have worked and visited, I find HR best practice sorely lacking. I have even heard from a senior international staff who downgrades the value of a job description (for reason of that it restricts the scope of activities)! These kinds of statements serve to misguide and impede the development of a country office for many years. 

2. Through the e-discussion, I been made aware that there are plans made to introduce more policies, rules and regulations (PRRs) to enhance accountability, transparency and ethics. Having a set of PRRs is an excellent starting point. It now needs to continue with staff training. Every staff must be trained to implement the PRRS. Most important they must not fear to operationalise the PRRs. Many of us have experience with public admin reform, encouraging and pushing for changes, and just having ministerial decisions and endorsement by National Parliaments, is not enough. The people must be engaged to make change happen.

3. Training of staff at country offices are paramount. Many staff do not know programming (including basic methodologies like log frame analysis, MS project management etc), procurement, and media relations. These are just a few important subjects that every person in the development world should

know. The level of knowledge should correspond with level of appointment. A one-month induction course must be made available to conduct this training. an induction course I have visited (1 week just to introduce the UN agency). That is good at the macro level, but does not help the staff to actually

write a Prodoc, evaluate project design,  conduct a open bidding process. The lack of training will lead to problems later on.

Thank you, Pauline for raising an important issue at the right time, as the UN is undertaking reforms.

Dear Colleagues: 
 
Once again, we appreciate your active engagement in this e-discussion on:  “Accountability:  Do We Have it to Demand it?”  We are encouraged by the number of staff who made their voices heard in this debate (total of 73 contributions, including 12 Anonymous responses).  Since many of you expressed hope that this e-discussion would initiate concrete follow-up, we thought it best to give you first an idea of the proposals we are presenting to senior management, synthesized below.  Following these proposals, we are providing a summary of the issues discussed (updating the mid-point review with additional points raised).
 
1.             Proposals for Moving Forward:  Encouraging a Culture of Accountability and Integrity in UNDP
 
The current expectation is for us to table the issues raised and suggestions for action with both the Senior Management (SMT) and Executive Teams (ET) at their next scheduled meetings.  The proposals range from simple (e.g. development of one-page instructions) to more complex (e.g. transforming attitudes), but all aim to “encourage a culture of accountability and integrity in UNDP.”  The suggestions were directly taken from your contributions, and appear more as a “laundry list of things to do”.   Further work needs to be done in streamlining and packaging them more coherently.  Nonetheless, we hope this is a viable start, as there are common threads of suggested action emerging:
 
h. Transforming Attitudes and Minds:  “Accountability must be learned, taught, maintained and developed on a structural basis.”  Accountability is a spirit and process, a way to behave and to inspire people … a way of doing our business better! 
·          Developing a UNDP Integrity Plan of Action guided by the principles of the UN Charter, Code of Conduct for International Civil Servants and UNDP’s Statement of Values and Ethics.  
·          “Lead by example” – Ensuring that UNDP Values and Ethics are embodied in senior management decisions and action, and principles guide corporate decisions and individual behaviour.  Luc Franzoni quoted MMB in his contribution, “good governance starts at home!”  Essentially, “practicing what we preach.”
·          Various elements suggested to help encourage this transformation and create a culture of accountability included:  Focusing on client, service and results orientation as an over-all common objective; tying reforms with clear organizational strategy and communicating this to staff.
·          Reversing the “culture of silence” and “culture of fear” was resoundingly echoed  by contributors (see figures cited from Global Staff Survey results), including the need to protect whistleblowers.
·          Creating a system of meritocracy in UNDP, which rewards staff for delivery of high quality performance and at the same time penalizes “dead wood.”
·          Subsequently, UNDP can truly become a learning organization, which operates primarily through knowledge sharing and facilitates access to information.
 
· Management Systems and Management Culture:  Leadership should embody the principles and values of excellence and integrity.  This is the baseline for any Integrity Plan of Action to succeed, and the only concrete way to transform attitudes.  This point is repeated for emphasis.  Some additional suggestions included: 
·          Limiting management discretion and applying rules and standards
·          Adopting internationally recognized external standards, such as in accounting
·          Incorporating accountability and ethical behaviour  in the RCA 
·          Recognizing the contribution of GS staff
 
i. Improving Management of UNDP Human Resources 
 
·          The RCA remains at the heart of how UNDP can enforce the highest levels of performance and accountability in each staff member.  Many called for its reformand the most common suggestion was the application of 360 degree feedback.  The RCA needs to function more as a workplanning tool as a basis for performance management; including monthly feedback sessions with supervisors.  Rabia Khattak’s contribution outlining the benefits of 360 degree assessments was very helpful.  Shoji’s views on the use of the RCA as a workplanning tool and as a “compact between staff and managers” presents a very positive affirmation of the RCA’s potential.
·          Reviewing UNDP Human Resource Management Models, including the need to learn from our work in public administration reform.   Kim Henderson’s reflections on the issues of fostering meritocracy were enlightening.  Other suggestions included the installation of HR audit,  and a critical analysis of the inverted staff “pyramid” that shows how UNDP is dominated by “senior” staff, with a call to recruit  and retain more young talent, “grooming” them for higher positions of service.
·          Various possible training programmes and packages were suggested that ranged from New Staff Induction and Orientation to specialized training in ethics and cross-cultural communications.  Some of your suggestions were:  LRC Certification Programmes on special topics, Cultural diversity training, Cross-cultural communication, New Staff Induction and Orientation (such as introduction to/briefing on rules and regulations; building on the Orientation FAQ on the Intranet and Orientation Kit), Integrity Self-training Packages and personnel coaching (not only on UNDP rules and regulation but also includes self-learning on recent developments in governance to keep practitioners up-to-date ad promote quality in governance programming), Continued training/refresher courses for Staff, Ethics training through  VDA, and Coaching and facilitation as tools for managers to coach and empower staff, help build morale and promote mutual learning.
·          A special course was suggested particularly for RRs and DRRs on the topic of Democratic Governance.  The course will aim to enhance views and knowledge on governance issues in general and in the implementation of programmes (focusing on challenges and experiences in delivering quality results).
 
· Simplifying Rules and Regulations – your contributions recognized the value of recent efforts to simplify programming and GA manuals.  However, many of you also noted that much more can still be done, such as: 
·          Developing “Step-by-step” and “easy-to-understand” instructions (1 page each) explaining in detail main processes:  recruitment, procurement, travel, asset management
·          Creating simple Q&A Guide for Consultants on UNDP Rules and Regulations
·          Applying knowledge management, such as in documenting “what the CO has done in a similar situation”, which eliminates a lot of unnecessary digging of information and time.  This also implies learning from other COs’ lessons (see UNDP Bangladesh example, both the contribution from Raissa Muhutdinova and the case study highlighted in the mid-point review); retaining intellectual capital (design, management and evaluation of projects) as building blocks to “way we do business”
 
· Procurement – an area not entirely elaborated in the discussion, but regardless an important component of demonstrating internal accountability.  Your suggestions covered: 
·          Understanding “value-for-money”, particularly in LDCs where the cheapest is not necessarily the best value
·          Increased use of regional service centers in various offices to reduce malpractice
·          Enhancing knowledge on procurement standards, including learning from other international organizations and conduction of specialized training on procurement
 
j. Instituting Additional Specific Accountability Mechanisms and Monitoring Implementation – Your specific suggestions which add to already existing internal  mechanisms that we have in place in UNDP today included: 
·  
·          Ensuring that these mechanisms fall under an overarching framework and contribute to one goal
·          Protecting the organization and individual staff against arbitrary actions by individuals
·          Reforming the internal justice system 
·          Protecting whistleblowers 
·          Monitoring and evaluating accountability mechanisms for follow-up – particularly on the uneven application of rules
·          Creating a special webpage in the Intranet facilitating access to all systems and accountability mechanisms as a starting point
·          Develop a FAQ or set of typical cases that staff and management may face in terms of accountability and transparency
 
k. Open Communications and Creativity – Many recognized the value of open exchange and were grateful for the opportunity of discussing the issues of accountability and integrity in an open manner.  Nonetheless, there are areas for improvement, particularly in allowing space and creating conditions for a full and efficient participation of staff in decision making process:  reinforcing team spirit and creating a stable workspace (“un climat apaisé”)”: 
·  
·          Need for better information and knowledge about accountability issues, mechanisms instituted and evaluating results.  The suggestion of creating a special webpage on accountability mechanisms also responds to this, and emphasizes the need for a better/more strategic use of the Intranet to publicize issues of ethics and accountability. It was also noted that intranet access should be provided to short-term consultants.
·          More strategic use of the Global staff survey instrument, particularly on the follow-up to findings and results.
 
 
2.             Rationale for E-Discussion and Larger Context
 
The e-discussion comes at a crucial time on many accounts:  1) UN Reform (a big part of which deals with improving how the UN conducts its business), 2) changes in Heads of Agencies (including UNDP), 3) our focus on MDGs, and 4) broader agreements that set the context for international cooperation, within which mutual accountability emerges as a priority concept.  Nick Hartmann’s contribution was very helpful in understanding the efforts currently being instituted at the UN Secretariat, which include:  whistleblower protection, financial disclosure, anti-fraud and corruption, access to information.
 
Shoji Nishimoto’s contribution was also very helpful in setting the larger context by which we as an organization operate and how this translates into the quality of governance in UNDP.  In essence, the “rules of the game for UNDP to function are set by our governing body -  the Executive Board.”  Since consensus is often difficult, decisions at the highest level of governance leave room for interpretation in their application and sometime ambiguity in terms of accountability.  Shoji further explains that as a “highly decentralized organization, every Country Office has a unique character and the way ‘business’ is conducted varies across countries within the confines of the rules and regulations. Hence there is no ‘typical’ Country Office.”  This is both commendable and challenging, with priority setting driven by national stakeholders, and difficulties in objectively assessing performance of the office and individual staff.  His main argument was anchored on the view that accountability does not only entail compliance but encompasses “collective and individual performance in the delivery of quality results.”  He believes that “it starts from the top of the organization from the level of the Strategic Management Team (SMT) in terms of workplanning for the organisation.”   This again re-affirms the notion that management should “lead by example”. As noted by one external partner, “although management may not always be able to change the organization and processes, they can change the culture to make the workplace more supportive, collaborative and ethical.”
 
3.             Coming to a Common Understanding:  Ethics, Accountability, Integrity
 
The documents cited below are clear and consistent in identifying and defining the values, core and guiding principles that govern the United Nations.   These form the basis and guide us in our quest for creating and enforcing a culture of accountability and integrity:
 
g) a)       UN Charter (Article 101 establishes the universal standard for all staff members employed by the United Nations as the “highest standards of efficiency, competence and integrity”)  http://www.un.org/aboutun/charter/
h) b)       Oath of Office (I solemnly swear (undertake, affirm, promise) to exercise in all loyalty, discretion and conscience the functions entrusted to me as an international civil servant of the United Nations, to discharge these functions and regulate my conduct with the interests of the United Nations only in view, and not to seek or accept instructions in regard to the performance of my duties from any Government or other authority external to the Organization).
i) c)       Standards of Conduct for the International Civil Service http://icsc.un.org/resources/pdfs/general/standardsE.pdf
j) d)       Staff Rules and Regulations:  http://iseek.un.org/webpgdept525_4.asp?dept=525#  Here, regulation 1.2 defines the core values which UN Staff Members shall uphold, with respect to the principles of the UN Charter, and they include:. These include: 
·  
·          faith in fundamental human rights, in the dignity and worth of the human person and in the equal rights of men and women
·          respect for all cultures, non-discrimination of any individuals or organizations, and non-tolerance of abuse of power
·          highest standards of efficiency, competence and integrity.  The concept of integrity includes, but not limited to: probity, impartiality, fairness, honesty and truthfulness in all matters affecting work and status.
 
k) e)       UNDP Statement of Values 1998 by James Gustave Speth (previous Administrator) http://groups.undp.org/read/messages?id=53286#53286, affirms our loyalty to the United Nations, and reiterates the principles reflected in the UN Charter.  The statement specifies UNDP’s commitment to sustainable human development, and assisting the UN system in becoming a stronger force for the benefit the peoples and countries of the world.   In particular, by focusing on results (striving for excellence in all our endeavours), integrity (as trustees of public funds, we exercise highest standards in all aspects of UNDP operations, and respect (affirm dignity and worth of every individual, as well as respect and value our diversity).
l) f)         UNDP Human Resources Strategy – formulated in 2004, it reaffirms the values highlighted in the 1998 Statement of Values:  results orientation, integrity and respect  http://portal.undp.org/server/nis/4649027220135783
 
 
 4.            Organizational and Management Culture 
 
Rules and regulations, similar to laws of the land, are only relevant if actually enforced and implemented.  The actions of leadership shape the culture by which an organization operates, and culture has a profound effect on establishing norms of ethical behavior.
 
In the discussions, some of you cited problems regarding “application of rules”, noting that “enforcement varies from office-to-office and is most often left to the discretion to the RR or Head of the Office”.  This implies that “management systems are considered “subjective.”  Some also noted that “there is little accountability at the management level, no consequence for tardy or non-compliance with corporate policies.”  You agreed that we should “practice what we preach”, “walk the talk”, and “doing the right things” at the same time as “doing things right.”
 
Even though some of you also expressed optimism that by and large UNDP staff upholds the high the values found in the UN Charter, and that accountability systems in place are adequate, the question remains, “how can we improve and ensure that enforcement is uniform and adequately monitored?” 
 
The issue of competing levels of responsibility was also raised, and it was noted that UNDP staff members are accountable to multiple parties such as  “supervisors, their respective RRs, government counterparts, donor partners, project consultants and the poor and marginalised people of the country in which they serve.”
 
5.             Knowledge of UNDP Rules and Regulations 
 
If UNDP is to perform at the highest standards of integrity and competence, this implies that its staff is equipped with the knowledge and skills to deliver its work.  This further implies that staff is given the information and appropriate guidance on rules and regulations, which includes training and access to documentation. 
 
In a number of contributions, some of the problems raised include:  uneven familiarization or knowledge of rules and procedures, traced in part to the contractual modalities of staff, the inherent divide between “programme” and operations staff, and the complexity of how rules and regulations are formulated, communicated, and made accessible to staff.
  
Some of you also cited that “ignorance” of the rules and regulations is not a justification, and many cited that fraudulent behaviour is usually premeditated and wrong-doing is committed knowingly.  Therefore, the problem can also be traced to discretion and the ability to reinterpret rules.
 
 
6.             Human Resource Management
Many of you cited the RCA as one of the key accountability instruments that UNDP employs, as it evaluates performance and individual results.  Many of you also cited that this is a less than perfect instrument and invited colleagues from OHR to respond to the suggestions of instituting a 180/360 degree assessment tool, allowing all staff to rate their supervisors on the same scale that they are being assessed.
 
In addition to the RCA, issues such as “investing in staff” and “leveraging talent” to avoid the potential of “deskilling staff” were raised.
 
Specific mention was also made that the “policy on SSAs” or “modalities of employment” (contracts) in use by the organization have bred something of a repressive culture, and these may need revisiting.
 
Various suggestions were made in terms of improving human resource management, which are hopefully captured in the section on Moving Forward above.
 
7.             Internal Accountability Mechanisms Currently In Place
 
· Internal Control Framework – a new version of the Internal Control Framework in ATLAS for all UNDP Country Offices was released in April 2005 by the Office of the Comptroller. 
· Fraud Policy and Hotline (http://www.undp.org/hotline/) - UNDP does have Toll free telephone numbers for Tsunami affected countries, and a general number for all other countries.  UNDP also has a website, and there is a PPT that was prepared by the Regional Audit Service Center in Malaysia. [Facilitator’s Note: See PPT at http://content.undp.org:80/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=294299&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1]. 
· Internal Justice and Grievance http://bulletin.undp.org/articles/en/20050408_updates_2004_jurisprudence.shtml 
· Ombudsman’s Office - http://ombudsperson.undp.org and http://intra.undp.org/ombudsperson 
· Global Staff Survey http://bulletin.undp.org/articles/en/20050324_updates_gss_results.shtml 
· Policy on Sexual Harassment, Workplace Harassment and Abuse of Authority   http://bulletin.undp.org/articles/en/20050518_updates_sh_policy.shtml 
 
8.             What Others Are Doing to Improve Internal Accountability and Fight Corruption in International Organizations
 
In research conducted for the US Library of Congress surveying what Multilateral Development Banks (MDBs) are doing to fight corruption internally, some of the more effective  procedures for controlling corruption included: [Facilitator’s Note: See report at http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=295850&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1].
·  
·          the establishment of an independent corruption unit
·          an oversight committee
·          mandatory staff financial disclosure procedures, and 
·          a corruption reporting hotline
 
Of all the MDBs, the World Bank was found to have the most effective systems in place.  Some of the lessons focus on how internal controls are made effective –primarily as a deterrent, reducing the number of corruption cases that the system handles. Internal controls that aim to ensure the efficiency of the organization as a whole — such as internal audit procedures to ascertain that organizational policies and procedures are being followed — complement explicit anti-corruption procedures. A high level of transparency and accountability in all operations helps to combat corruption, in addition to specific anti-corruption measures taken.
 
Additional lessons from the experience of Denmark in instituting an Anti-corruption policy within its aid organization (DANIDA):  an Anti-Corruption Code of Conduct was the central feature of its policy, similar to the proposed UNDP Integrity Plan of Action above.  It also developed and implemented a comprehensive e-learning training programme that all staff was required to undertake.   The Anti Corruption Action Plan was launched in parallel with a comprehensive modernisation and decentralisation process in Danida. This change process has required an extra effort from all staff especially at embassy level where the workload has increased considerably. Despite this the majority of staff has taken the extra time to prioritise work against corruption including working through the e-learning course on anti-corruption. In fact, where corruption is most prevalent staff showed the highest activity level in the e-learning course and reported that the course had been very useful for all, including local and expert staff.
 [Facilitator’s Note:  See report at http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=295854&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1].
 
9.             The Ethical Dilemma of Salary Top-Ups:  Soft Corruption?” or Legitimate Assistance?
 
A large part of the discussions also touched upon the “ethical dilemma” of salary top-ups.  We heard about experiences from Kosovo, Cambodia, Tanzania, Bosnia, Georgia and Serbia, and noted the uneven results across these countries.  The key points however were:  
 
· Common features:  Extraordinary circumstances, clear lack of government capacity to generate income for these civil servants to do their job (reform, strategy formulation...), formulation and agreement of a clear envisaged impact on development effectiveness, concrete envisaged outcomes as a result of salary supplements (like a revenue collection strategy and system devised with the support of selected government segments...), and a clear and concrete "exit strategy" for the system, could be some parameters.  Most of these pertain to crisis situations.  
· Salary per se not a problem, but lack of information within the Government, undefined responsibilities, lack of professionalism, over-stepping of competencies, lack of action from “higher up” (Kosovo) 

· The practice creates distortion and difficulty of implementing pay reform in the public sector (in the absence of uniformly agreed guidelines among donors).  A complex situation, which clearly needs a nationally-owned response.  (Cambodia) 

· A controversial issue with pros and cons on both sides.  UNDP needs good corporate lessons to help managers make informed decisions depending on their own specific context.  The practice allows continuation of functions in post-conflict or crisis situations.  Are there any lessons from Afghanistan? 

· Stopping the practice often results in rather hostile and non-cooperation from local implementing partners.  Practice of paying “per diem” to government counterparts to attend meetings are not sustainable, as when projects are completed counterpart staff moves to follow new projects that offer these perks.  

· Need for a coherent approach by all development partners, ideally within the framework of Government pay and public service reform, may be the most effective way to move the country forward (Tanzania) 

· One way to get around the PIU dilemma is to support the topping up of salaries for projects which are implemented by government . This creates a unit within the government structure -- in all but name -- often undermining the ministry. If we are serious about the reform of the public sector we must engage government about the need to pay reasonable salaries to public servants. By providing the top-ups we are simply creating an elite within the service paying people to work on UN funded projects and programmes....which is actually part of their work.  

 
We have been guided in part by contributions citing existing guidelines and thinking about this issue:
 
· UN Inter-Agency Policy for payment of government staff (1996) http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289491&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1 
· HDV on Salary Supplementation drafted by Jocelyn Mason, Public Administration Reform Adviser, BDP/DGG http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289893&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1 
· Capacity Building for Reforms in Transition. http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289965&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1 Policy paper coordinated by Marta Ruedas with the inputs of an internal team. Contains latest policy approved by the SMT on 5 November 2004. 
 
We have noted your interest in this topic and suggest this as a future e-discussion on the DGPN.  More importantly, we also realize the gaps in terms of what we need to sufficiently address the issue and will take forward the suggestion to develop UNDP guidelines on “salary supplementation.”
 
 10.         Adapting Rules to Special Conditions for Post-Conflict Situations
 
An offshoot on the discussion about rules and regulations was the issue of adapting to special conditions, such as post-conflict situations.  Here the main point was about how our current UNDP Programming Manual, for example, seems quite limiting when it pertains to allowing CO some flexibility in selecting (CSO) partners on the ground, when the NGO Execution Modality does not apply.
 
I would like to caution that in the recent research about corruption and post-conflict conditions, “state of exception” is often abused to bend procurement and tendering rules, which in turn facilitates corruption.   So that when we consider our own rules and regulations in post-conflict situations, we need to exercise prudent judgment, balancing pressing needs and control mechanisms.
 
I hope that the above summary is helpful in consolidating the various issues and suggestions raised, and facilitating follow-up action.  
 
Pauline Tamesis
Anti-Corruption Adviser
Democratic Governance Group
Bureau for Development Policy
UNDP
304 E 45th Street, FF 1004
New York, NY 10017
Tel: 1 212 906 5349
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·  Prochaines Initiatives et Solutions 
· L’importance de la Discussion En Ligne et Contexte General 
· Compréhension Commune : Ethiques, Responsabilité, Intégrité 
· Culture d’Organisation et de Gestion 
· Connaissance des Règlements du PNUD 
· Gestion de Ressources Humaines 
· Mécanismes Internes de Responsabilité 
· Initiatives Externes Pour Améliorer la Responsabilité 
· Dilemme Ethique : les Compléments de Salaire : Acte de Corruption ou Légitime Assistance ? 
· L’adaptation des Règlements aux Conditions Spéciales des Situations Post-Conflictuelles 
· Contributeurs 
 
Chers Collègues du MPN et du DGPN :
 
Encore une fois, nous vous remercions de votre engagement et de votre intérêt pour cette discussion en ligne sur : La Responsabilité : Devons nous l’exiger ? Nous avons été encouragés par le nombre de contributeurs qui ont participé a ce débat (qui a provoqué un total de 73 contributions, dont 12 réponses anonymes). Puisque plusieurs d’entre vous ont exprimé un intérêt pour que des actions concrètes résultent de cette discussion en ligne, nous avons pense qu’il serait utile de vous donner une idée des propositions que nous allons présenter au Comite de Gestion, que nous avons résumes ci-dessous. Les propositions sont suivies par un résume des questions que nous avons débattues. (Ceci est donc une remise a jour de la revue d’intérim, qui incorpore de nouveaux sujets de discussion). 
 
5. Propositions Pour Avancer : Comment Encourager Une Culture de Responsabilité et d’Intégrité dans le PNUD 
 
Nous espérons pouvoir discuter des sujets mentionnés et des plans d’action suggérées avec le Comite de Direction (SMT) et le Conseil de Direction (ET) a leur prochaines réunions. Les propositions varient du simple (e.g. le développement d’instructions d’une page) au plus complexe (e.g. la transformation d’attitudes) mais tous cherchent a encourager une culture de responsabilité et d’intégrité au sein du PNUD. Les suggestions ont été inspirées directement par vos contributions, et paraissent être plutôt une liste de taches. Il reste encore du travail à faire afin de les organiser et présenter de manière plus cohérente. Néanmoins, nous espérons que ce document servira de base afin de souligner similarités dans les plans d’actions suggérées :
 
a) La Transformation des Attitudes et de Mentalités : «La Responsabilité doit être enseignée, entretenue et developée sur le plan structurel. » La Responsabilité est un esprit et un processus, une manière d’agir et d’inspirer… une manière de mieux gérer nos affaires !
 
· Développer un Plan d’Action du PNUD sur ‘Intégrité, informé par les principes de la Charte des Nations Unies, le Code de Conduite Pour les Fonctionnaires Internationaux et la Déclaration de Valeurs et d’Ethiques du PNUD. 
· « Mener en donnant l’exemple » - afin d’assurer que les valeurs et éthiques du PNUD influencent les décisions et les actions des cadres supérieurs, et que les principes servent de guide aux décisions de l’organisme et le comportement individuel. Luc Franzoni a cité MMB dans sa contribution « la bonne gouvernance commence chez soi ! », nous devons essentiellement « agir comme nous le professons de faire. » 
· Plusieurs éléments ont été suggérés afin d’encourager cette transformation et créer une culture de responsabilité, qui incluent : la concentration sur le client, une orientation vers le service et les résultats ainsi qu’un objectif commun : d’associer les reformes avec une stratégie claire d’organisation et de communiquer celle ci au personnel. 
· Détruire la « culture du silence » et la « culture de la peur » ; ce thème a été repris par plusieurs contributeurs ; ceci inclut le besoin de protéger les dénonciateurs. 
· Créer un système de méritocratie dans le PNUD, qui récompense le personnel qui est haut performant, et pénalise le « poids mort » 
· Par conséquent, le PNUD peut devenir un organisme d’apprentissage qui opère avec le partage d’informations et qui facilite l’accès a l’information. 

 
b) Systèmes de Gestion et Culture de Gestion : Le leadership devrait personnifier les principes et les valeurs d’excellence et d’intégrité. Ceci est la base pour que n’importe lequel Plan d’Action réussisse, et parait être la seule manière de transformer les attitudes. Les suggestions incluent :
 
· Limiter l’autonomie des cadres et appliquer de force les règles et les standards 
· Adopter des standards externes, reconnus sur le plan international, comme pour la comptabilité 
· Incorporer la responsabilité et le comportement éthique dans le RCA 
· Reconnaître les contributions du personnel du GS 
 
c) Améliorer la Gestion des Ressources Humaines du PNUD
 
· Le RCA reste la manière dont le PNUD peut renforcer les plus hauts niveaux de performance et de responsabilité dans chaque membre du personnel. Beaucoup ont insisté qu’il soit reformé ; la suggestion la plus populaire était l’utilisation d’un système d’évaluation a 360 degrés. Le RCA a besoin de fonctionner plus comme un instrument de planning afin de gérer la performance, et qui suggère des sessions mensuelles d'évaluation avec les directeurs. La contribution de Rabia Khattak qui explique les avantages d’un outil d’évaluation à 360 degrés a été très utile. Les opinions de Shoji sur l’utilisation du RCA comme un instrument de planification et comme un « pacte entre le personnel et les directeurs » présente une confirmation du potentiel du RCA.  
· Révision des Modèles de Gestion des Ressources Humaines du PNUD, ceci inclut le besoin de tirer des leçons de notre travail dans la reforme de l’administration publique. Les reflections de Kim Henderson sur les difficultés d’instaurer méritocratie, ont été très utiles. D’autres suggestions incluent l’installation d’un audit de la direction des ressources humaines et une analyse critique de la pyramide inversée du personnel qui démontre comment le PNUD est dominé par un personnel plus âgé, et la demande d’engager un personnel plus jeune et les préparer a assumer des postes élevés. 

· Plusieurs programmes de formation ont été suggérés, depuis l’Installation du Nouveau Personnel jusqu'à une Orientation et des formations spécialisées sur l‘éthique et les communications interculturelles. Vos suggestions ont inclut : des Programmes de Certification du LCR sur des sujets spéciaux, une formation sur la diversité culturelle, l’installation et l’orientation du nouveau personnel (ce qui inclut une introduction aux réglementations, qui se rajouterait aux FAQs sur l’intranet et le kit d’orientation), des paquets d’auto-formation sur l’intégrité ainsi que la formation du personnel (non seulement sur les règlements du PNUD mais aussi sur les développements récents en gouvernance afin d’inciter l’excellence dans la programmation d’initiatives de gouvernance), des cours de rappel pour le personnel, formations sur l’éthique au travers du VDA, et l’utilisation de l’entraînement et de la facilitation comme outils utilisés par les directeurs afin de mobiliser le personnel, remonter la morale et promouvoir l’apprentissage mutuel. 

· Un cours spécifique a été suggéré pour les RRs et les DRRs sur le thème de la gouvernance démocratique. Ce cours cherchera a compléter les impressions et les conaissances sur les questions de gouvernance en général, et l’exécution de programmes (en se concentrant sur les difficultés probables et les moyens de produire des résultats de qualité). 
 
d) La simplification des règlements vos contributions ont reconnu l’intérêt des efforts récents pour simplifier la programmation et des manuels du GA. Mais plusieurs d’entre vous ont aussi reconnu qu’il reste encore beaucoup d’efforts à faire dans ce domaine.
 
· Développer des instructions « guidées » et « faciles a comprendre » (d’une page) qui détaillent les processus de base : le recrutement, la procuration, les voyages, et la gestion de biens. 
· Créer un guide simple en format question-reponse pour les conseillers, sur les règlements du PNUD. 

· Appliquer les outils de gestion de conaissance, comme la documentation des « actions entreprises par le CO dans une situation similaire, » ce qui éliminera beaucoup de temps perdu dans la recherche d’informations. Ceci implique un transfert de conaissances et des autres expériences du CO, ainsi que la rétention de capital intellectuel (la structure, gestion et évaluation de projets) comme éléments de base sur la manière dont nous « gérons nos affaires. » 
 
e) L’acquisition est un domaine qui n’a pas été exploré en beaucoup de détail dans notre conversation mais qui en dépit de ceci est un élément important de la responsabilité interne. Vos suggestions ont inclut :
 
· La compréhension du « pouvoir d’achat » plus particulièrement dans les pays sous-développés ou le moins cher n’es pas nécessairement de la meilleure valeur. 
· Une hausse dans l’utilisation des centres de service régionaux dans les bureaux afin de réduire le taux de fautes professionnelles 
· L’augmentation de la familiarité avec les standards d’acquisition, ce qui inclut un apprentissage des techniques utilisées par d’autres organismes internationaux et une formation axée sur acquisition 
 
f) L’institution des Nouveaux Mécanismes Spécifiques de Responsabilité et de Surveillance – Vos suggestions sur les mécanismes a rajouter a ceux qui sont déjà en utilisation incluent : 
 
· S’assurer que ces mécanismes sont situés dans un contexte général et contribuent tous au même objectif 
· Protéger l’organisme et les membres individuels du personnel des actions de certains individus 
· Reforme du système interne de justice 
· Protection des dénonciateurs 
· Surveillance et évaluation des mécanismes de responsabilité – plus particulièrement pour l’application inégales des règlements 
· Création d’une page web sur l’intranet qui facilitera accès a tous les systèmes, en utilisant les mécanismes de responsabilité comme point de départ 
· Développement d’un FAQ ou d’exemples typiques que le personnel pourrait affronter dans les domaines de la responsabilité et de la transparence 
 
g) Communications Ouvertes et Créativité – La majorité d’entre vous ont reconnu la valeur d’un libre échange et étaient heureux de pouvoir adresser les sujets de responsabilité et d’intégrité de manière ouverte. Néanmoins, il reste des opportunités d’amélioration, plus particulièrement avec la création de conditions qui faciliteront la participation du personnel dans le processus de décision : afin de renforcer le sentiment de solidarité et de créer un « climat apaisé ». 
 
· Il existe un besoin d’informations et de conaissances sur les questions de responsabilité, des mécanismes utilisés et d’évaluation des résultats. La suggestion de créer une page web spécialisée sur les mécanismes de responsabilité répond a ces besoins et souligne la nécessité d’utiliser l’intranet de manière stratégique afin de d’attirer l’attention sur les questions d’éthiques et de responsabilité. Il a aussi été proposé que les conseillers a court terme reçoivent accès a l’intranet. 
· Une utilisation plus stratégique de l’instrument de sondage global de personnel 
 
 
6. L’importance de la Discussion En Ligne et Contexte Général 
 
D’après plusieurs rapports cette discussion en ligne est arrivée à un moment critique. 1) La reforme de l'ONU (qui traite en large partie de la manière dont l’ONU gère ses affaires) 2) le changement dans les directeurs des Agences (ce qui inclut le PNUD) 3) notre emphase sur les Objectifs de Développement du Millénaire 4) des accords plus généraux qui créent le contexte pour la coopération internationale, et ou la responsabilité mutuelle a émergé comme étant un concept clef. La contribution de Nick Hartman a été très utile pour la compréhension des efforts qui sont en train d’être instaurés au Secrétariat de l’ONU qui incluent : la protection des dénonciateurs, la transparence financière, les efforts anti-fraude et anti-corruption et l’accès a l’information. 
 
La contribution de Shoji Nihimote a servi à établir les paramètres dans lesquels nous opérons en tant qu’organisme et comment ceci se traduit par un certain niveau de qualité de gouvernance dans le PNUD. En général, les règles d’opération sont établies par le corps gouvernant, le Comité de Direction. Mais comme il est souvent difficile d’atteindre un consensus, les décisions aux plus haut niveaux de la gouvernance laissent place a l’interprétation pour leur application et une certaine ambiguïté sur la responsabilité. De plus, Shoji explique que en tant « qu’organisme très décentralisé, chaque bureau régional a son propre caractère ; la manière dont les affaires sont gérées varie de pays en pays dans le contexte des contraintes des règlements » Il n’existe donc pas de « bureau régional typique. » Ceci est louable mais aussi problématique, car les priorités de chaque bureau sont souvent influencées par les partenaires nationaux, et il devient difficile d’évaluer objectivement la performance individuelle du bureau et du personnel. L’argument central proposé par Shoji était que la responsabilité inclut non seulement les efforts pour se conformer aux règlements, mais aussi la performance collective et individuelle pour l’obtention des résultats de qualité. Il croit que cet effet « commence aux plus hauts niveaux de l’organisme, avec l’équipe de gestion stratégique (SMT) et leurs efforts de planification pour l’organisme. » Ceci réaffirme la notion que les cadres supérieurs doivent « mener par l’exemple. » Comme l’a note un de nos partenaires externes, « bien que les cadres ne peuvent pas toujours changer l’organismes ou les procédés, il peuvent changer la culture afin de rendre le lieu de travail un endroit de soutien, de collaboration et d’éthiques. 
 
7. Compréhension Commune : Ethiques, Responsabilité, Intégrité 
 
Les documents cités ci-dessous identifient et définissent de manière claire et concise  les valeurs et les principes de base qui régissent les Nations Unies. Ils nous guident dans notre quête pour créer et renforcer une culture de responsabilité et d’intégrité :
a)
Le charter de l’ONU (l’article 101 établit le standard universel pour tous les membres du personnel employées par les Nations Unies comme étant les « standards les plus hauts d’efficacité, de compétence et d’intégrité ») http://www.un.org/aboutun/charter/
b)
Serment : ( Je jure (promet, affirme, entreprend) solennellement d’exercer en toute loyauté, discrétion et conscience les fonctions qui m’ont été confiées en tant que fonctionnaire international des Nations Unies, décharger ces fonctions et règlementer ma conduite avec uniquement les intérêts des Nations Unies en vue, et je ne chercherai pas ou n’accepterai pas des instructions ou obligations d’aucun Gouvernement ou autorité externe a l’organisme en relation avec la performance de mes obligations).
c)
Standard de Conduite pour le Service Civile International http://icsc.un.org/resources/pdfs/general/standardsE.pdf
d)
Réglementation pour le Personnel: http://iseek.un.org.webpgdept525_4.asp?dept=525#. Dans ce document, la réglementation défini les valeurs de base que le personnel de l’ONU doit soutenir, en respectant le Charter de l’ONU. Celles-ci incluent: 
·          Une croyance fondamentale dans les droits de l’homme, la dignité et la valeur humaine et dans l’égalité entre l’homme et la femme
·          Un respect de chaque culture, et une politique de non-discrimination envers aucun individu ou organisme et un refus de tolérer l’abus de pouvoir
·          Les plus hauts standards d’efficacité, de compétence et d’intégrité. L’intégrité inclut mais ne se limite pas a: la probité, l’impartialité, l’équité, l’honnêteté et la vérité dans toutes les questions qui touchent au travail et au statut.  
e)   Déclaration de Valeurs du PNUD (1988 de James Gustave Speth) – ancien Administrateur http://groups.undp.org/red/messages?id=53286#53286, qui affirme notre loyauté aux Nations Unies et réitère les principes écrits dans le Charter des Nations Unies. La déclaration renforce l’engagement du PNUD a soutenir le développement durable et d’aider les Nations Unies à devenir une force bénéfique pour les peuples et les pays du monde entier. En particulier, nous pouvons achever cet objectif en nous concentrant sur les résultats (et en visant l’excellence dans tout ce que nous entreprenons), l’intégrité (en tant qu’administrateurs de fonds publiques, et en exerçant les plus hauts standards dans tous les aspects des opérations du PNUD) et le respect (en affirmant la dignité et la valeur de chaque individu et en respectant et valorisant notre propre diversité). 
f)   Stratégie du PNUD pour les Ressources Humaines – écrit  en 2004, il réaffirme les valeurs soulignées dans la Déclaration de Valeurs de 1988: une orientation vers les résultats, l’intégrité et le respect. http://portal.undp.org/server/nis/4649027 220125783
 
8. Culture d’Organisation et de Gestion 
 
La règlementation, comme la loi du pays, n’est d’actualité que si elle est solidement ancrée, mise en effet et renforcée. Les dirigeants du pays jouent un rôle majeur en tant que symboles des valeurs et des idéaux d’un organisme ; leurs actions dictent ou forment la culture selon laquelle opère l’organisme. Et la culture a un effet profond sur l’établissement des normes de comportement éthique. 
Dans vos réponses, plusieurs d’entre vous ont cité des difficultés avec “l’application des règles” en notant que le renforcement varie de bureau en bureau et souvent est laissé à la discrétion du “Chef de Bureau” ; ce qui implique que les systèmes sont des entités subjectives. Certains ont aussi noté qu’il y a “peu de responsabilité au niveau des cadres, et aucunes conséquences pour ceux qui ne se conforment pas aux politiques internes.” Vous étiez d’accord que nous devons accomplir ce que nous professons de faire : “bien agir” tout en “agissant bien”.  
Bien que certains d’entre vous aient aussi exprimé votre optimisme qu’en général le personnel du PNUD démontre les valeurs inclues dans le Charter de l’ONU et que les systèmes de responsabilité en place sont adéquats, la question reste: “ comment pouvons nous avancer et nous assurer que l’application des règles est uniforme et surveillée de manière adéquate. 
La question des niveaux rivalisant de responsabilité a aussi été invoquée. Il a été noté que le personnel du PNUD est responsable envers plusieurs partis ce qui inclut leur “superviseurs, leurs RRs respectifs, leurs homologues dans le gouvernement, les partenaires donateurs, les conseillers de projet et les habitants pauvres et marginalisés du pays dans lequel ils servent.  
9. Connaissance des Règlements du PNUD 
Si le PNUD espère intervenir avec les plus hauts standards d’intégrité et de compétence, son personnel doit être équipé avec les connaissances et les capacités nécessaires pour accomplir les taches qui lui sont délégués. Ceci implique que le personnel reçoive l’information et les conseils nécessaires a leur poste (ceci inclut une série de formations et l’accès a la documentation). 
Beaucoup de vos contributions ont souligné les conditions suivantes : une connaissance ou familiarité incomplète avec les règles et procèdes en partie liées aux modalités contractuelles du personnel, la division naturelle entre le personnel de “programme” et d’opérations, ainsi que la complexité de la manière dont les règlements sont formulés, communiqués, et rendu accessible au personnel. 
Plusieurs d’entre vous ont noté que l’ignorance des règlements n’est pas une raison valable, et que les actes frauduleux sont souvent prémédites et que l’action est entreprise consciemment. Le problème peut donc être lié a la discrétion individuelle et a l’interprétation personnelle des règlements. 
 
10. Gestion des Ressources Humaines 
Beaucoup d’entre vous ont cité le RCA comme étant l’un des instruments principaux de responsabilité utilisé par le PNUD afin d’évaluer la performance et les résultats individuels. Beaucoup d’entre vous ont aussi souligné le fait que cet instrument est loin d’être parfait et ont invité vos collègues du Bureau des Ressources Humaines a répondre aux suggestions d’utiliser un instrument d‘évaluation a « 180 degrés » qui permettrait aux employés d’évaluer leur responsables sur les mêmes critères qu’eux mêmes sont évalues. 
En plus du RCA, les questions telles que “l’investissement dans le personnel” et “le développement du talent” afin d’éviter des “réductions de capacités” du personnel ont été soulignés.
Il a été spécifiquement dit que les politiques des  SSAs ou des “modalités d’emploi » (contrats) utilisés par l’organisme ont crée une culture légèrement répressive et qu’ils devraient être revus.  
Plusieurs suggestions ont été faites afin d’améliorer la gestion des ressources humaines qui sont, nous espérons, cités dans la section « Comment Avancer » ci-dessus. 
 
11. Mécanismes de Responsabilité Interne Actuellement en Place 
a.  
b.          Cadre Interne de Contrôle – une nouvelle version du Cadre Interne de Contrôle pour tous les bureaux du PNUD dans ATLAS  a été distribuée en Avril 2005 par le Bureau du Contrôleur.  
c.          Règlements et Service d’Assistance Téléphonique Anti-Fraude (http://www.undp.org/hotline/) – Le PNUD a un numéro de téléphone gratuit pour tous les pays ravagés par le Tsunami et un numéro général pour tous les autres pays. Le PNUD aussi un site web et il existe aussi un PPT qui a été préparé par le Centre Régional d’Audit en Malaisie. 
d.          Justice Interne et Doléances. http://bulletin.undp.org/articles/en/20050408 updates 2004 jurisprudence.shtml
e.          Bureau d’Ombudsman – http://ombudsperso.undp.org et http://intra.undp.org/ombudsperson 
f.          Sondage Global du Personnel http://bulletin.undp.org/articles/en/20050518 updates sh policy.shtml
g.          Règlements sur l’Harcèlement Sexuel, Harcèlement sur le Lieu de Travail et l’Abus d’Autorité. http://bulletin.undp.org/articles/en/20050518 updates sh policy.shtml
 
12. Initiatives Externes Pour Améliorer la Responsabilité 
 
Dans la recherche complétée pour la Bibliothèque Nationale du Congres de Etats-Unis, qui surveillait les efforts des Banque Multilatérales de Développement pour lutter contre la corruption interne, les procédés les plus efficaces pour contrôler la corruption interne étaient les suivants (Voir le rapport a http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d id=295850&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1) :
 
· L’établissement d’un groupe indépendant anti-corruption 
· Un comité de surveillance 
· Des procédés mandatés de transparence financière, et 
· Un service d’assistance téléphonique anti-corruption 
 
De toutes les Banques Multilatérales de Développement, la Banque Mondiale a été citée comme ayant en place les systèmes les plus efficaces d’anti-corruption. Les leçons se focalisaient sur les moyens de rendre efficaces les contrôles internes pour qu’ils servent comme élément dissuasif et réduisent le nombre de cas gérés par le système. Les contrôles internes qui cherchent a assurer l’efficacité de l’organisme en général – comme les processus d’audit interne qui assurent que les politiques et les procédés de l’organisme sont respectés – servent de complément aux procédures explicites anti-corruption. Un haut niveau de transparence et de responsabilité dans toutes les opérations, rajoute aux mesures spécifiques anti-corruption, et servent a combattre la corruption. Nous pouvons tirer des leçons de l’expérience du Danemark qui a établi une politique anti-corruption pour son organisme d’aide (DANIDA) ; un code de conduite a servi de mesure centrale a cette politique, semblable au Plan d’ Action sur l’Intégrité cité ci-dessous.  Le code a aussi développé et utilisé un programme obligatoire de formation en ligne pour tout le personnel. Le Plan d’Anti-Corruption a été lance en conjonction avec un processus de modernisation et de décentralisation pour DANIDA. Ce processus de changement a nécessité un effort complémentaire du personnel, surtout au niveau de l’ambassade, ou la quantité de travail a augmenté de manière considérable. En dépit de ceci, la majorité du personnel a pris le temps de donner priorité au travail contre la corruption – ce qui inclut le cours d’apprentissage en ligne sur les efforts anti-corruption. En fait, les endroits ou la corruption était la plus répandue ont démontré les plus hauts niveaux de participation pour le cours et ont noté qu’il avait été très utile au personnel sur place et aux experts externes. 
 
Voir le rapport a : http://content.undporg/go/practice/governance/docs/downloa/?d_id295854&g11n.en=ISO-8859-1
 
11. Dilemme Ethique : les Compléments de Salaire : Acte de Corruption ou Légitime Assistance? 
Une grande partie des discussions ont mentionné le dilemme moral des compléments de salaire. Nous avons reçu des témoignages du Kosovo, du Cambodge, de la Tanzanie, de la Bosnie, de la Georgie et de la Serbie, et nous avons noté les résultats variables de ces pays. Les points majeurs ont été catalogués ci-dessous: 
· Conditions communes: Circonstances extraordinaires, un manque de capacité de la part du gouvernement de procurer de revenus qui permettent aux fonctionnaires de remplir leur fonctions (reformes, planification stratégique), un consensus de l’impacte envisagé de ces conditions sur l’efficacité du développement, des objectifs concrets envisagés comme résultat de ces compléments de salaire (une stratégie de collection de revenus, et un système établit avec le soutien de certaines branches du gouvernement) ; et une “stratégie de sortie” claire et concrète pour le système. La majorité de ces paramètres indiquent une situation de crise. 
· Le salaire en lui même ne pose pas de problème, mais il existe un manque d’informations dans le gouvernement, des responsabilités mal définies, un manque de professionnalisme, un outre passement des compétences, et un manque d’action des branches supérieures (Kosovo) 
· La pratique crée des distorsions et rend difficile l’application d’une reforme de la paie dans le secteur public (dans l’absence de directives communes entre donateurs). Une situation complexe qui nécessite une réponse nationale (Cambodge). 
· Une question controversée avec des pours et des contres. Le PNUD doit fournir de bonnes leçons institutionnelles afin d’aider les directeurs a prendre des décisions sensibles et appropriées a leur contexte particulier. Car cette pratique permet la continuation de certaines fonctions vitales dans des situations post-conflictuelles ou de crise. Existe-t-il des leçons que nous pouvons tirer de l’Afghanistan? 
· L’arrêt de la pratique résulte souvent dans des réponses hostiles et un manque de coopération de la part des partenaires locaux. Mais la pratique de paiement “per diem” aux membres du gouvernement afin d’assurer leur participation dans des réunions, n’est pas une solution durable. Car une fois un projet fini, le personnel local se déplace afin de suivre les nouveaux projets qui leur offriront la même compensation. 

· Il est nécessaire de développer une approche cohérente entre tous les partenaires du développement, qui idéalement existerait dans le contexte de la reforme gouvernementale de la paie et du service publique; ceci serait peut être la manière la plus efficace de faire avancer le pays. (Tanzanie) 
· Afin éviter ce dilemme, il est important d’appuyer les compléments des salaire qui sont proposes par le gouvernement. Ceci crée un groupe au sein de la structure gouvernementale, qui souvent subverti le ministère. Si nous sommes sérieusement concernés par la question de la réforme du secteur publique, nous devons engager un dialogue avec le gouvernement afin d’insister que des salaires raisonnables soit payés aux fonctionnaires Car en offrant des compléments de salaires, nous créons une élite dans le service, en payant des individus pour participer dans des projets finances par l’ONU – ce qui en fait fait parti de leur travail quotidien. 

 
 Nous avons été guides en part par les contributions que ont cités certaines directives en vigueur qui traitent cette question:
· La politique inter agence de l’ONU sur le Paiement de Personnel Gouvernemental (1996) http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289491&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1 
· HDV sur les Suppléments de Salaire, écrit par Jocelyne Mason, Conseillère sur la Reforme de l’Administration Publique, BDP/DGG. http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289893&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1 
· Fortification de Capacités de Reformes pendant des Moments de Transition. http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=289965&g11n.enc=ISO-8859-1  Un rapport coordonne par Marta Ruedas avec les apports d’une équipe interne. Contient les dernières politiques approuvées par le SMT le 5 Novembre 2004. 

 
Nous avons noté votre intérêt pour ce sujet et nous le suggérons comme le sujet d’une future discussion sur le DGPN. De plus, nous réalisons qu’il existe un besoin d’adresser la question de manière satisfaisante au sein de notre organisme. Nous nous servirons de cette suggestion afin de développer les directives du PNUD sur les “compléments de salaire”.
 
12. L’adaptation des Règlements aux Conditions Spéciales des Situations Post-Conflictuelles 
La question de l’adaptation aux conditions Spéciales comme les situations post-conflictuelles été suggérée par la discussion sur les réglementations. Ici, le problème majeur semble être que le l'actuel Manuel de Programmation du PNUD parait trop restrictif sur la question de la sélection de partenaires locaux (CSO par le CO, surtout lorsque la modalité d’exécution des ONGs n’est pas valable). 
Je voudrais vous cautionner que dans la recherche récente sur la corruption et les conditions post-conflictuelles, “l’état d’exception” est souvent abusé afin de forcer les lois sur le procurement, et ainsi faciliter la corruption. Donc quand nous considérons nos propres règles dans les situations post-conflictuelles, nous devons exercer un jugement prudent, qui maintiendra un équilibre entre les besoins urgents et les mécanismes de contrôle. 
J’espère que le résumé ci-dessus est utile afin de consolider les questions débattues, les solutions proposées, et faciliter les initiatives futures.
 
Pauline Tamesis
Conseillère Anti-Corruption
Groupe de Gouvernance Démocratique
Bureau Pour les Politiques de Développement
PNUD
304 E 45ieme Rue, FF 1004
New York, NY 10017
Tel : 1 212 906 5349
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