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This document has been prepared by 
the National Audit Office as part of 
its Good Governance programme. 
Good Governance projects aim to 
draw on the NAO’s cross-governmental 
experience and independent perspective 
to help organisations delivering public 
services achieve excellence in financial 
management, operational efficiency and 
quality of service.

In particular, Good Governance projects 
aim to:

n	 Promote improved management of 
risks to the effective delivery of public 
services and stewardship of resources;

n Focus on issues that, in the judgement 
of the client organisation, are timely, 
relevant and important;

n Contribute to the delivery of efficiency 
savings, and, where possible, direct 
financial impacts; and

n Bring a wider perspective to the client 
organisation’s practice by drawing 
on the NAO’s knowledge of financial 
management and service delivery 
issues across government.
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The role of multilateral institutions  
in development
1 Multilateral institutions play a major role in aid and 
development assistance. These institutions include several 
United Nations (UN) bodies, the European Commission 
(EC)1, and the multilateral development banks such as 
the World Bank (WB). Multilateral institutions are usually 
established by intergovernmental agreement and are 
independent of the interests of any single country member 
or recipient government. The most recent data show 
that, in 2003, multilateral institutions provided just over 
£11 billion or one quarter of combined multilateral and 
bilateral official development assistance to developing 
countries.2 The European Commission is a significant 
multilateral donor, contributing £4 billion, or over one 
third of the global multilateral aid in 2003.3 

2 The responsibilities of multilateral institutions4 
range from the broad remits of the World Bank and 
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), to 
the specialist United Nations Industrial Development 
Organisation (UNIDO) and United Nations Development 
Fund for Women (UNIFEM). Annual expenditures vary 
a great deal: the International Development Association 
(part of the World Bank group) spent around £5 billion 
in 2004 compared to £18 million spent by UNIFEM. 

Some individual multilaterals have a global geographical 
reach, others are limited to a single continent, as is the 
case with the regional development banks. Multilaterals’ 
activities include (but are not limited to) aid delivery, 
global standard setting, development finance, monitoring 
of progress towards international targets and coordination 
of aid. Their work can overlap with the work of other 
multilateral and bilateral aid organisations. These factors 
combine to create a highly complex multilateral system. 

3 Eight Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) were 
unanimously agreed by UN member nations in 2000. The 
Goals seek to focus international development efforts on 
the reduction of extreme poverty, the provision of universal 
primary education, combating key threats to health, 
environmental sustainability and a fairer international 
trading and financial system. DFID’s Public Service 
Agreements (PSAs) are closely aligned with these Goals. 
Since multilateral institutions handle substantial volumes 
of aid and, in some cases, play a unique role in making 
progress towards the MDGs, they are potentially key 
partners for DFID. Projected increases in the Department’s 
budget in coming years widen the choices available to it 
over the scale and nature of those partnerships.

part one
Introduction and focus of our report

1 The European Commission is the European Union’s administrative body. Although the activities of the European Commission are not limited to development 
and are subject to supranational European legislation, DFID makes contributions to its aid programme through both the Commission’s budget and the 
European Development Fund; thus, for the purposes of this report the EC is classified as a multilateral development institution.

2 Office for Economic Cooperation and Development – Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC) International Development Statistics:  
http://www.oecd.org/dac

3 European Commission Annual Report 2004, page 3.
4 The term ‘multilateral institution’ is restricted in this report to the work of multilateral institutions performing development or humanitarian work.
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4 The partnerships operated to date have been a 
major element in DFID’s pursuit of poverty reduction. 
Multilateral aid accounted for 39 per cent of DFID’s 
spending in 2004-05 – over £1.5 billion, given to 
around 30 multilateral organisations. However, to an 
organisation like DFID which places a strong emphasis 
on the cost-effectiveness of development and promotes 
results-based management, managing the engagement 
with multilaterals presents a number of challenges.

Challenges of engagement
5 DFID’s influence over the activities of multilaterals 
is limited. This is largely because a principle underlying 
multilateralism is that decision making should not 
be unduly influenced by any one country member. 
Multilaterals set their own policies and have their own 
governance arrangements. As a shareholder or member 
of a multilateral, DFID has rights and duties which include 
participation at board meetings. These meetings provide 
an opportunity for DFID to influence the design and 
implementation of multilaterals’ policies and practices but 
only alongside all other shareholders or members whose 
priorities may differ. 

6 At a local level, DFID country offices often partner 
multilaterals, for example, for the purposes of joint 
strategic planning or the co-financing of projects. Staff at 
different levels in the Department can and do engage with 
multilaterals. This includes the Secretary of State,  
UK desk officers, UK delegation, Regional and Policy 
Division and DFID country staff, all of whom have 
the option of engaging with multilateral counterparts. 
However, staff time and expertise both in the UK and 
in-country is limited, as is the political capacity that is 
sometimes needed to smooth difficulties in institutional 
relationships. Maintaining the information flow between 
the different parts of DFID that engage with specific 
multilaterals can present additional challenges. 

7 We found that information on what multilaterals do 
with their funding is frequently of limited use. Multilateral 
reports are often very general and not against pre-set 
objectives, and it can be difficult to determine what 
outputs have been achieved by the funding. There is even 
less information available on the outcomes of multilateral 
activity. This is partly because of technical difficulties 
in linking development outcomes to inputs, but also 
reflects the failure of some multilaterals’ evaluation 
and monitoring systems to give a full view of their 
outcomes. DFID is using its membership rights to lobby 

for improvements in the quality of reporting from certain 
multilaterals, and is also supporting evaluation branches 
within multilaterals (including those of the World Bank 
and UNDP). But despite these efforts to mitigate the 
problems, it is currently difficult for DFID to be confident 
in all cases that its engagement with multilaterals 
represents a cost-effective contribution to achievement of 
its poverty reduction targets. 

8 Recent published studies have examined the 
performance of multilateral organisations from a range 
of perspectives. These perspectives can be categorised 
broadly as: efficiency in reaching the poor (country 
allocation profile); agency policies (e.g. on types and 
channels of assistance, concessionality and conditionality 
of lending and degree of national ownership); and agency 
procedures (e.g. speed of disbursement, transaction 
costs and coordination with other donors). These studies 
indicate that current multilateral performance varies: the 
World Bank appears to perform best, followed by the 
United Nations organisations, the European Commission 
and then the regional development banks (Appendix 2). 
While all assessments of this type are open to question, 
depending on the precise criteria used, there is a 
considerable measure of agreement on the pattern of 
multilateral performance. The range of performance means 
that DFID cannot view choices over multilateral funding 
as purely an aid modality issue: they have to consider the 
quality of multilateral management as well. 

The focus of our report
9 The multilateral system is complex, and it is difficult 
to judge the extent to which engaging with individual 
multilaterals offers value for money. This report has been 
prepared for DFID management as a contribution to their 
ongoing strategy development. 

10 Our report examines:

n Whether DFID has developed a high level strategy to 
guide its engagement with multilateral institutions;

n Whether the systems and processes DFID  
has established to guide its engagement with 
multilateral institutions are likely to lead to  
cost-effective engagement;

n How well those systems and processes are used 
by DFID to plan and manage its engagement with 
multilateral institutions.
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11 As part of our review we selected six multilateral 
institutions that DFID engages with to form detailed 
case studies: 

n International Development Association (IDA), the 
concessional lending arm of the World Bank group;

n African Development Bank (AfDB);

n EC (focusing mainly on the European  
Development Fund); 

n United Nations Development Programme (UNDP);

n Office of the United Nations High Commissioner 
for Refugees (UNHCR);

n Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO).

12 We looked mostly at DFID’s relationship with 
multilaterals through our analysis of Institutional Strategy 
Papers and funding decisions, and through discussion 
with the DFID departments managing the institutional 
relationships, i.e. United Nations and Commonwealth 
Department (UNCD), International Financial Institutions 
Department (IFID), European Union Department (EUD), 
and Conflict and Humanitarian Affairs Department 
(CHAD). We interviewed DFID’s Regional Division staff 
to gain a high level sense of the nature of engagement at 
country level, but we did not look at DFID’s engagement 
with multilaterals in specific developing countries. 
Our work did not extend to an examination of DFID’s 
engagement with the vertical Funds such as The Global 
Fund to fight Aids, Tuberculosis and Malaria (GFATM) and 
The Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunisation (GAVI).

13 We held two workshops with DFID staff: one on the 
Department’s high level policy in relation to multilaterals, 
the other on DFID’s engagement with multilaterals in 
pursuit of security for the poor. Consultants commissioned 
by the National Audit Office met staff of the aid ministries 
of Germany, Sweden, France and Canada to enable us to 
compare DFID practices with those of a sample of other 
donors. Further details of our methodology are set out 
in Appendix 3. 
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Shared legal commitment to poverty 
reduction and the MDGs 
14 At a high level the international development 
system is aligned: most donors, multilaterals and recipient 
governments support the MDGs and are working to 
reduce poverty. However, at a lower level the policies and 
activities of these organisations have different emphases. 
For example, since 2002, DFID’s work has been subject 
to the requirements of the International Development Act 
which establishes poverty reduction as the overarching 
aim of the Department’s work. In contrast, many other 
donors are not legally bound solely to pursue poverty 
reduction in the way DFID is. For example, of the four 
other donors our consultants examined, Germany, France 
and Canada have no overarching directives or legislation 
on development assistance, while Sweden has a steering 
document but no legislation. Other nations may therefore 
more easily bring to bear considerations such as foreign 
policy and security objectives on their engagement with 
the multilateral system. 

15 The multilaterals themselves also have influences 
and restrictions on their actions not directly related 
to current poverty reduction goals. Their Articles of 
Agreement were often drawn up many decades ago, and 
have not necessarily been refreshed to reflect current 
needs or views about effective aid practices. In practice, 
this has not prevented the extension and refocusing of 
multilaterals’ work. But there is a risk if legal instruments 
are not updated that multilaterals may be prevented from 
delivering the progress DFID hopes for. Furthermore, 
multilaterals’ governance arrangements are complicated 

by the direct presence of numerous members on 
governing boards. So a shared strategic alignment is not 
always translated into shared operational priorities with a 
particular multilateral.

Corporate strategic direction 
16 DFID has no single document providing an 
overarching statement of its policy on multilaterals. 
None of the four other donors our consultants reviewed 
had such a document, although Sweden is developing 
one. We asked DFID for its policy documents on 
the multilateral system and were directed to two key 
papers: A DFID-Wide Approach to Getting the Best out 
of Multilateral Partners and Proforma for Stand Alone 
Multilateral Funding Decisions which provided the closest 
expression of a general DFID policy on multilaterals. 

17 The first of these papers states that DFID is “focused 
on joining-up to secure our multilateral reform objectives.” 
The paper goes on to talk about DFID’s priorities at the 
level of individual multilaterals. It does not set down 
DFID’s strategic objectives for poverty reduction arising 
from its engagement with the multilateral system, nor does 
it compare the advantage of multilateral against bilateral or 
other assistance. It does not highlight the areas within the 
multilateral system where DFID wants to focus its efforts.

18 The Proforma for Stand Alone Multilateral Funding 
Decisions lists a number of relevant issues that should be 
taken into account in the preparation of funding proposals 
but these reasons are not rated in order of importance. 
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19 These documents provide a broad steer on factors to 
be taken into account in engaging with multilaterals and 
also need to be seen in the context of the White Papers, 
Public Service Agreement targets and Director’s Delivery 
Plans. But they do no more than frame decisions about 
the scale or nature of engagement in particular cases: they 
do not help discriminate between competing options. 
Recognising that documents alone do not represent the 
totality of the policy picture, we held workshops and 
interviews with relevant DFID staff to get their views on 
key policy issues. 

Reasons for engaging with 
multilaterals
20 Figure 1 presents strengths and weaknesses of 
multilaterals identified by DFID staff at a workshop to 
discuss the Department’s high level policy with regard to 
multilaterals. Overall, DFID felt that multilateral strengths 
outweighed the weaknesses.

21 A wide range of reasons for engagement with 
multilaterals emerged during the workshop discussion, 
including reference to the political and historical reasons 
for engagement. There was no clear consensus on which 
reasons were most important. While these may vary 
across institutions and sectors, there should be consistent 
methods used to identify them. Moreover, the role that 
multilaterals can play in helping DFID to achieve its 
poverty reduction objectives was not explicitly mentioned, 
though the intention to reduce poverty underpins all DFID 
activities. The reasons DFID staff gave for engaging with 
multilaterals were broadly consistent with reasons given 
by the four other donors we consulted during the study, 
though the other bilaterals did identify some further areas 

(e.g. support for UN neutrality) (Figure 2). 
22 Prior to the workshop we reviewed key DFID 
documents and identified the changes that DFID wanted 
to bring about from engaging with multilaterals (Figure 3). 

At the workshop we asked for comments on the objectives 
we had identified, and whilst staff did not disagree with 
what we had found, they told us there was a need for an 
overall vision of the whole system, rather than just a list of 
objectives. Those present at the workshop agreed that the 
content of that vision is not yet clear. 

23 A number of issues that are not addressed in current 
DFID documentation could usefully be considered as 
DFID moves forward in the development of its vision and 
policy for the multilateral system. These are set out in the 
following paragraphs.

24 A variety of reasons were put forward for engaging 
with multilaterals (see Figure 2), but staff had different 
views on the priority reasons for engaging with 
multilaterals. When we reviewed individual funding 
decisions for our case studies we also found a range of 
reasons given to justify funding, (this is considered in more 
detail in Part 3 of the report). Given the content of DFID’s 
Public Service Agreements it would be rational for likely 
progress towards the Millennium Development Goals to be 
the most compelling reason for engaging with multilaterals 
but, up to now, DFID has not sought to identify this or 
any other single reason as the key driver of engagement 
with multilaterals. In order to assist the allocation of its 
resources DFID should now prioritise the factors relevant 
to funding decisions that it has already identified in the 
Proforma for Stand Alone Multilateral Funding Decisions. 

25 Which criteria to select multilateral partners 
should DFID use? Effectiveness could be one such 
criterion; congruence with DFID’s objectives could be 
another. DFID could choose to support either existing 
good performance and shared goal congruence, or 
focus on improving poor performance, or on changing 
incongruent policies. The matrix in Figure 4, developed 
by our consultants, offers four such categories into which 
multilaterals can be classified. 

	 	 	 	 	 	1 Strengths and weaknesses of multilaterals identified by DFID staff

Source: DFID staff at NAO workshop on DFID’s high level policy on multilaterals 

weaknesses

n Overall system architecture not fit for purpose

n Weak governance and management 

n Excessively bureaucratic and inflexible

n Policy conditionality

n Held back by weakest member

strengths

n Greater scale, scope and leverage

n More effective because aid is predictable and coordinated

n Neutral, transparent and accountable

n Legitimacy; can set global norms

n More voice for developing countries

n Concentration of expertise
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26 What are the roles of core and non-core funding?6 
The German Development Cooperation ministry provides 
only very low levels of non-core funding on the basis that 
non-core funding weakens recipient institutions. The Swedes 
by contrast use non-core funding as a way of delivering 
aid where the Swedish in-country presence is absent or 
unsuitable for the aid in question. The ratio of core to 
non-core funding in the six DFID case studies we examined 
varied greatly (Figure 5). In the last five years UNDP core 
funding has been constant in nominal terms (although it 
is scheduled to rise a little over the next three years), but 

UNDP non-core funding has shown a dramatic rise to the 
point where non-core funding is now higher than core. By 
contrast, DFID provides the World Bank with relatively little 
non-core funding compared to the core replenishment. 
There is no corporate statement on the relative merits of 
core versus non-core funding - decisions are reached in 
the context of individual programme circumstances. Nor 
is there a statement about the instances in which DFID’s 
objectives would be better pursued by the provision of 
non-core rather than core funding – for example to leverage 
attention beyond decisions that occur in a replenishment 
period. Strategic use of non-core funding offers DFID greater 
opportunities to influence multilaterals. The link between 
core funding and performance should also be maintained 
since it can act as an incentive (and a sanction). 

	 	 	 	 	 	2 Why DFID and other donors engage with multilaterals

Source: DFID staff at NAO workshop on DFID’s high level policy on multilaterals; Relationships of Other Donor Organisations with Multilaterals, synthesis 
report, Overseas Development Institute

why other donors engage5

n To maintain international position (maintaining one’s rank and 
influence within multilaterals)

n Long history of support which it is politically desirable  
to continue

n International solidarity – as one of the world’s larger economies 
no option but to engage

n Support global standard setting

n Support for the neutrality of the UN system

n Fora for international discussion

why DfiD engages

n UK influence over a larger proportion of aid, and greater 
reach and leverage over policies and other donors

n Historical reasons which prevent withdrawal (as a 
founder member of some of the organisations DFID feels a 
responsibility to participate)

n Harmonisation

n Peer pressure and burden sharing

n To counteract the negative actions of others

n Institutions may have expertise which DFID lacks

n Support global standard setting 

n DFID’s increasing budget and falling headcount raises 
questions around the balance of bilateral versus  
multilateral funding

3 Changes DFID seeks from engaging with 
multilaterals 

Source: White Paper on International Development (1997), Eliminating 
World Poverty: A Challenge for the 21st Century; White Paper on 
International Development (2000), Eliminating World Poverty: Making 
Globalisation Work for the Poor; International Division Director’s Delivery 
Plan 2003; PSAs 2005-08

n Improved effectiveness of multilaterals

n Increased coordination and coherence of the system

n Strengthened commitment to poverty reduction

n Increased focus on monitoring and evaluation

n Greater accountability and transparency

n Greater developing country voice

n More transparent, evidence-based allocation

4 Goal congruence and multilateral effectiveness 

Source: Overseas Development Institute

1 Multilateral is effective 
and its objectives are the 
same as DFID’s. 

3 Multilateral is effective 
but its objectives differ 
from DFID’s.

2 Multilateral is currently 
ineffective but its  
objectives are the same  
as DFID’s.

4 Multilateral is currently 
ineffective and its  
objectives differ  
from DFID’s.

5 Based on comments made by representatives of the aid ministries of Germany, Sweden, France and Canada.
6 For the purposes of this report, ‘core funding’ refers to contributions to a multilateral’s general budget or replenishment cycle. DFID influences the use of 

these funds through its participation on the Board. ‘Non-core funding’ refers to all other contributions to multilaterals’ activities.
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Sources: DFID PRISM database; DFID Statistics on International Development 2004-05

EC funding excluding budget 2000-01 – 2004-05 FAO funding 2000-01 – 2004-05

Funding £m Funding £m

Year Year

World Bank group funding 2000-01 – 2004-05 UNHCR funding 2000-01 – 2004-05

Funding £m Funding £m

DFID funding to six case study multilaterals in the last five years5

Core funding Non-core (multilateral) funding Non-core (bilateral) funding7
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AfDB funding 2000-01 – 2004-05 UNDP funding 2000-01 – 2004-05

Funding £m Funding £m

Year Year
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NOTE

Bilateral aid figures are derived from PRISM. They should be treated as minima since the PRISM database has known problems and we have been advised 
the data are likely to be incomplete.

7 See paragraph 37 for explanation of the terms ‘bilateral’ and ‘multilateral’ funding.
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27 The multilateral system is highly complex, with a 
large number of actors, some of whom have overlapping 
roles. The transaction costs for donors and recipient 
governments of engaging with such a large number of 
organisations are substantial. DFID is publicly supporting 
a UN call for further enlargement of the system through 
the establishment of a UN peacebuilding commission 
whilst at the same time debating the need for mergers in 
other areas such as the health sector. While the arguments 
in favour of a peacebuilding commission may be valid, 
we found no corporate statement of DFID’s position on 
consolidation within the multilateral system. 

28 Some DFID staff and external experts that we have 
spoken to favoured some overlap between multilaterals, to 
permit a degree of competition. However, if multilaterals 
have been created to secure a non-partisan world view 
of development standards and practices in their areas of 
expertise, and so enjoy greater legitimacy, competition 
between multilaterals could destroy their unique added 
value. It could also lead to polarisation of the multilateral 
community and a degree of ‘opinion shopping’. Clearer 
definitions of the purpose of multilaterals, possibly 
distinguishing policy and standard-setting roles from 
service delivery, would be needed before placing reliance 
on true competition between multilaterals to deliver 
value for money. This line of argument, however, does 
not restrict the promotion of creative tension between 
multilaterals over management practices.

29 A DFID policy on the multilateral system should also 
define unacceptably poor performance and the ways in 
which the Department will respond to such performance. 
Poor performance that requires sanction should be defined 
in order that it is not confused with weak performance 
as a result of the comparative ‘youth’ of the multilateral’s 
systems and processes arising either from the newness 
of the multilateral itself or from an overhaul of an existing 
multilateral’s processes. DFID departments managing 
institutional relationships should regularly rate the level of 
multilateral performance on the basis of evidence. Where 
performance is below DFID expectations, central guidance 
could set out available options which might include the 
restriction of funds, help to develop remedial plans, and the 
use of conditional funding to incentivise improvement. 

Mapping the international 
architecture
30 DFID has not systematically mapped the key players 
for each MDG nor identified links, overlaps or gaps between 
multilaterals. At the high level policy workshop, DFID staff 
indicated they had not done any formal mapping to date, 
although they did recognise the need to base engagement 
on a wider, high level vision that links multilaterals to the 
rest of the aid architecture. At the security and development 
workshop it emerged that the task of identifying the key 
organisations and setting out their role was one that staff 
had not performed before for this particular sector. Post-
workshop, a list of organisations was developed with brief 
statements of DFID’s future aims for each multilateral; this 
was necessarily high-level (partly because of the purpose 
for which it was generated) and would need to be further 
elaborated to be of operational value.

31 None of the other donors our consultants spoke 
to have done a mapping exercise nor do they regularly 
perform an analysis of the whole architecture.

DFID should develop an evidence-based policy on the multilateral 
system, which articulates DFID’s corporate position on:

n Advantages of multilaterals as a modality;

n Prioritised reasons for engaging with the system;

n Priorities in partner selection (e.g. goal congruence  
or effectiveness);

n Stance on consolidation of existing institutions, and the 
creation of new ones (and the circumstances in which each 
response is appropriate);

n Identification of and responses to poor performance; and

n Merits of core and non-core funding, and the circumstances 
in which one is preferable to the other. 

recommenDations
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32 Traditionally target strategy papers have tended 
to be bilateral in perspective. DFID referred us to their 
draft target strategy paper on Trade as an example of one 
that addresses better the role of multilaterals. The paper 
identified a number of multilaterals which were “likely 
to be key multilateral partners” including the World 
Bank, the regional development banks, United Nations 
Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), the 
EC and Regional Secretariats. The paper also argued that 
“The emphasis on coordination and appropriate division 
of labour should continue, with DFID gradually reducing 
the number of multilaterals given support”. But those 
multilaterals from which DFID might withdraw support are 
not identified and detail is patchy on the specific aims of 
partnerships with multilaterals.

33 A map would improve understanding of the 
main links, gaps and overlaps between multilateral 
actors. Overlaps exist, for example between European 
Development Fund (EDF) and World Bank (both do 
infrastructure projects in Africa) but we found no corporate 
statement on the consequences of such overlaps or whether 
or how they should be addressed. In a similar way, DFID 
could usefully spell out the comparative advantages of each 
actor and identify which organisations are playing a critical 
and/or unique role before it makes funding decisions. There 
are a number of other reasons why DFID should map the 
aid architecture: 

a Absence of mapping may make it harder to identify 
any possible consolidations which could take place 
between multilateral organisations. 

b DFID has systems in place such as the Director’s 
Delivery Plans process to establish whether its 
engagements with multilaterals align with corporate 
priorities, although there is currently no overarching 
mechanism to ensure full internal coherence. 
A periodic overview of these engagements would 
provide a baseline against which intended strategic 
changes can be planned and their implementation 
monitored. It is especially useful to have an overall 
perspective given that individual reappraisals are 
not synchronised.

c Mapping would help DFID’s strategy for the UN 
to address fragmentation and poor coordination at 
country level and make the UN a more attractive 
partner from the point of view of DFID country 
teams. The 1999 Institutional Strategy Paper 
(ISP) recognises the need to address the lack of 
coordination among UN bodies, though it tends to 
focus on the issues at headquarters level. 

d A mapping exercise would help to surface 
differences of opinion within DFID about the value 
of different multilaterals, and from there to form a 
unified position. 

e Mapping could identify particular areas that DFID 
thinks specific multilaterals are best suited to 
address, and whether those multilaterals have the 
mandate or capacity in practice to do what DFID 
wants them to do.

34 We have conducted some simple exercises in an 
attempt to map the relationship between multilaterals and 
the MDGs. For each MDG and other thematic areas not 
covered by the MDGs (human rights, and humanitarian 
emergencies and conflict), Figure 6 shows the key 
multilateral institutions which have stated objectives for 
achieving them. This analysis is based on the multilaterals’ 
own corporate information. 

35 Our analysis is basic. We omit important factors 
such as other aid modalities in contributing to the MDGs, 
e.g. through bilateral programmes and non-governmental 
organisations (NGOs). Nonetheless it gives an indication of 
the sort of analysis that could be done. There is a strong case 
for DFID to perform a similar but more detailed exercise.

36 At the workshop on the role of multilaterals in 
security and development, a large number of multilaterals 
were identified as having a role to play, see Figure 7. The 
workshop made progress in identifying the current roles 
of these multilaterals and DFID’s future hopes for them 
in terms of achieving security objectives for the poor. The 
Department is intending to develop further its vision of the 
roles of and linkages between these multilaterals. 
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6 DFID-supported multilaterals working on each MDG or thematic area

Source: NAO analysis of multilateral websites

main multilaterals

UNDP, World Bank, AfDB, AsDB, 
IFAD, EC, FAO, WFP

World Bank, UNICEF, UNESCO

UNDP, World Bank, UNIFEM, 
UNICEF

WHO, UNFPA, UNICEF

WHO, UNFPA

UNAIDS, World Bank, WHO, 
UNDP, UNFPA, UNICEF

UN Habitat, World Bank, AsDB, 
UNDP

World Bank, EU, UNDP, UNIDO, 
ILO, UNCTAD

OHCHR

UNHCR, OCHA, ECHO, WFP, 
UNICEF, WHO

mDG / thematic area

MDG 1: Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger 

MDG 2: Achieve universal primary education

MDG 3: Promote gender equality and empower women 

MDG 4: Reduce child mortality

MDG 5: Improve maternal health

MDG 6: Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria, and other diseases 

MDG 7: Ensure environmental sustainability 

MDG 8: Develop a global partnership for development 

Human Rights

Conflict & humanitarian emergencies

other multilaterals with a role

CGIAR, IADB 

UNFPA, UNRWA

UNFPA 

World Bank, WFP, UNRWA

World Bank, WFP

UNIFEM 

CGIAR, UNIDO 

UNDP 

UNIFEM

UNDP

NOTE

See Appendix 1 for glossary of acronyms.

	 	 	 	 	 	7 Multilaterals and intergovernmental processes with a role to play in security and development

Source: DFID staff at NAO workshop on the use of multilaterals in security and development

other 
organisations: 

ASEAN

OAS

ECOWAS

SADC

OSCE

planned organisations, yet to  
be created:

Peace-building commission

Human Rights Council

Peace building Support Office

World Bank: 
LICUS trust 
funds and 
sectoral 
analysis

Regional 
develop-

ment banks: 
infastructure 
and social 
protection

IMF: macro 
-stability

IFIs

EU: 
many roles

NATO: 
Military 
security

African 
Union: 
peace 

keeping 
force

Regional 
groupings

Develop- 
ment:

UNICEF

WHO

UNDP

OHCHR

Peace 
keeping:

DPKO

DPA

Humani-
tarian:

UNHCR

OCHA

WFP

Inter 
governmental 

processes:

Security 
council

ECOSOC

UN
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DFID funding of multilateral 
development institutions
37 The Development Assistance Committee (DAC) 
of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) has established aid classifications 
to enable comparisons of national contributions to 
development. Funding to multilateral institutions for use 
in specific countries or for specific purposes is classified 
as ‘bilateral aid’. Funds are classified as ‘multilateral aid’8 
where the donor does not control the use or disbursement 
of funds. 

38 According to the Statistics on International 
Development 2004-05, DFID provided multilateral aid via 
at least 29 multilateral institutions in 2004-05 (Figure 8). 
In addition to the institutions named in the Statistics on 
International Development, we sought to identify other 
multilaterals in receipt of DFID funds. We identified a 
further seven institutions doing work we believed might be 
of relevance to DFID9 (which are not shown in Figure 8), 
and found that six of them have received some bilateral 
funding from DFID in the last three financial years. 
Besides the UN Department for Disarmament Affairs, we 
could not find any multilateral development institution 
that DFID had not funded through the provision of either 
multilateral or bilateral aid. And in only one case had 
DFID withdrawn funding for a period.10

39 The lack of selectivity in choosing multilateral 
partners raises concerns that the cost-effectiveness of 
funding has not been considered. There is a risk that, 
in the absence of analysis of multilaterals’ comparative 
contribution to poverty reduction goals, corporate inertia 
can set in, militating against major changes of direction 
which might be appropriate. 

Funding overview by institution
40 Thirty nine per cent of DFID’s overall 2004-05 
budget was spent on its multilateral programme according 
to official statistics.11 But DFID’s total spending to any 
multilateral can be significantly above official figures 
when bilateral funding to the multilateral is added to 
the multilateral aid figures. For example, DFID gave 
£43 million in multilateral aid to UNDP in 2004-05, 
together with an additional £57 million of bilateral 
aid (Figure 9). We found a similar pattern in 2003-04 
funding to the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF): 
£17 million of multilateral aid was supplemented 
by £59 million in bilateral aid. For the World Health 
Organisation (WHO) £34 million of multilateral aid was 
supplemented by £22 million bilateral aid in 2003-04. 

DFID should perform a mapping exercise which identifies  
the main multilateral actors for each PSA, and in particular 
those actors with a critical or unique role to play. The exercise 
should identify:

n Gaps - leading to focused expansion of multilateral remit 
where appropriate; 

n Overlaps - leading to reduction of multilateral remit or 
proposals for consolidation;

n Rivalries - leading to clarification of roles;

n Absences of coordination - leading to the design and 
implementation of coordinating structures; and

n Areas where DFID has most political influence and on 
which it should therefore focus its political capital.

recommenDations

8 Multilateral and bilateral aid definitions from DAC Statistical Reporting Directives, May 2000.
9 United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), United Nations International Drug Control Programme (UNDCP), United Nations Office 

on Drugs and Crime (ODC), Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR), United Nations Office for Project Services 
(UNOPS), Department for Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) and Department for Disarmament Affairs (DDA).

10 Under the Overseas Development Administration, the UK left the UN Educational, Social and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) in 1985, and rejoined under 
DFID in 1997.

11 DFID’s Statistics on International Development 2004-05.



ENgAgINg wITH MULTILATERALs

part two

1�

41 Whilst multilateral aid figures derived using DAC 
definitions are necessary for international reporting 
purposes, the lack of readily available information on 
total funding to each multilateral raises accountability 
and management issues. It means DFID’s total funding 
to individual multilaterals is not visible to taxpayers and 
other interested parties. It also means DFID may not 
exploit the full power of its total contribution to each 
multilateral. And funding decisions may not be set in the 
context of DFID’s overall portfolio, and as a result are 
often considered in a piecemeal way. An exception to 
this was the consideration by the Multilaterals Finance 
and Policy Committee (MFPC) of funding to UN agencies. 
In March 2004, the Committee considered a single 
UN funding proposal in place of a series of individual 
funding proposals. The proposal covered UN relationships 

managed by DFID’s UN and Commonwealth Department 
and also DFID’s Conflict and Humanitarian Affairs 
Department. This approach showed an understanding of 
the value of setting funding decisions in context. 

42 The DFID paper A DFID-Wide Approach to Getting 
the Best out of Multilateral Partners identified “a strong 
case for a growing multilateral system as the most effective 
way to deliver the significantly higher and less volatile aid 
flows needed to reach the MDGs”. However, despite such 
statements, publicly available funding figures show that 
multilateral aid as a percentage of DFID’s budget has not 
been increasing in recent years; bilateral aid remains the 
dominant channel. Figure 10 compares multilateral aid to 
bilateral aid, as defined by DAC. 

Source: DFID Statistics on International Development, 2004-05

NOTE

Excludes Technical Cooperation to multilateral development banks and funding to smaller research organisations.

Multilateral aid funding from DFID to multilaterals, 2004-058
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43 Recent ISP guidance notes that in order to decide 
which multilaterals require an Institutional Strategy, the 
Director of International Division “will be provided with 
information…including the size of DFID’s overall financial 
relationship with the agency”. The PRISM database is 
able to provide such information, but concerns with the 
completeness and accuracy of data mean that some staff do 
not fully exploit it.

Multilateral

2004-05 funding (£m)

Bilateral aid

Multilateral aid

WB group

300

250

200

150

100

50

0
UNDP

 EDF WB UNDP AfDB UNHCR FAO
  group
Bilateral aid 
(as a percentage 0 15 132 0 39 50
of multilateral aid) 

AfDB UNHCR FAO

Sources: DFID PRISM database; DFID Statistics on International 
Development 2004-05 

NOTE

Bilateral aid figures are derived from PRISM. They should be treated as 
minima since the PRISM database has known problems and we have 
been warned the data are likely to be incomplete. DFID provides no 
bilateral aid through the EC or African Development Bank.

EDF

Multilateral and bilateral aid for six case studies 
2004-05

9

Bilateral 
aid

Funding year

Multi-
lateral 

aid

2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05

100

80
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40
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0

Percentage of total DFID funding

Source: DFID Statistics on International Development 2004-05

Trends in DFID reported bilateral and multilateral 
aid as percentages of total DFID programme 
(excluding administration)

10

DFID should:

n Review its portfolio of funding to multilateral development 
institutions and consider the breadth of organisations  
funded in light of the transaction costs arising from each 
additional partner.

n Make publicly available the total amount of funding to 
each multilateral institution rather than just the multilateral 
aid those institutions receive. This may mean ensuring the 
new ARIES management information system enables the 
Department to report funding by recipient.

recommenDations
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Engaging with individual institutions

Institutional strategies
44 In most cases, DFID uses ISPs to guide its 
engagement with multilateral institutions. The Institutional 
Strategy Guidance, revised in February 2005, allows 
strategies to be tailored to suit the nature of the 
partnership, and includes the options for other bilaterals 
to share the strategy, as is planned for the African 
Development Bank (AfDB). The contents of the published 
ISP that are mandatory are now limited to a short 
statement of intent for the engagement which should 
include objectives and indicators for the partnership. 
The measures that the Department will use to assess its 
own performance can be contained in an accompanying 
internal document. The internal document should also 
contain information on the medium term financing 
strategy which “should focus on core contributions from 
International Division, but it should also describe and 
justify the nature and volumes of non-core financing”. 

45 As a useful extension, in recent months DFID has 
begun to develop a ‘core script’ for key multilaterals. 
These are short statements designed as an aide memoire 
for all DFID staff, covering key messages that the 
Department wants to promote with staff at all levels of the 
multilateral. The intention is to update the scripts regularly 
to ensure they reflect current DFID objectives for the 
organisations. This innovation is a good way of ensuring 
that consistent messages are relayed to multilateral staff by 
all parts of DFID.

46 A 2005 DFID review stated that “We need a  
stronger commitment to implement the existing 
Institutional Strategy guidance.”12 The institutional strategy 
process is labour intensive, and it is important that the 
benefits of the system are achieved in order to justify its 
existence. DFID’s development of a ‘decision tree’ to help 
determine the appropriate type of Institutional Strategy, 
if any, for a given multilateral is a useful instrument 
in limiting potentially unnecessary effort. Our review 
confirms that ISPs vary in quality and often lack detail and 
robust analysis (Figure 11). On the positive side:

a Institutional strategies are good at elucidating 
strengths and weaknesses of the multilateral agencies 
and at providing links with DFID’s high level aim of 
poverty reduction.

b The quality of ISPs is, in the main, improving over 
time. In the old EC ISP, DFID did not define its own 
objectives. The review of that ISP noted that “Many 
of DFID’s objectives were endorsements of what the 
EU had already pledged” which called into question 
the purpose of creating an ISP at all. The objectives 
in newer ISPs tend to be better formulated.

c In the past, ISP cycles did not coincide with funding 
cycles. However, they are becoming more closely 
aligned with new funding agreements. For example, 
a new ISP with the AfDB is planned to coincide with 
the start of the latest replenishment. 

12  A DFID-Wide Approach to Getting the Best out of Multilateral Partners, DFID 2005, page 2.
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d DFID learned lessons from previous experience to 
inform new institutional strategies. For example, the 
2004 World Bank ISP includes a section drawing 
on the previous ISP Review, noting areas for further 
work and these points are addressed in the new  
ISP objectives. 

47 However, institutional strategies could be improved 
in the following areas:

a Strategies are often limited in their analysis of 
how funding the multilateral helps DFID achieve 
particular PSAs or MDGs – in only one case, UNDP, 
was this fully covered. 

b ISPs do little to address how DFID will help the 
multilateral address rivalries or overlaps with other 
multilaterals. In only one out of six multilaterals 
(World Bank) were links and overlaps well identified. 

c Not all of our six case study multilaterals had an 
extant ISP. There has only ever been a draft ISP 
governing the relationship with FAO, despite it being 
one of the multilaterals which DFID would most like 
to see improve. Strategies are likely to be of most 
value where securing change is most difficult, and 
dependent on securing group support for change in 
time to take advantage of specific opportunities.

d In most cases, DFID only identified broad objectives 
and these were not linked to Specific, Measurable, 
Achievable, Relevant and Time-bound (SMART) 
indicators. For example, the UNDP ISP review 
noted that “The ISP did not include a framework 
of UNDP performance targets or measures of 
DFID’s performance in implementing the ISP...The 
Review Team developed a performance framework 
around the 10 ISP objectives to establish a baseline 
and performance measures.” In other words 
the independent review team had to develop a 

	 	 	 	 	 	11 Assessment of Institutional Strategy documentation

Source: NAO analysis of ISPs

 afDB ec fao UnDp UnHcr world Bank

Period of most  1999-2003 2001-04;  No ISP published 2000-04 2002-05 2000-03; 
recent ISs   2005-06    2004-07

Funding cycle 2002-05; 2002-06 2002-04;  2004-07 2002-06 2001-04; 
 2005-08  2005-07   2005-08

Objectives identified 9 objectives 3 objectives – 10 objectives 4 objectives 15 objectives

DFID’s role in the  Yes Yes – No No Yes 
partnership given

Means of achieving Unpublished action ISP states general – ISP briefly  No Internal 
objectives identified plan gives general  strategies for DFID  states DFID’s  Implementation 
 activities for achieving  at central and  broad strategy.  Plan 2005 sets 
 objectives, though in  country level.    out activities in 
 limited detail.      pursuit of  
      objectives.

Indicators to assess  No indicators Joint strategy with – No indicators No indicators Indicators of 
performance  FCO and HMT gives     World Bank 
identified  indicators/targets     performance, 
  for EC and HMG.    though not  
      DFID’s, 
      published.

Link with PSAs made Moderate Moderate Moderate Strong Moderate Moderate

Strengths and  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes, reference  Yes 
weaknesses identified     to weaknesses

Links and overlaps  Limited Moderate Moderate Limited Limited; no Good 
with other actors     reference to 
identified     alternatives  
     such as ICRC
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performance framework before they could complete 
the review because one had not been established at 
the time the ISP was prepared. 

e The multilaterals’ own strategy documents can also be 
inadequate in providing indicators to assess progress 
towards objectives. For example, UNDP’s Multi-Year 
Funding Framework document sets out five core 
objectives and 30 ‘service lines’ through which goals 
are to be achieved, but no measurable indicators. 

f ISPs are erratic on specification of engagement 
mechanisms. For example, the UNHCR ISP sets out 
broad objectives, but what it refers to as ‘strategies’ 
are really more akin to sub-objectives (and in some 
cases do nothing more than reiterate the objective). 
In addition, the document does not state what 
actions DFID will take in order to help UNHCR 
achieve the objectives set out in the ISP. 

g While analysis of basic multilateral performance 
and activity data may be annexed to an ISP, it rarely 
represents a systematic overview of past or planned 
activity in terms such as aid modality or instrument, 
or geographic or demographic resource allocation. 

48 DFID has started to address some of the analytical 
gaps in ISPs by taking an innovative step to assess 
multilaterals’ organisational performance through its 
Multilateral Effectiveness Framework (MEFF).

The Multilateral Effectiveness 
Framework
49 In 2004, DFID established the MEFF to offer a 
relative view of organisational capacity and policy. 
Despite the title, the explicit limitation of the MEFF is that 
it does not address effectiveness directly. MEFF involves 
the application of eight criteria in three dimensions: 
internal performance; country-level results; and 
partnership. The standard questions are designed to be 
answered jointly by DFID and the relevant multilateral, 
on the basis of ‘objective’ evidence of their policies, 
practices and systems. The project sought to establish 
objective measures which no other donor had done. 
Other donors expressed scepticism about a ‘mechanistic’ 
assessment of performance which did not take into 
account the agency’s potential or its mandate and which 
could lead to contradictory conclusions as final decisions 
are inevitably mediated by political judgements.

50 The strengths of the MEFF are as follows: 

a The criteria cover many of the characteristics noted 
in standard management models such as European 
Framework for Quality Management (EFQM) and the 
Balanced Scorecard – although naturally in different 
language, and tailored for application to the work 
of multilaterals. So, for example, the eight criteria 
cover elements of the five ‘enabler’ criteria from 
EFQM, and parts of the four ‘results’ criteria that deal 
with monitoring and reporting systems (Figure 12). 
And similarly the four dimensions of the Balanced 
Scorecard also have some representation. 

b The assessment draws on input from a variety of 
directions, and includes moderation, as well as a 
formal quality assurance phase. And it also demands 
an evidence base from which the judgements have 
been made. 

c The exercise is geared to be one input to DFID’s 
resource allocation and planning activities, with  
the intention to refresh MEFF assessments as  
major decisions approach e.g. replenishments,  
or ISP reviews. So the intention is to make it  
decision-orientated. 

12 Comparing MEFF to management best practice

Source: The EFQM Excellence Model, Public & Voluntary sectors (1999) 
from www.efqm.org; Kaplan, R. S., Norton, D.P. (1996) The  
Balanced Scorecard

 european framework meff Balanced 
 for Quality   scorecard 
 management

 Leadership  Corporate governance –

 People  Staff quality –

 Policy and Strategy  Corporate strategy –

 Partnerships and  Resource management Finances 
 Resources  

 Processes  Operational management Processes

 Quality assurance –

 People results  Monitoring, evaluation Learning 
 and lesson learning

 Customer results  – Customer

 Society results  Reporting –

 Key performance  – – 
 results
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d The MEFF is supported by guidance on 
implementation and subject to some peer review. 
Staff of the relevant multilateral contributed to 
the review in most cases. There was a specific 
quality assurance process to validate the basis for 
judgements. The exercise overall was overseen by 
a coordinating group, which provided a degree of 
cross-entity moderation. In addition, reviewing all 
the multilaterals at the same time provided a useful 
comparative base.

51 However, the MEFF also has weaknesses: 

a Adequate systems and processes are a prerequisite of 
an effective multilateral, but they cannot guarantee 
effectiveness. The absence of any direct coverage 
of results means that organisations which comply 
with the current management orthodoxy score well, 
regardless of their ability to get the job done. And, as 
a result, issues of cost-effectiveness – one of the key 
factors that might influence DFID resource allocation 
– are not assessed. 

b Given MEFF’s policy/systems focus, the questions 
addressed within the Framework sometimes miss the 
point, or are phrased in ways which yield positive 
answers too easily. For example, the questions on 
partnership do not ask whether the organisation 
analyses its field to determine the activities of 
development partners, identify comparative 
advantage, identify areas where joint working, or 
complementary working, might be appropriate, or 
whether these analyses are reflected in its own plans 
and resourcing. Instead, questions leap straight to 
participation in joint funding, or harmonisation 
initiatives, where activity on a very limited scale can 
gain a top rating. 

c MEFF guidance aims to make judgements on the 
quality of policy or system under review as simple 
and ‘binary’ as possible. Definitions of terms such 
as ‘adequate’ often refer to specific audit or in-
organisation judgements. In particular, most of 
the ratings relate to the existence of policies and 
systems, not their operational merits. So it is possible 
to attract high ratings when staff understanding of 
a policy is deficient, or the operation of systems 
lacks rigour or real intent. This contrasts with quality 
management models, which emphasise the need for 
real, on-the-ground commitment, in addition to clear 
policy statements and strategies.

d While DFID regional/country staff had some 
opportunity to contribute to the ratings, there was 
no systematic process for getting an in-country 
view of multilateral operations. Similarly, while 
multilateral staff contributed, there was no formal 
role for other external stakeholders. 

52 Overall, MEFF represents a welcome addition to 
the evidence underpinning DFID’s engagement with 
multilaterals, albeit one which could be further developed.

DFID should:

n Develop the MEFF to:

n pay more attention to results;

n pay more attention to the quality of policies and 
systems;

n sharpen the questions within each section, and 
make them more clearly a set of questions that 
cover the necessary ground; and

n broaden and formalise the base of DFID’s and 
others’ input to the assessment process.

n Over time, consider aligning MEFF more closely with one 
of the common management models, so that broader 
comparisons are possible and so DFID can share the effort 
in developing and refining the model. 

n With regard to implementation of the MEFF, develop formal 
and systematic approaches to involving DFID country offices 
and external stakeholders (e.g. recipient governments and 
NGOs) in reviewing multilateral operations.

recommenDations
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Assessing individual strategies 
53 Periodic reviews of ISPs provide some indication of 
changes in multilaterals’ performance, and/or DFID success 
in achieving its objectives. Some are desk-based reviews 
prepared by DFID staff using information already known to 
them, (e.g. World Bank ISP review). Others are performed 
by consultants who gather data from a wide variety of 
sources including other multilaterals (e.g. UNDP ISP 
review). Some of these differences are set out in  
Figure 13. There is no ISP for FAO and therefore no ISP 
review. The ISP review for UNHCR was being prepared  
at the time of writing.

54 Some ISP reviews focus on DFID’s side of the 
relationship (EC), whilst others focus more on the 
multilateral side (UNDP). The UNDP ISP Review has 
a useful annex which presents, against each individual 
ISP objective, indicators of change reaching beyond 
UNDP, within the UN, and relating to the UNDP-DFID 
partnership. This could be a useful framework for other 
ISPs to ensure that an ISP review considers all aspects 
of the partnership.

55 Most ISP objectives rely for their achievement on DFID 
exercising effective influence. Many objectives use words 
such as ‘support’, ‘encourage’ or ‘work with’ to describe 
DFID’s effort rather than stating a discrete action that the 
Department will perform in pursuit of a desired outcome. In 
some cases this can make it difficult to determine whether 
DFID has achieved its objective or not, because it can be 
hard to measure the degree of encouragement DFID has 
given a multilateral. Similarly, it can be difficult to attribute 
to DFID any progress that the multilateral might have made, 
because so many players are involved and progress can be 
made even if DFID does nothing. 

56 The objectives where ISP reviewers felt the most 
progress had been made, and where progress could be 
directly attributed to DFID tended to be those where the 
objective was precise about DFID’s action rather than just 
a restatement of what the multilateral had already pledged 
itself to do. A clear cut-off point against which a final 
assessment could be made, was also helpful. Figure 14 
provides selected findings from the ISP reviews. 

57 In addition to careful framing of the ISP objective, 
the following factors appear to be important for progress 
against ISP objectives:

a Close, regular engagement with the multilateral 
which sometimes involves contributing to 
management processes, e.g. involvement in the 
recruitment of staff or commenting on draft texts.

b Cooperation across DFID to ensure consistent 
messages and actions when engaging with  
the multilateral.

c A strategic approach to working with the multilateral 
in order to achieve the objective, including the 
focused use of earmarked funding.

d A collaborative approach to working with 
multilateral staff and a willingness to learn on the 
part of both organisations.

58 One of the ways to exert influence is to second staff 
to multilaterals. DFID makes greater use of secondments 
than other bilateral donors we examined. Other case study 
bilaterals used secondments only to a limited extent and 
on an ad hoc basis, largely because of the opportunity 
cost of seconding competent staff. The pattern of DFID 
secondments, however, shows that they are concentrated 
in the multilaterals in receipt of most funding, rather than 
necessarily those whose performance DFID most wants to 
change (Figure 15).
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	 	 	 	 	 	13 Comparison of ISP end of cycle reviews
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DFID performance?
 
 
 
 
Data sources
 
 
 
 
Have objectives been 
achieved? (NAO 
assessment of ISP 
review narrative) 
 
 
Have quantifiable 
assessments been 
made?

UnDp

University of Wolverhampton
 
 
27
 
 
1. Assess progress towards 
the ISP objectives.
2. Analyse the extent to 
which progress towards the 
objectives has contributed 
to improvements in the 
impact of UNDP’s work in 
its core mandate areas. 
3. Identify lessons and 
challenges and wider 
changes and developments 
relevant to formulation of 
next DFID-UNDP institutional 
partnership. 

Mostly UNDP.
 
 
 
 
 
DFID UK & country staff, 
FCO, UNDP headquarters 
and country staff, other 
UN bodies.
 
Of 10 objectives:
• 7 achieved
•  2 partly achieved
• 1 not achieved
 
 
No.

Source: NAO analysis of ISP reviews

NOTE

* We reviewed a draft of the EC ISP review. We requested but have not had sight of the final version.
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	 	 	 	 	 	14 Progress against ISP objectives

isp objective

Objective 8: We will work with UNDP to identify 
its comparative advantage in the crisis and post-
conflict area.

 
 
 
 
Objective 1: We will encourage UNDP to 
develop specific proposals as to how best it 
can strengthen its coordination role within the 
UN system, so as to focus the international 
effort round the International Development 
Targets; and to give as much priority to its role 
in improving the international processes as to 
its programme delivery.

Objective 7: We will work with UNDP to help it to 
identify its comparative advantage in governance, 
to work more effectively with others and to 
strengthen its in-house governance expertise; and 
to learn from each other’s experience. 

 
Objective 5: We will stand ready to help UNDP 
to develop better project design, implementation 
and monitoring processes. We will provide 
support to strengthen UNDP’s evaluation capacity 
and participate in joint evaluations with UNDP 
and other donors.

 
 
Objective 4: To engage the Bank in ongoing 
discussions, particularly in the Strategic Partnership 
for Africa context, on economic reform issues and 
sector-wide approaches to development assistance, 
and encourage close coordination and partnership 
with other donors, particularly the World Bank, on 
policy-based lending.

Objective 2: To aim to ensure that the World 
Development Reports provide the framework for 
the elimination of poverty, including achievement 
of the International Development Targets and to 
learn from the World Bank’s own thinking. 

multilateral

UNDP

 
 
 
 
 
 
UNDP

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
UNDP

 
 
 
 
 
UNDP

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AfDB 

 
 
 
 
 
 
World Bank

 
 
 
 
 
 
EC

DfiD’s influence according to the isp review 

“The pace of change in Crisis Prevention and Recovery within 
UNDP over the last 3 years has been such that momentum 
itself is a challenge… Changes within UNDP in this area, 
more than in any other, reflect the contribution of DFID’s heavy 
investment… The partnership between BCPR and CHAD has 
been very close, to the extent that CHAD staff participated in 
the recruitment process of BCPR technical experts.”

“The contribution of DFID’s considerable earmarked funding 
is widely acknowledged; for example the Millennium Trust 
Fund… country coordination and the development and 
operation of RC [Resident Coordinator] assessment centre… 
and the MDG Leadership Fund. The scale and depth of the 
progress in these areas would not have happened without this 
support. Just as important has been the driving, challenge and 
lobbying roles played by DFID.”

“DFID’s contribution has been limited. It has not supported 
the Thematic Trust Fund for this MYFF [Multi-Year Funding 
Framework] goal… A more systematic communication and 
strategic collaboration is needed for opportunities and issues 
high on respective agendas that would advance better with 
joint effort.”

“ISP objective 5 is in two parts. In the first, DFID has indeed 
stood ready to help in design, implementation and monitoring 
processes but in general help has not been sought nor given. 
[But]… DFID’s contribution is strongly acknowledged in the 
area of evaluation. DFID has contributed to the evaluation trust 
fund… There has been a productive partnership through joint 
workshops, collaboration between staff and co-learning between 
the UNDP Evaluation Office and DFID’s Evaluation Department.”

“The Bank’s involvement in the PRSP process has been 
stepped-up over the past year… However the Bank has still 
not sufficiently carved out a distinctive role for itself… There 
has been some interaction between DFID and AfDB at SPA 
[Strategic Partnership for Africa] meetings…This is judged 
to have been positive,… However there has not been any 
specific bilateral follow-up with the AFDB.”

“DFID engaged actively with WDR [World Development 
Report] 2000-01, including through building contacts with the 
drafting team, commenting on outlines and draft texts… This 
engagement has continued in all subsequent WDRs and we 
believe has brought benefits to the staff of both institutions… 
DFID has generally learnt much from both the process and 
content of recent WDRs.”

Source: ISP reviews

We have not had sight of Annex 6 of the ISP review which reports progress against each objective. However, the ISP 
review notes generally that “Many of the objectives were endorsements of what the EU had already pledged itself 
to achieve: these were not DFID’s objectives per se. In the words of one respondent ‘It would be mildly preposterous 
for DFID to claim credit for these’. Many of the objectives are on-going, there is no concrete cut-off point against 
which a final assessment can be made. Many of the objectives relate to engagement with the EU (‘supporting’ or 
‘encouraging’) rather than discrete action on the part of DFID.”
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Making funding decisions
59 The MFPC is charged with deciding whether 
and how much non-earmarked funding DFID should 
provide to multilateral institutions. The MFPC considers 
funding proposals against a set of questions set down 
in the Proforma for Stand Alone Multilateral Decisions. 
Although funding submissions draw on material produced 
in the course of formulating an ISP, the submission is a 
separate, stand-alone document – only recently have ISP 
refreshments started to be timed to inform replenishment 
debates. We also looked at the funding submissions for 
our case study multilaterals.

60 In practice, analysis for funding decisions is less 
systematic than DFID’s systems and processes intend. 
Recent funding proposals give a sense of incremental 
movement from the pre-existing situation rather than a 
more directly performance-oriented perspective. 

61 Reasons given for funding different multilaterals 
are wide ranging (Figure 16). For example, the AfDB 
submission stated that the organisation has potential to 
be effective whilst the World Bank is funded because 
it is already effective. DFID has poverty reduction as 
its overriding objective and yet we see many funding 
decisions justified not on the basis of the progress that 
funding offers in reducing poverty but for other reasons. 
In the case of the UNIDO, the decision has been taken 
to continue funding, despite concerns about its limited 
relevance to DFID’s aims (Figure 17). The case of UNIDO 
illustrates how difficult it can be to withdraw from a 
multilateral once engagement has begun. Even where 
current performance or focus does not fit with DFID’s 
needs, the promise of future improvement or refocus often 
serves to prolong the engagement.

62 Internationally, the effectiveness agenda is rising 
in prominence but is not yet at the forefront of funding 
decisions generally. Other donors surveyed felt that 
effectiveness was just one of a number of issues to consider 
when deciding who to fund. Our consultants found that 
other donors expressed concern about linking funding 
decisions primarily to the performance of the multilateral. 
However, against this backdrop, it is interesting to note the 
Swedish intention to establish an independent institute for 
the evaluation of aid effectiveness. 

Funding from DFID UK versus secondments in 2004-05
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Sources: DFID secondment data; MEFF documentation; PRISM database

NOTE

EC excludes budget element of funding.

Funding and MEFF score versus secondments in person-months15
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	 	 	 	 	 	16 Reasons given by DFID for multilateral funding

reasons for funding given in funding proposal afDB  wB  eDf 10 fao UnHcr UnDp 
 X iDa 14  2002-04 2002-06 2004-07  
 replenishment replenishment 

Role in progress towards the MDGs 4 4  4  4

The organisation is currently effective  4    

The organisation has shown  4  4  4 4 
progress in improving its policies,  
structures & processes (and therefore  
has the potential to be effective in future)

Increased DFID funding will (or might)  4 4 4   4 
encourage an increase in funding from  
other donors

Funding demonstrates UK support for  4  4   4 
the institution and/or the focus of  
the institution’s work 

Support DFID’s Spending Review commitments 4 4    

Support the multilateral’s standard setting role    4  

DFID should fund for burden sharing reasons     4 

UK authority/influence derived from the funding  4    

Source: African Development Fund (AfDF-X): Proposed UK contribution, 3 December 2004, minute from Gavin McGillivray; IDA-14 – structure of final UK 
contribution, 11 February 2005, minute from Peter Grant; 10th EDF, 16 November 2004, minute from Alasdair Wardhaugh; Annex 1, Election of FAO 
Director General, 29 October 2004, minute from Matthew Wyatt; Increased funding to UNHCR, 15 December 2003, minute from Ruth Andreyeva; Funding 
of the UN development system; Funding of UNDP and UNICEF, 30 March 2004, minute from Tony Williams

	 	 	 	 	 	17 UNIDO case study

DFID has funded the United Nations Industrial Development 
Organisation (UNIDO) since it began in 1966. UNIDO pursues 
sustainable economic development which includes some 
environmental and employment work.

Not all of UNIDO’s work is relevant to DFID’s objectives. DFID 
acknowledges “a question remains on just how significant 
UNIDO is to poverty reduction and the MDGs”. There are 
concerns about overlap with the work of other players such as 
UNCTAD, the World Trade Organisation (WTO), World Bank, 
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), the International 
Labour Organisation (ILO) and the proposed UN Environmental 
Organisation. DFID recognises that, despite the good progress 
UNIDO has made in improving management processes in recent 
years, the Department still needs to identify the additional benefit 
and added value that UNIDO can offer at country level. Although 
DFID is not considering imminent withdrawal from UNIDO, such 
a course remains a medium term option. DFID is proceeding 
cautiously with regard to a possible withdrawal from UNIDO for 
several reasons:

n The Department believes UNIDO has made good progress 
recently (often at DFID’s behest) and it does not wish to be 
perceived as ‘punishing’ UNIDO by withdrawing in the face of 
that progress;

n DFID wants to allow recent process improvements to bed down 
and to allow UNIDO time to align its strategy with the MDGs;

n There is concern at possible ‘spill-over’ effects, both on other 
UNIDO donors (in that DFID’s withdrawal might encourage 
them to reduce or cease their own funding), and also on other 
donors (since a withdrawal of funding might send a negative 
message about DFID’s support of multilateralism);

n DFID does not wish to repeat the scenario with UNESCO (United 
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation) 
– where the UK left the organisation only to rejoin a few years 
later having lost political capital in the process; and

n All the DFID staff working on UNIDO are new to post so 
there is a desire to avoid any hasty decisions whilst they are 
becoming acquainted with their new jobs.

DFID has decided to extend the current ISP for one year in order to 
monitor developments and then to revisit options which include:

n Either putting a new ‘light-touch’ ISP in place, or dispensing 
with an ISP and preparing a letter for UNIDO stating DFID’s 
priorities for the organisation; and

n Withdrawal, at the end of the ISP extension period, if DFID 
believes this would be appropriate. There may be a case for 
UNIDO to merge with another multilateral doing similar work. 

Source: Interviews with DFID staff and file review
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63 Our case study analysis assessed funding decisions 
according to specific criteria: mapping (including links 
with PSAs, strengths and weaknesses of the multilateral, 
links and overlaps); funding decision making (including 
choice of funding levels, options analysis, burden sharing); 
assessment of past performance; and identification of 
indicators to monitor progress, (Appendix 4 gives the 
full list of questions). Many of the criteria we used are 
identified in the Proforma for Stand Alone Multilateral 
Decisions. Two out of the six funding decisions we 
examined were made before the Proforma was written 
(EDF and UNHCR). We used a simple scoring mechanism 
to assess each multilateral funding decision, the overall 
results of which are presented in Figure 18, (detailed 
results of our analysis are presented in Appendix 4).

64 Our review of a sample of non-core funding 
decisions identified that DFID rarely states explicitly 
what the provision of such funding will secure in terms 
of progress towards the MDGs. While most funding 
proposals we examined indicated how the multilateral’s 
objectives correspond with DFID’s high level aim of 
poverty reduction, and identified the multilateral’s 
strengths and weaknesses, they scored less well in terms 
of identifying the multilateral’s place in the overall aid 
architecture, setting out links or overlaps between the 
multilateral and other aid organisations, and linking the 
multilateral with specific PSAs.

65 DFID’s funding decisions tend to be made on an 
incremental basis, and in only one case (UNDP) was 
the decision made with any reference to a zero funding 
alternative. In only two cases (World Bank and EDF) was 
an examination of alternative funding levels made. 

66 DFID makes good use of information on the 
multilateral’s performance, such as that arising from 
the MEFF exercise and other assessments such as the 
Multilateral Organisations Performance Assessment 
Network (MOPAN), although this information usually 
relates to a multilateral’s management systems rather than 
its development impact. However, risks of the funding 
not achieving objectives were rarely considered, from 
the perspective of the multilateral or DFID’s partnership 
role. Apart from EDF funding, no reference was made 
to the ratio between a multilateral’s administrative and 
programme costs. 

67 It is not always clear what DFID thinks the role of 
non-core funding within the overall Institutional Strategy 
is and its relationship with core funding. DFID usually 
identified a level of vote or share associated with the core 
funding but, with the exception of UNDP funding, no 
reference was made to the extra influence deriving from 
non-core funding. 

68 We also examined a selection of funding decisions 
of non-core projects. We found DFID were relatively good 
at identifying links with PSAs and analysing risk (with the 
exception of the UNHCR funding), but weaker on analysis 
of: alternative options for the funding; the multilateral’s past 
performance in managing DFID funding; links with other 
DFID support to the multilateral; and the multilateral’s 
administrative costs associated with the project. 

Source: NAO analysis of core funding submissions
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Communication and skills issues
69 In looking at the formulation of ISPs and funding 
proposals, and their dissemination, we found joining 
up within DFID to be patchy, although there were some 
instances of good practice. The main points of engagement 
are represented in Figure 19. Desk officers tend to have 
a low level of contact with country teams and regional 
divisions. For example, UNCD told us that its main role 
was to service board meetings and that the department did 
not have the resources for more substantial engagement 
with country offices, although it is trying to increase the 
amount of feedback it gets from country offices on the 
local performance of multilaterals. For the UK delegations 
(UKDELs) however, the degree of contact they had with 
regional divisions and country teams was in some cases 
quite frequent, although the regularity of contact varies 
greatly between UKDELs. The World Bank UKDEL makes 
frequent contact with country teams but the UNDP 
UKDEL told us they have little time for contact with 
country offices and see that as the responsibility of UNCD, 
see Appendix 5. 

70 Desk officers reported contact with regional divisions 
and country teams on average just under monthly. 
UKDELs had contact with the Head of the Agency on 
average between weekly and monthly and their contact 
with regional divisions ranged from daily/weekly (EC) to 
rarely (FAO). UKDELs reported contact with country teams 
across a broad range from daily/weekly (WB) to rarely 
(EC). Full details of responses are given in Appendix 5.

71 The World Bank UKDEL has identified ten priority 
countries where DFID and the World Bank will perform 
joint analysis on progress towards harmonisation and the 
scaling up of aid resources. The DFID paper A DFID-Wide 
Approach to Getting the Best out of Multilateral Partners 
encourages this approach noting that International 
Division and regional divisions “should agree on focus 
countries – whether as high profile partnerships for 
securing change or as an evidence base for monitoring”.

72 DFID staff also told us of disconnects between 
departments managing institutional relationships and both 
regional divisions and country offices. For example, Asia 
Division staff told us they were not much involved in the 
preparation of the new World Bank ISP which was led 
by IFID even though the World Bank is Asia Division’s 
favoured multilateral partner.

Where DFID believes an ISP is merited it should:

n Increase ISP focus on performance and delivery of progress 
towards the MDGs.

n Provide additional guidance on the sort of analysis that 
could helpfully be contained in ISPs and ISP reviews. 
Greater guidance could be provided on:

n The design of ISP objectives and indicators; 

n Analysis of the multilateral’s contribution to the PSAs;

n Analysis of links and overlaps with other actors 
(multilateral and non-multilateral);

n Strategy for use of core and non-core funding;

n Examination of alternatives for funding (including 
bilateral routes) by using option analysis;

n Improved risk assessment;

n Consideration of the ratio of administrative to 
programme costs when making funding  
decisions; and

n		 The terms of reference of ISP reviews specifying: 
what questions a review should seek to answer; the 
appropriate range of respondents; and whether 
the focus should be DFID’s achievements, the 
multilateral’s achievements, or both.

n Consider establishing a mechanism for providing quality 
assurance over ISPs and ISP reviews.

n Extend to all new ISPs the practice of getting regional 
divisions involved in their development. 

n Ensure organisation-wide input to, and use of, core scripts 
– particularly by country office staff.

n Consider revising the Proforma for Stand Alone Multilateral 
Financing Decisions by:

n Prioritising and assigning relative weights to the 
issues which would assist the MFPC in making 
marginal funding decisions; and

n Make clearer the separation between issues 
relating to the multilateral and those relating to 
DFID’s processes.

recommenDations
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73 This sort of disconnect is not new. The April 2003 
AfDB ISP review, prepared by IFID staff stated: “Through 
the ISP action plan, it was hoped to re-establish the links 
between the AfDB and DFID’s Africa Division which 
had broken off in the early 1990’s… While a number 
of key DFID advisors have since made one-off visits 
to the AfDB, the hoped for ‘re-engagement’ by Africa 
Division with the AfDB has so far not happened.” Later 
in the review this was explained thus: “Africa Division’s 
failure to engage with the AfDB reflects its views on its 
lack of effectiveness”. So, whilst one part of DFID had 
reduced engagement with the AfDB because it thought 
the Bank was ineffective, another part of DFID (which was 
responsible for the institutional relationship) continued 

to engage. More recently we can see discrepancies in the 
approach taken towards the UN. Whilst UNCD describes 
the UN as having an “indispensable role”13, regional 
division staff told us that their country teams tend only to 
engage with the UN opportunistically.

74 DFID recognises the need for improved partnership 
between international and regional divisions: according 
to A DFID-Wide Approach to Getting the Best out of 
Multilateral Partners, “The Management Board has asked 
the two International Divisions to put in place a more 
coherent and structured partnership with Regional Divisions 
to drive forward change in the multilateral system”. 

19 Interactions with multilaterals and within DFID

DfiD

Managing departments 
e.g. IFID, CHAD, EUD etc.

Country 
offices

Policy 
division

Regional 
divisions

UKDEL/
UKMIS

Country offices

Headquarters

multilateral

Strong communications

Variable/weak communications

No information on strength of communications

13 The United Nations Family, DFID International Division, February 2004.

Source: Interviews with DFID staff
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75 We did, however, note some informal innovations to 
combat lack of communication. For example, the UNICEF 
desk officer has established a virtual group through which 
information and comment is shared amongst relevant 
DFID staff in policy and regional divisions, country offices 
and the UK delegation. This demonstrates the use of 
technology to help join-up relevant parts of DFID.

76 We also observed that the experience and skills of staff 
in multilateral sponsorship roles varied widely. We asked 
DFID staff to rate their skills and experience in a number 
of areas, relating to experience of the multilateral system, 
funding decisions, influencing others, technical issues, 
monitoring and evaluation techniques, financial accounts 
and audit reports. Respondents were the desk officers of 
each multilateral, with the exceptions of FAO and EC, which 
do not have desk officers and for which we canvassed 
relevant DFID headquarters and UK delegation staff. 

77 The results indicate that skills associated with 
general knowledge of the multilateral system are 
significantly stronger than those related to monitoring 
and evaluation, funding or audit. The survey was not 
extensive or detailed enough to permit firm judgements 
on skills needs or skills employed. But it fits well with 
our observation of a lack of results and activity analysis 
supporting ISPs.

78 And it is also consistent with the findings of a recent 
DFID internal audit which identified unmet training needs 
within UNCD. UNCD has suffered in particular from a 
lack of experience – for a period, only the head of UNCD 
had significant prior experience of working with the UN; 
other members of his team were on steep learning curves 
following the department’s move to East Kilbride and an 
almost 100 per cent turnover of personnel.

DFID should:

n Clarify where responsibilities lie within the Department for 
multilateral assessment and review.

n Improve arrangements for the sharing of organisational 
knowledge and best practice. 

n Analyse the training, experience, and number of  
staff working on institutional relationships to ensure it  
is appropriate.

recommenDations
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79 DFID assesses its programmes and projects 
with multilateral institutions in a number of ways. For 
core funding, DFID conducts end-of-cycle reviews of 
institutional strategies. And MEFF and MOPAN assessments 
provide further views on multilateral performance. For non-
core funding to multilaterals, projects over £1 million are 
assessed through Output-to-Purpose Reviews (OPRs) and 
Project Completion Reports (PCRs). 

80 Monitoring and evaluation guidance for core funding 
to multilateral organisations is limited. In contrast to non-
core funding, DFID’s project guidance14 does not state 
the processes to be followed. As a result the approaches 
taken by different desk officers vary a great deal. In some 
instances, e.g. FAO, monitoring and evaluation is limited 
to reporting of activities rather than assessing progress 
towards poverty reduction. 

81 A DFID-Wide Approach to Getting the Best 
out of Multilateral Partners suggests three ways to 
monitor multilateral effectiveness: the MEFF; MOPAN 
donor partner survey; and, in addition, “all the major 
institutional strategies should consider the case for 
additional monitoring”. But there is not enough emphasis 
in current monitoring and evaluation strategies on 
measuring organisational effectiveness in terms of progress 
towards MDGs. This is partly because aid agencies have 
not traditionally used impact assessments to guide their 
decision making. To this end, DFID has been funding the 
evaluation departments of the World Bank, UNDP and EC 
with the aim of improving effectiveness information. 

Monitoring and evaluation 
82 In assessing the quality of monitoring and evaluation, 
we focused on four main areas:15

n Monitoring and review of the multilateral’s 
performance by the multilateral;

n Monitoring and review of the multilateral’s 
performance by DFID; 

n Monitoring and review by DFID of its own 
performance; and

n Whether clear conclusions were drawn and 
corrective actions and lessons learned had been 
identified and implemented. 

83 Our expectations were that DFID would want to 
evaluate multilateral performance and the success of their 
own influencing efforts; that a well-performing multilateral 
would be the prime source of information on its own 
activities and performance; and that, to the greatest 
extent possible, any additional evaluation or monitoring 
burdens would be shared with other donors. Our scoring 
frameworks were designed so that acceptable monitoring 
and evaluation processes would score between 80 to 
100 per cent of the maximum available. 

part foUr
Assessing progress

14 The Blue Book, Essential Guide to Rules and Tools, DFID 2005.
15 Appendix 4 gives detailed results of our assessments.
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Evaluating progress
84 End-of-cycle reviews of core programmes were 
conducted by DFID, with the exception of FAO (since 
there is no ISP and therefore no review) and UNHCR 
(DFID did not produce a review for the 2000-02 interim 
Strategy Paper16). As indicated in Figure 20, end-of-
cycle reviews vary in quality by multilateral organisation 
and DFID team. Overall, DFID performed strongly in 
identifying and drawing on lessons learned for future 
programmes, and was generally better at making clear 
statements of progress than the multilaterals were. 
However, DFID teams do not generally examine their 
own performance in the partnership; only UNDP and 
EC managing departments did so. DFID assessment 
is frequently based on documents and data from the 
multilateral itself with no formal appraisal of the quality 
or value of those outputs. We noted that: 

a Multilateral documentation is weak at identifying 
measurable indicators for assessing performance 
against objectives, which presents problems for 
drawing overall conclusions about performance, 
although this has improved in recent years.

b There was insufficient focus of core programme 
monitoring and evaluation documents on 
development outcomes, though this is improving. 
Only one end-of-cycle review (World Bank) referred 
to outcomes. For monitoring assessments, which 
have all been conducted more recently, three 
multilaterals provided evidence on outcomes; three 
did not (AfDB, UNDP and FAO). 

c Each multilateral has a different evaluation system. 
All six multilaterals we examined has an evaluation 
office, which undertakes a range of evaluations, from 
project/programme evaluations and country-level 
assessments to organisation-level reviews and annual 
reports. But only five of our case studies undertake 
regular mid-term and end-of-cycle reviews of the 
funding cycle; the FAO, which has a relatively 
substantial programme of evaluation, does not 
compile its evaluation results in this way. 

85 DFID is also a member of MOPAN. Launched 
in 2002, MOPAN is a partnership of bilateral donors, 
which conducts annual surveys monitoring multilateral 
performance.17 These surveys involve donor country 
office staff rating multilateral organisations on a number 
of important issues, including the role of each multilateral 

in policy development; their comparative advantages; 
contribution to capacity building; transparency; and how 
well they work in partnership. A pilot assessment review 
was conducted in 2003 in eight countries across Africa, 
Asia and Latin America, and six multilaterals (regional 
development banks, UNICEF, WHO and World Bank). 
The first full survey, conducted in 2004 in ten African 
countries, covered three multilaterals (AfDB, FAO and 
UNDP). However, unlike the pilot assessment, which 
made direct comparisons of organisations, the 2004 
questionnaire was modified to avoid inter-agency 
comparisons. If repeated, the exercise will therefore be 
useful for assessing progress of a single organisation over 
time, but not for assisting in inter-agency decision making. 
The other major criticism of the MOPAN, which the 
project acknowledges, is that within this approach it is not 
possible to draw any firm conclusions about effectiveness.

16 Independent consultants are currently carrying out a full ISP Review of the 2003-05 Strategy, for delivery late 2005.
17 MOPAN members include Canada, Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland and the UK.

Source: NAO analysis of evaluation documents
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Monitoring progress
86 In addition to periodic evaluations, we expected 
DFID to have in place systems for monitoring key indicators 
of progress – at activity or output level – to provide a 
more immediate view of progress. Although there is 
oversight of multilaterals’ use of core funds, DFID does 
not systematically monitor progress against performance 
indicators and there is a variation in the quality of 
performance monitoring across DFID departments.  
(See Figure 21 and Appendix 4 for detailed results).  
We noted that: 

a In all cases except FAO, the multilateral produced 
a monitoring report (mid-term review) detailing 
activities during the period. However, DFID 
undertook a monitoring exercise or produced 
a monitoring report on the multilateral’s overall 
performance in only three cases (EC, UNDP 
and UNHCR); monitoring reports produced by 
multilaterals rarely made clear assessments against 
DFID’s objectives. Moreover, a multilateral’s 
assessment of performance statistics may differ  
from DFID’s.

b Where monitoring was carried out by DFID, in only 
one case did DFID assess its own performance in 
the partnership (UNDP); in only one case did DFID 
make an assessment of the quality of the multilateral’s 
monitoring (AfDB); and in only one case was there 
active monitoring of risk by DFID (EC). 

87 We also examined DFID’s monitoring of (non-core) 
projects for four of our case study multilaterals and found 
variation in quality. (DFID does not fund any non-core 
projects with the EC or AfDB). Of the projects examined, 
IFID (managing the relationship with the World Bank) 
scored well on monitoring but poorly on evaluation (for 
a different project). The best non-core monitoring reports 
were of one FAO and one UNDP project. DFID staff 
usually complete OPRs and PCRs, but this is often more 
mechanistic than evaluative. It is also clear that DFID does 
not systematically evaluate individual projects for non-
core funding to learn from them and feed into existing and 
future work. We noted that:

a DFID relies on the monitoring and review 
documents of the managing multilateral. Despite 
corporate guidelines which state that DFID should 
complete OPRs and PCRs for eligible projects, these 
were not completed by DFID departments in nearly 
half of the case studies (one for a World Bank project 

and one for a UNHCR project). In one instance, a 
PCR was completed three years after the project 
finished, thus preventing the lessons learned from 
being applied in the interim. 

b Assessments failed to draw unambiguous 
conclusions on performance because project 
documentation, while identifying objectives in most 
cases (with the exception of one project with the 
World Bank), did not identify measurable indicators 
of progress or set targets for most objectives. 

Financial monitoring
88 We expected monitoring of multilaterals’ financial 
position to be part of the general monitoring in order 
to confirm appropriate governance, avoid multilaterals’ 
building up large unspent balances and to inform DFID 
funding and payments processes. We found little attention 
to these issues in DFID monitoring.

Source: NAO analysis of monitoring documents
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18 Although the team managing the institutional relationship with FAO had oversight of FAO’s activities and use of funds, there was no monitoring report 
available which identified progress against performance objectives.
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89 In these circumstances, we reviewed in detail 
the non-core disbursements to one of our case studies, 
UNDP. This showed that a substantial amount of the 
non-core funding to this institution in the last four years 
was disbursed in the last quarter of the financial year. 
Figure 22 shows non-core payments to UNDP during 
the four-year period April 2001 to March 2005:  
57 per cent of UNDP non-core payments in the last four 
years were made in the period January to March (the final 
quarter of DFID’s financial year). 

90 We also identified a medium-sized UNDP project 
(MDGs Support Programme) where some payments were 
made several months in advance of the payment schedule 
set down in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). 
Early payment resulted in the loss of interest for HMG, and 
in this case we estimated £32,000 in interest had been 
foregone19 (Figure 23). We recognise that the cash needs of 
some projects are not entirely predictable and in practice 
they will not always neatly match the planned payment 
schedules set down in Memoranda of Understanding. For 
such projects, DFID might usefully develop a more flexible 
form of words for payment clauses rather than committing 
itself to payment terms that are unrealistic. 

91 However, from the point of view of good financial 
management, the bunching of payments in the pre-year end 
period and payments made well in advance of schedule 
indicate a need for improved financial monitoring.

19 Based on an average of the Bank of England and Public Works Loan Board base rates of interest.

Total value of payments (£m)

Source: NAO analysis of disbursement data from UNCD
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DFID should:

n Increase the focus of its monitoring and evaluation on 
development results and push multilaterals that score weakly 
in this area to improve.

n Require managing teams to produce monitoring reports, 
or ensure that the multilaterals’ own monitoring systems 
can provide DFID with the evidence from which progress 
against objectives can be monitored. 

n DFID managing teams should monitor and evaluate their 
own performance in the partnership.

n Make payments only when the multilateral has 
demonstrated progress and the need for more funds.

recommenDations



ENgAgINg wITH MULTILATERALs

part four

��

	 	 	 	 	 	23 MDGs Support Programme, planned and actual payment dates

Sources: DFID MOU with UNDP for MDGs Support Programme Fund; NAO analysis of payment data from UNCD

Due date per moU 
 

15 November 2002*

February 2003

August 2003

February 2004

August 2004

February 2005

August 2005

* date moU signed

Date payment made 
 

15 November 2002*

28 March 2003

28 March 2003

26 February 2004

19 March 2004

16 September 2004

20 June 2005

amount 
paid (£) 

 500,000

 500,000

 500,000

 500,000

 500,000

 500,000

 500,000

 3,500,000

timing difference 
between due date and 

date paid (months)

0

1

-5

0

-5

-5

-2

approximate interest 
forgone (£) 

—

—

9,479

—

9,479

9,479

3,792

32,229



ENgAgINg wITH MULTILATERALs

part four

�5



ENgAgINg wITH MULTILATERALs

part five

��

Overview 
92 Our review has shown that DFID has many of the 
systems and assessments needed to give assurance that its 
support to multilaterals is appropriate and consistent with 
poverty reduction objectives. From a limited review of 
other donor practices, DFID has done the most to analyse 
multilateral policies, capacity and performance to inform 
its membership and funding decisions. Our review also 
indicates that some donors approach multilateral funding 
from a political rather than effectiveness perspective, and 
therefore apply much less effort to multilateral performance 
analysis. A purely political approach would not sit well 
with DFID’s commitment to results-based management 
or the cost-effective pursuit of poverty reduction objectives. 
We have therefore concentrated on the scope to get better 
value from DFID’s current approach, rather than explore 
a completely different approach. 

93 Notwithstanding DFID’s lead amongst bilateral 
donors in analysing multilateral effectiveness, we have 
identified a number of gaps that could productively be 
addressed, or areas where the design or implementation 
of systems improved. 

Clarifying policy on the merits of 
engagement with multilaterals
94 DFID does not have a clear statement of its overall 
policy on multilaterals, or of the relative importance of the 
various criteria that could be applied to its funding of them. 
We have been given many different and credible reasons 
for membership/funding of multilaterals. Some can be in 
tension – such as the use of multilaterals to reach the poor 
in middle income countries where DFID has no bilateral 

programme: or the desirability of multilaterals prioritising 
their efforts on the poorest countries, to help those in 
greatest need. The links between multilateral activity and 
achievement of DFID’s poverty objectives are not clearly 
analysed, and there is no comprehensive summary of DFID’s 
funding of multilaterals. As a result there is not the focus on 
cost-effective pursuit of poverty reduction objectives that 
exists in arrangements for managing bilateral spend. Indeed, 
multilateral contributions to poverty reduction feature only 
peripherally in DFID plans for pursuing specific global 
MDGs or country-based PSAs. This report is intended to 
help develop a more consistent approach to engaging with 
multilaterals within DFID, and one more explicitly focused 
on achievement of poverty reduction objectives.

part five
Overview and main recommendations

We recommend that DFID:

n Produces a short statement of policy, including coverage  
of its:

n View of the comparative advantages of multilaterals 
compared to other aid modalities such as general 
budget support, or support to international NGOs;

n Approach to considering membership of a multilateral, 
and its stance on rationalisation/proliferation of 
multilaterals; and

n Policy on funding multilaterals, including any distinction 
between core and non-core funding, or the use of 
incentivised or conditional agreements.

n Maps the contribution of multilaterals to the various MDGs 
or other poverty objectives; and

n Uses that mapping to highlight gaps in coverage, or  
areas of overlap – the latter signalling choices in 
multilateral funding.

recommenDations
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Getting more value from existing 
multilateral analyses and 
assessments
95 DFID has arrangements, represented by ISPs and ISP 
reviews, MEFF, MFPC and associated funding reviews, 
which in principle cover much of the ground needed to 
secure cost-effective use of multilaterals. But we found 
that the operation in practice of these systems could 
usefully be sharpened, to help forge a better link between 
potential contribution to poverty reduction and DFID 
resource allocation.

Monitoring and evaluating progress
96 The quality of monitoring and evaluation of 
multilateral performance is variable – both within 
multilaterals, and within DFID. DFID requirements are 
most clearly set out in relation to non-core funding, 
which falls under well-established project monitoring 
arrangements. In contrast, the quality and extent of 
monitoring of core funding is weakly defined, with wide 
variations in the quality of ISPs, and of the quality and 
scope of associated ISP reviews. There is no clear policy 
on the evaluation of DFID contribution to multilaterals 
– jointly with the multilaterals/other donors or otherwise 
– in the way that there would normally be for DFID 
programme funding of this magnitude. 

97 In making these recommendations, we recognise 
that there are limits to the quality of analysis possible 
and to the extent to which funding can be based purely 
on an economic rationale. Our aim is to help DFID 
establish choices over funding and influencing which 
are not only practicable, but where there are clear 
expectations that DFID would select options which 
reflected their relative cost-effectiveness. We also hope 
that while the recommendations imply deeper analysis of 
performance issues, they also provide for a streamlining of 
administrative processes, and a greater sense of purpose.

We recommend that:

n ISPs should deal explicitly with the multilateral’s actual/
potential contribution to MDGs or other poverty or 
humanitarian goals. That should include analysis of 
outcomes, outputs or activities (by nature, location, 
instrument) as information is available;

n The contribution expected of multilaterals is, similarly, 
specified in documents dealing with the pursuit of particular 
policy goals (e.g. target strategy papers, sector strategies); 
and

n The various strategy, capacity and funding analyses 
should be as far as possible combined in a single strategy 
assessment, and renewed to inform major decisions 
– typically funding replenishments – rather than to  
separate timetables. 

recommenDations

We recommend that DFID:

n Defines monitoring and evaluation policy for core funding 
and for multilateral funding in the round;

n Pushes multilaterals to produce output and activity data that 
are useful for stakeholder monitoring (building international 
consensus as required), and if necessary reducing the detail 
on the budget and financial planning, in order to have 
information more easily linked to poverty reduction; 

n Gets better monitoring information from DFID country offices 
about multilateral performance in the field; and

n Constructs future funding agreements so that there  
are clearer rewards and sanctions related to  
multilateral performance.

recommenDations
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Acronym Full name

AfDB African Development Bank
AsDB Asian Development Bank
ASEAN Association of South East Asian Nations
CAB Int CAB International
CDF Caribbean Development Fund
CGIAR Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research
CHAD Conflict and Humanitarian Affairs Department
CSO Civil society organisation
DAC Development Assistance Committee
DDA Department for Disarmament Affairs
DPA Department of Political Affairs
DPKO Department of Peacekeeping Operations
EBRD European Bank for Reconstruction and Development
EC European Commission 
ECHO Humanitarian aid department of the European Commission
ECOSOC United Nations Economic and Social Council
ECOWAS Economic Community of West African States
EDF European Development Fund
EFQM European Framework for Quality Management
EU European Union
EUD European Union Department
FAO Food and Agriculture Organisation
FCO Foreign and Commonwealth Office
GAVI The Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunisation 
GEF Global Environment Facility
GFATM The Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria
HMT Her Majesty's Treasury
IADB Inter-American Development Bank
ICRC International Committee of the Red Cross
ICDRA International Centre for Development Research in Agriculture
IDA International Development Association
IDT International Development Target
IFAD International Fund for Agricultural Development
IFID International Financial Institutions Department
ILO International Labour Organisation
IMF International Monetary Fund
ISP Institutional Strategy Paper
LICUS Low Income Countries Under Stress
MDG Millennium Development Goal
MEFF Multilateral Effectiveness Framework
MFPC Multilaterals Finance and Policy Committee
MOPAN Multilateral Organisations Performance Assessment Network

appenDiX 1
Glossary of acronyms and terms 
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MOU Memorandum of Understanding
MYFF Multi-Year Funding Framework
NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
NGO Non-governmental organisation
OAS Organisation of American States
OCHA Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs
ODA Official Development Assistance
ODC United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime
OECD Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
OHCHR Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights
OPR Output to Purpose Review
OSCE Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe
PCR Project Completion Report
PRISM Performance Reporting Information System for Management
PRSP Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper
PSA Public Service Agreement
SADC Southern African Development Community
SPA Strategic Partnership for Africa
UKDEL UK delegation
UKMIS UK mission
UN United Nations
UN Habitat United Nations Human Settlement Programme
UNAIDS Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS
UNCD United Nations and Commonwealth Department
UNCTAD United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
UNDCP United Nations International Drug Control Programme
UNDP United Nations Development Programme
UNEP United Nations Environment Programme
UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation
UNFPA United Nations Population Fund
UNHCR Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
UNICEF United Nations Children’s Fund
UNIDO United Nations Industrial Development Organisation
UNIFEM United Nations Development Fund for Women
UNOPS United Nations Office for Project Services
UNRWA United Nations Agency for Palestinian Refugees
WB World Bank
WDR World Development Report
WFP World Food Programme
WHO World Health Organisation
WTO World Trade Organisation

appendix one
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Term Definition

Aid architecture The agencies, institutions and systems with a role to play in managing development  
 relationships with and the transfer of resources (finance and expertise) to, low and middle  
 income countries.

Bilateral aid Funding for which the donor controls the use and destination of those funds. Bilateral aid can 
 be channelled through bilateral recipients (e.g. developing country governments or NGOs),  
 or through multilateral institutions.

Bilateral donor A national government which uses its resources to pursue international development aims. 

Concessionality The characteristic of a loan which is made on terms more favourable to the borrower than  
 those available commercially.

Conditionality The practice of attaching conditions to aid in order to promote certain policies in the  
 recipient country.

Development  The impact or consequence for the community of a development activity (e.g. better health). 
outcome

Mapping (the  A process of identifying the multilaterals and other aid actors with a role to play in progress  
aid architecture) towards specific international development goals such as the MDGs by reference to factors  
 such as the organisation’s sphere of activity, comparative advantage, and geographical reach.

Modality A route through which aid can be channelled, for example the multilateral system, NGOs or 
 direct financial contributions to a developing country’s national budget.

Multilateral aid Financial contributions to a multilateral institution’s pooled budget where individual donors  
 do not control the use and destination of those funds. 

Multilateral  An organisation with global or regional reach, established by intergovernmental agreement  
development for the purpose of pursuing international development aims and which is independent of the  
institution aims of any single country member or recipient government.

Output The final product, good or service delivered (e.g. number of children inoculated).

Shareholder  Via a substantial financial contribution to a multilateral’s core budget or replenishment cycle, 
(role) a donor usually becomes a member of the governing board of the institution. This enables the  
 donor to participate in the formulation of strategy and to challenge management on their  
 delivery of that strategy. This constitutes the shareholder element of a donor’s relationship with  
 a multilateral.

Utstein group  A partnership of the international development agencies/foreign departments of the United 
Kingdom, Norway, the Netherlands, Germany, Sweden and Canada for the purposes of 
coordinating development assistance policies.
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appenDiX 2
A summary of external assessments of the performance of 
selected multilaterals

 

World Bank (International 
Development Association)

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
United Nations system

 
 
 
 
 
 
European Commission

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
African Development Bank 
(AfDB) and Asian Development 
Bank (AsDB)

aid efficiency 

Poverty focused country 
allocation, relatively effective 
results-based management 
system in place.

 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral country allocation. 
Good results-based management 
system in UNDP and UNICEF. 

 
 
 
 
Allocation of attributed budget 
has emphasis on middle income 
countries; EDF has poverty-
focused allocation.

 
 
 
 
 
 
Poverty focused country 
allocation.

policies 

Above average on most 
policies – concessionality, types 
and channels of assistance, 
predictability and coordinating 
with the government budget 
cycle – but poor in reducing 
conditionality and relatively 
unresponsive to domestic 
government proposals.

 
Overall good policies: plays 
a strong role in stimulating 
domestic ownership, providing 
concessional aid, improving 
predictability and reducing 
conditionality.

 
Average policies in general, 
though scores well on providing 
concessional aid through 
programmes, supporting country 
priorities and flexibility (extra 
resources); aid from the Budget 
is unpredictable and highly 
conditional. EDF funding is  
less conditional. 

 
Regional development banks 
score poorly overall on fostering 
recipient ownership. AfDB has 
generally above average scores 
on policy (concessionality, types 
and channels of assistance, 
predictability, and supporting 
country priorities), though 
maintains high conditionality. 

procedures 

Coordinates well with other 
donors. About average in terms 
of reducing transaction costs 
and speed of disbursement. 
However, recipients claim they 
spend too much time reporting 
to the World Bank.

 
 
 
In the main, coordination with 
other agencies is good.

 
 
 
 
 
Cumbersome procedures:  
high transaction costs and  
slow aid delivery partly  
because of emphasis on 
partnership, though cooperates 
well with other donors.

 
 
 
 
High transaction costs, relatively 
slow aid delivery and weak 
cooperation with other donors.

Sources: Baulch, B. (2004) “Aid Distribution and the MDGs”, Working Paper 48, Chronic Poverty Research Centre, Brighton; Beynon, J. (2003) “Poverty 
Efficient Aid Allocations – Collier/Dollar Revisited”, Working Paper 2, Economic and Statistics Analysis Unit, Overseas Development Institute, London; 
Johnson, A., Martin, M. and Bargawi, H. (2004) “The Effectiveness of Aid to Africa since the HIPC Initiative: Issues, evidence and possible areas for 
action”, Development Finance International, August 2004; Oxfam (2005) “Paying the Price: Why Rich Countries must Invest Now in a War on Poverty”, 
Oxfam International, Oxford; Selbervik, H. and Jerve, A.M. (2003) Multilateral Organisations Performance Assessment Network, Report from the 2003 Pilot 
Exercise, Final Report, December, Chr. Michelsen Institute; NAO analysis of multilateral country allocation
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The main aspects of our methodology were:

Semi-structured interviews

We met with DFID staff in the United Kingdom to discuss 
the Department’s approach to engaging with multilateral 
agencies. We also spoke to representatives of the UK 
delegation for our case study multilaterals where such 
delegations existed. 

Multilateral case studies

We selected six multilaterals DFID engages with to use as 
case studies (Figure 26). The sample we picked provided 
good coverage in terms of funding (together they received 
80 per cent of DFID’s multilateral funding in 2004-05). 
They also provided a good balance in terms of type of 
multilateral and the DFID department which manages the 
relationship. The EC and World Bank were included by 
virtue of the amount of DFID funding they receive, and 
because both are unique in type. Given the high profile 
of the UN, we selected three UN bodies with varying 
activities, levels of measured performance and amount 
of DFID funding. We included the African Development 
Bank as an example of a regional development bank. 

In addition to the six main case studies, we also examined 
DFID’s relationship with UNIDO in order to draw out the 
issues associated with a possible withdrawal of funding.

Content analyses

We applied a selection of methods to each of the six main 
case studies:

n We reviewed a sample of funding submissions to 
identify the reasons for funding and their consistency 
with the Department’s high level multilateral policy. 
We also examined the timing of disbursements to 
two of our case study multilaterals (UNDP  
and UNHCR). 

n We reviewed Institutional Strategy Papers for 
evidence they are fit for purpose in terms of guiding 
DFID’s relationships with the multilaterals. 

n We reviewed monitoring and evaluation systems and 
considered whether the outputs of those systems are 
fed back to inform funding decisions. 

n We also gathered information on secondments of 
DFID staff to the multilaterals.

Workshops

We held a workshop with DFID staff to identify the 
Department’s high level policy with regard to the 
multilateral system. In order to examine DFID’s view 
of multilaterals in a specific sector, we held another 
workshop with DFID staff on the role of multilaterals 
in pursuit of security and development aims. Eight to 
ten DFID staff from the Policy and International Divisions 
attended each workshop.

International comparisons

We commissioned the Overseas Development Institute to 
perform some international comparison work examining 
the relationships of a sample of other bilateral donors with 
multilateral institutions. They interviewed representatives 
of the relevant ministries of: France, Germany, Sweden 
and Canada. A summary of their findings is provided in 
this report at Appendix 6.

appenDiX 3
Methodology 

appendix three
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	 	 	 	 	 	26 Multilateral case studies

case study

European Community (EC)

 
 
 
 
World Bank - focus on International 
Development Association (IDA)

 
 
 
United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP)

 
 
 
African Development Bank (AfDB)

 
 
 
 
 
Food & Agriculture Organisation 
(FAO)

 
 
United Nations High Commission 
for Refugees (UNHCR)

why?

The EC received more than £898 million of DFID funds in 2004-05, – more than 23% of DFID’s 
budget. The EC Budget aims its development funds at Middle Income Countries which does 
not sit well with DFID’s focus on Low Income Countries. Stepping up engagement with the EC, 
particularly regarding Africa, is DFID’s top multilateral priority. The relationship is managed by the 
European Union Department.

The World Bank group received £206 million in 2004-05, the bulk of which went to the IDA, the 
bank’s concessional lending arm. The Bank has highly developed systems and processes and as a 
result is a favoured DFID partner. Challenging IDA behaviour and policies is DFID’s second most 
important multilateral priority. The institutional relationship is managed by DFID’s International 
Finance Institutions Department.

UNDP is a key coordinating agency of UN bodies in country and received more than £43 million 
in core contributions from DFID in 2004-05. DFID’s core funding is set to increase to £55 million 
by 2007. UNDP gained the highest score in DFID’s MEFF assessment of its systems and 
processes, although local level performance varies by country. The relationship is managed by 
the United Nations and Commonwealth Department.

This regional development bank has a history of poor performance (resulting from over-
centralisation and too little specialisation in its areas of expertise), but in recent years has 
significantly improved its systems and processes, partly as a result of DFID influence. Its potential 
is now greatly improved. DFID’s focus is on developing stronger partnerships with AfDB at country 
level. DFID gave it £35 million in 2004-05; the relationship is managed by the International 
Finance Institutions Department.

This is a UN body which has consistently underperformed and DFID has debated recently whether 
to stop funding the organisation. DFID gave FAO £7 million in multilateral aid in 2004-05 and an 
additional £7 million in bilateral aid. This relationship is managed by the UK delegation in Rome, 
which reports to the United Nations and Commonwealth Department.

DFID has recently lobbied this humanitarian organisation to shift its focus from the provision of 
humanitarian aid to advocacy on behalf of refugees. This relationship is managed by the Conflict 
and Humanitarian Affairs Department. DFID gave UNHCR £20m in 2004-05.
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We used three analysis frameworks to assess funding 
decisions, monitoring and evaluation. The questions we 
used and the results of those analyses are shown below.

Funding framework
Mapping to objectives

Questions:

n Is there evidence that the degree of alignment 
between DFID’s high level aims and objectives and 
those of the multilateral has been considered?

n Does DFID set out the role it envisages the 
multilateral playing in the international  
aid architecture?

n Is the link made between the proposed work to be 
performed by the multilateral and delivery of DFID’s 
PSA objectives?

n Are the strengths and weaknesses of the  
multilateral identified?

n Have links or overlaps of the proposed project with 
the work of other actors been considered?

Results as a percentage of maximum score:

appenDiX 4
Detailed results of frameworks

appendix four
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Funding decision

Questions:

n Has the without-funding case been considered?

n Has the ‘fit’ of this funding with the rest of DFID’s 
portfolio been considered? 

n Has option analysis been performed?

n Is there evidence that a range of funding levels  
were considered?

n Is there evidence that the ratio of administration: 
programme costs has been considered?

n Is there evidence that the funding activities of other 
donors in this area have been taken into account?

n Has DFID’s burden sharing responsibility  
been reflected?

n Has the level of ‘vote’/’share’ associated with the 
proposed funding been quantified?

n Have the pros and cons of a withdrawal of  
funding or substantial change to funding level  
been considered?

n Where funding is provided for a multi-year period, 
are reasons given for this approach?

n Are links made between this funding and other 
support DFID gives the multilateral?

Results as a percentage of maximum score:
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Performance assessment

Questions:

n Has the multilateral’s performance on past DFID 
projects been considered?

n Has the multilateral’s potential as a development 
partner been considered?

n Has the multilateral’s MEFF score been considered?

n Has the output of any other performance assessment 
been considered (e.g. MOPAN)?

n Has the risk associated with the funding been 
identified, including the multilateral’s capacity  
to deliver?

Results as a percentage of maximum score:

Indicators

Questions:

n Is a clear set of measurable indicators for the 
multilateral’s success set down in funding agreements? 
(Specific, measurable, relevant, time-bound.)

n Is a clear set of measurable indicators for DFID’s 
engagement with the multilateral set out? (Specific, 
measurable, relevant, time-bound.)

Results as a percentage of maximum score:

Performance assessment
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Monitoring framework

No monitoring document was available for the FAO 
assessed contribution. 

Multilateral’s monitoring

Questions:

n Have overall objectives of the project/programme 
been stated by the multilateral?

n Have specific indicators been identified to measure 
progress towards objectives?

n Are the indicators specific, measurable, relevant, 
and time-bound?

n Did the multilateral generate a monitoring report?

n How frequently does the multilateral produce its 
own monitoring reports (in practice)? 

n Are data from both central and country level used? 

n Who generates the monitoring data? 
(The multilateral, DFID or a third party?)

n How frequently are data collected on  
monitoring indicators?

n Are clear statements of performance against the 
multilateral’s objectives for the funding made?

Results as a percentage of maximum score:

DFID’s monitoring

Questions:

n Have overall objectives of the funding been stated 
by DFID?

n Have specific indicators been identified to measure 
progress towards DFID’s funding objectives?

n Are the indicators specific, measurable, relevant, 
and time-bound?

n Does DFID generate its own monitoring reports for 
the project/programme (OPRs or equivalent)? 

n How frequently does DFID produce its own 
monitoring reports (in practice)?

n Are data from both central and country level used?

n Who generates the monitoring data? (The 
multilateral, DFID or a third party?)

n How frequently are data collected on  
monitoring indicators?

n Is relevant evidence from other sources on 
multilateral performance used, where appropriate?

n How frequently is information from these other 
sources received by DFID?

n Did DFID make an assessment of the quality of the 
multilateral’s monitoring report?

n Is a clear statement of progress against DFID’s 
own objectives for the funding made in each 
monitoring report? Monitoring by multilateral

Multilateral

100

80

60

40

20

0
World Bank EC UNDP AfDB UNHCR

Score as a percentage of maximum
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Results as a percentage of maximum score: Monitoring risk and own performance

Questions:

n Is there evidence of active monitoring of risk by 
DFID staff?

n Does DFID monitor its own performance in  
the partnership?

Results as a percentage of maximum score:

Monitoring by DFID

Multilateral

100

80

60

40

20

0
World Bank EC UNDP AfDB UNHCR

Score as a percentage of maximum

DFID Monitoring of risk and own performance

Multilateral

100

80

60

40

20

0
World Bank EC UNDP AfDB UNHCR

Score as a percentage of maximum
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Results of monitoring exercise

Questions:

n Are clear conclusions drawn which enable 
comparison of progress with other pieces of 
multilateral funding?

n Where appropriate have corrective actions 
been identified?

n Is there evidence that corrective actions have 
been implemented during the lifespan of the  
project/programme?

Results as a percentage of maximum score:

 

Evaluation framework

No evaluation documents were available for UNHCR core 
funding or the FAO assessed contribution.

Evaluation by multilateral

Questions:

n Have overall objectives of the funding been stated 
by the multilateral?

n Have specific indicators been identified to measure 
progress towards the multilateral’s funding objectives?

n Are the indicators specific, measurable, relevant, 
and time-bound?

n Did the multilateral generate an evaluation report?

n Are data from both central and country level used?

n Who generates the data for the evaluation? 
(The multilateral, DFID or a third party?)

n Are clear statements made of performance against 
the multilateral’s objectives?

Results as a percentage of maximum score:

Results of monitoring exercise

Multilateral
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20

0
World Bank EC UNDP AfDB UNHCR

Score as a percentage of maximum

Completion review by multilateral

Multilateral
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80
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40
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0
World Bank EC UNDP AfDB

Score as a percentage of maximum
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Evaluation by DFID

Questions:

n Have overall objectives of the funding been stated 
by DFID?

n Have specific indicators been identified to measure 
progress towards DFID’s funding objectives?

n Are the indicators specific, measurable, relevant, 
and time-bound?

n Did DFID generate (or commission) an evaluation 
of its own performance in the partnership (PCR, ISP 
review or equivalent)?

n Are data from both central and country level used?

n What is the source of the data for DFID’s evaluation?

n Did DFID rely on any other source(s) for  
evaluation purposes?

n Did DFID make an assessment of the quality of the 
multilateral’s evaluation report?

n Are clear statements of performance against DFID’s 
objectives for the funding made?

Results as a percentage of maximum score:

DFID’s own performance

Question:

n Does DFID evaluate its own performance in the 
partnership? (Scored on quality and depth of 
conclusions about own performance and whether 
lessons had been identified.)

Results as a percentage of maximum score:

Completion review by DFID

Multilateral
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20
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World Bank EC UNDP AfDB

Score as a percentage of maximum

DFID review own performance
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Score as a percentage of maximum
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Results of evaluation

Questions:

n Are clear conclusions drawn which  
enable comparison with other pieces of  
multilateral funding?

n Are lessons learned identified?

n Is there evidence that the output of the evaluation 
has been fed back into new project/programme 
decision-making? 

n To whom are the evaluation results distributed?

Results as a percentage of maximum score:

Results of review

Multilateral

100

80

60

40

20

0
World Bank EC UNDP AfDB

Score as a percentage of maximum
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We asked DFID desk officers managing the institutional 
relationships with our case study multilaterals the 
following questions:20

1 “Over the last 12 months (up to and including 
July 2005), how often did you have contact with a DFID 
regional division?” They responded:

2 “Over the last 12 months (up to and including 
July 2005), how often did you have contact with a DFID 
country team to discuss the multilateral?” They responded:

In both cases we asked whether the contact was ad hoc 
on the basis of need (i.e. with particular countries for 
particular issues), or whether it was on a regular basis 
with regard to a pre-selected group of countries? All 
respondents answered that contact was ad hoc.

We asked UK representatives in the UK delegation or UK 
mission to the multilateral the following questions:21 

1 ”Over the last 12 months (up to and including 
July 2005), how often did someone from UKDEL meet 
with the Head of the Agency either on a formal or 
informal basis?” They responded:

appenDiX 5
Results of survey of desk officers and  
UK delegations/UK missions

 afDB ec fao wB UnHcr UnDp

Daily      

Daily-weekly 4     

Weekly  4    

Weekly-monthly   4   

Monthly    4 4 

Rarely      4

Never      

 ec afDB  fao UnHcr wB  UnDp

Daily 4     

Daily-weekly     

Weekly      

Weekly-monthly  4 4 4  

Monthly     4 4

Rarely      

Never      

 wB UnDp fao ec UnHcr

Daily     No

Daily-weekly     data

Weekly 4    provided

Weekly-monthly  4 4  

Monthly    4 

Rarely     

Never     

20 Respondents were told to interpret ‘rarely’ as less than once in three months.
21 AfDB was excluded because during the period the UK's constituency was represented by a German civil servant based in Tunis.
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2  “Over the last 12 months (up to and including  
July 2005), how often did someone from UKDEL have 
contact with a DFID regional division to discuss the 
multilateral?” They responded: 

3 ”Over the last 12 months (up to and including 
July 2005), how often did someone from UKDEL 
have contact with a DFID country team to discuss the 
multilateral?” They responded:

For questions 2 and 3 we asked whether the contact was 
ad hoc on the basis of need (i.e. with particular countries 
on particular issues), or whether it was on a regular basis 
with regard to a pre-selected group of countries? All 
respondents answered that contact was ad hoc.

 ec wB UnDp fao UnHcr

Daily     No

Daily-weekly 4    data

Weekly  4   provided

Weekly-monthly  	   

Monthly   4  

Rarely    4 

Never     

 wB UnDp fao ec UnHcr

Daily     No

Daily-weekly 4    data

Weekly     provided

Weekly-monthly  	   

Monthly  4 4  

Rarely    4 

Never     
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appenDiX 6
Overview of four bilateral donors’ relationships  
with multilaterals22

22 This overview has been prepared by the Overseas Development Institute. It summarises their synthesis report Relationships of Other Donor Organisations 
with Multilaterals commissioned by the NAO.

 

responsible 
administration for 
official Development 
assistance (oDa) 
and multilaterals

 
 

 

administration 
responsible for 
decision-making 
on eU development 
cooperation

 

implications for 
interaction with 
multilateral system

Germany 

Development 
Cooperation Ministry 
(BMZ) (78%), 
Foreign Office 
(18%), Membership 
contribution (3%), 
Line ministries (1%).

 

Political screening 
of EU development 
cooperation by 
BMZ; no direct 
responsibility for 
ODA from  
EU budget. 

 
Gap between policy 
and implementation 
hinders engagement 
with multilaterals.

Some competition 
between Foreign 
Office and BMZ 
– allocation by BMZ 
politically sensitive 
due its position in 
coalition politics.

france 

1/3 – Ministry of 
Finance (IFI), 
1/3 – Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs  
(EDF, UN), 
1/3 – 12 other  
line ministries. 

Development Agency 
(AFD) – operations. 
Also since 1998 
Cicid – coordination 
role and HCCI – civil 
society participation. 
 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs is responsible 
for implementing EU 
decision on EDF, but 
decision on funding 
is political.

ODA budget split 
between several 
ministries could 
hinder engagement 
with multilaterals  
and strategic 
coherent approach.

Moves to change 
role of AFD to be 
more proactive in 
international fora. 

sweden 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 
executing agency 
- SIDA, 
Ministry of Finance, 
Central Bank.

 
 
 
 

 

Responsibility with 
the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs (in 
cooperation with 
Ministry of Finance 
for EBRD).

SIDA and Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs 
– blurring of roles 
and staff exchange 
facilitates good 
engagement with 
multilaterals.

canada 

CIDA (has Minister), 
Ministry of Finance, 
Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, 
Budget for all 
in ‘International 
Assistance Envelope’.

Finance sets 
envelope level. 
Allocations a 
function of past 
commitments and 
negotiation between 
the three actors. 

Not applicable.

 
 
 
 
 

CIDA and Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs 
– blurring of roles 
and staff exchange 
– i.e. coordination 
between three main 
actors – facilitates 
good engagement 
with multilaterals.

Good practice/
conclusions

DFID-like 
organisation 
highly regarded 
– one Ministry 
responsible for both 
policy-making and 
implementation 
enables strategic 
coherent approach.
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Assessing effectiveness

 

rationale of decision 
for multilateral 
engagement

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

rationale for eU

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

important criteria for 
funding decisions 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
is effectiveness a key 
criterion?

Germany 

Multilaterals 
are assets in 
themselves as fora 
for international 
discussion.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Not regarded as 
multilateral, only EDF 
in this category. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Often international 
‘political obligation’. 
More detailed: 
- Mandate  
- Potential 
- Accountability 
- Effectiveness 
(the latter 
increasingly so).

Also: ‘What can be 
got away with’.

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Important but not 
main criterion.

france 

Political engagement 
with multilaterals 
based on: 
- Ideology of 
international 
solidarity (UN); 
- Traditional links 
with WB on 
particular sectors.

 
 
 
 
 
Burden-sharing – aid 
to former colonies.

Political decision 
– EDF respect for 
Cicid priorities, aid 
to Africa.

In favour of 
‘Community 
approach’ in 
development 
cooperation.

Differs according to 
institution.

Trust in the institution. 
Long-term relations 
– involvement in 
establishment (WB, 
EDF, UN). 
Focus on Africa or on 
its sector priorities. 
Maintain rank (WB, 
some regional 
development banks). 
No room for 
manoeuvre 
for obligatory 
contribution or 
for long term 
engagement  
(EDF, IDA). 
 
Important but not 
main criterion, but at 
the moment IDA and 
to some extent AfDB 
seem more efficient 
so last French 
replenishment has 
increased.

sweden 

Way of exerting 
influence. 
Coordination. 
Swedish view of 
value of UN. 
UN as forum for 
consensus-building. 
Burden-sharing.

Partly 
implementation 
agencies for 
Swedish ODA.

EDF contributions 
kept low – about 
1/5 of multilateral 
aid – criticism of EU 
– portion may be 
reduced still further.

 
 
 
 
 
 
Firm supporter of 
UN system. 
Poverty alleviation. 
Focus on social 
sectors.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Important but not 
main criterion.

canada 

General commitment 
to multilateralism.

To maintain 
Canada’s 
international 
position.

Bilateral aid seen as 
more expensive and 
less effective.

 
 
 
 

Not applicable.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Main criterion 
– maintaining 
Canada’s rank with 
4% contribution. 
Effectiveness – ‘is it 
well managed?’  
‘What can be got 
away with’. 
Accountability. 
‘Ministerial pets’. 
Coherence, 
focus, selectivity, 
comparative 
advantage. 
Constituency politics 
– e.g. farmers in 
Canada. 
Head of Agency a 
Canadian national/
location. 

Important but not 
main criterion.

Good practice/
conclusions

Multilateralism and 
thus engagement with 
multilaterals seen as 
inherently ‘a good 
thing’ – no explicit 
consideration on the 
overall ‘architecture’;

Some concern 
that the notion 
of ‘influencing 
multilaterals’ may 
be counter to 
their cooperative, 
collaborative raison 
d’etre. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No clear cut 
mechanistically 
applied list of 
priorities – many 
factors contribute to 
funding decisions. 

Effectiveness one 
of many factors in 
funding decisions 
– not the main factor.

Even where there 
is a perceived lack 
of ‘effectiveness’, 
funding may not be 
withdrawn – may 
be better to work 
to improve from 
the inside and 
political commitment 
to mandate more 
important. 

Long time-frames 
prevent swift funding 
cuts based on 
assessment outcomes.
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Assessing effectiveness (Continued)

 

standard approach 
to assessment

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
methods used for 
assessment 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
relative value of 
multilaterals’ own 
reports, assessment 
by one donor or 
assessment by many 
donors

 
 
 
 
 
 
Different approaches 
in past

Germany 

No.  
Interest and 
awareness of DFID 
MEFF but not priority 
issue, participation 
in MOPAN.

 
 
 
‘Informed political 
judgement’,  
internal assessments  
(not least in EU), 
Embassies report 
performance 
in-country – not 
standardised. 

 
 
 
 
 
See above. 
Multilateral 
assessments part of 
their governance 
and thus important, 
MOPAN participant 
(rationale: 
multilateralisation 
of assessments), but 
not key for funding 
allocation.

 
Same approach of 
“good citizenship”, 
but slightly 
more emphasis 
on strategic 
engagement 
according to ‘own 
priorities’ since the 
late 1990s/early 
2000.

france 

No. 
Little knowledge of 
MEFF; not regarded 
as appropriate for 
France.

 
 
 
 
Differs according to 
institution.

Trust from 
experience. 
Desire for 
multilateral 
assessment of 
multilaterals. 
Interest in MOPAN. 
Available internal 
reports and audits. 
 
 
Multilateral 
assessment 
for multilateral 
performance seen as 
better than bilateral 
approach.

Multilaterals own 
reports are often 
used.  
 
 
 
Increasing interest in 
multilateral aid.

Growing interest 
for strategy matters 
and for evaluation 
with budget support 
approach, need for 
more transparent 
and accountable 
aid; establishment of 
aid programme.

sweden 

No. 
MEFF approach 
seen as too 
mechanistic. 

 
 
 
 
Ad hoc assessments 
– no common 
framework. 
Awareness that there 
is a need for greater 
coherence/strategy 
in engagement.

 
 
 
 
 
 
Multilaterals’ own 
assessments seen as 
important, but other 
sources – MOPAN, 
for instance 
– determine Swedish 
views. 
 
 
 
 

Same approach for 
many years, though 
multilaterals have 
come to occupy 
an increasingly 
important role since 
the adoption of the 
Global Development 
Policy.

canada 

No. 
MEFF seen as 
potentially useful tool 
to see where things 
are not working but 
not simple relation 
between results and 
cutting funds.

 
Due diligence 
on policies and 
management.  
Criticism of results-
based management-
type assessment 
methods.  
Allocation is 
political.

 
 
 
 
Multilaterals’ own 
reports regarded 
as key; MOPAN 
seen as better than 
bilateral assessment.

Good practice/ 
conclusions

Doubt as to 
whether a standard 
‘checklist’ approach 
is of much value 
as there is much it 
misses –  
e.g. governance. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Multilateralisation of 
assessment regarded 
as desirable, i.e. 
strengthening 
internal assessments 
of multilaterals.

Second best: 
MOPAN. But the 
use of results is 
challenged.
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Policy and Policy-Making

 

legislation on 
development 
cooperation

 
 
 
 
laws/guidelines on 
multilateral versus 
bilateral aid 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
overall strategy doc 
for engagement with 
multilaterals

 
policy documents

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
status of policy/
guidance documents 
on multilaterals

 
 
 
 
involvement of 
parliament

Germany 

No –  
administrative 
guidelines.

 
 
 
 
Parliament imposed 
ceiling of max 
1/3 ODA to be 
multilateral – not 
based on systematic 
evaluation, rather 
concern about lack 
of transparency/
accountability of 
multilaterals.

 
 
 
 
No.

 
 
 
BMZ ‘strategies’ 
for World 
Bank, Regional 
development banks, 
UNDP and EU 
publicly available  
(in German).

 
 
Fall-back documents 
for people to take 
decisions from – not 
detailed guidance.

 
 
 
In mid-1990s, 
Bundestag Budget 
Committee imposed 
ceiling of maximum 
1/3 of ODA to go 
through multilaterals. 

france 

No, legislation 
consists of different 
chapters in the 
financial law. 

 
 
 
Will fundamentally 
change with the 
new results-based 
approach law (from 
2006 on); according 
to these reforms, 
there will be a 
specific document 
on aid (bilateral and 
multilateral).

 
 
 
 
No.

 
 
 
Nothing specific to 
multilaterals.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Not applicable.

 
 
 
 
 
 
None.

 
 
 

sweden 

Not legislation but 
steering document: 
Government Bill 
2002 – Policy for 
Global Development.

 
 
No legislation 
on this. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No, but moving 
towards having one.

 
 
SIDA strategy 
papers for UN 
(UNDP, UNFPA), 
publicly available 
(in English), also 
government 
communications 
- general.

 
Government Bill from 
2002/03 guides 
Sweden’s policies 
towards multilaterals; 
commitment to 
involve parliament. 

Approval necessary.

Foreign Policy 
Committee 
active – currently 
investigating 
multilateral aid. 
 

canada 

No.

 
 
 
 
 
 
No.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No.

 
 
 
Yes – general 
strategies, but 
objectives are 
not verifiable/
measurable.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Very limited –  
last Committee  
hearing 1997.

 

Good practice/
conclusions

A number of 
strategies exist, 
but they are mostly 
general, objectives 
are not verifiable/
measurable. 

Sweden seen as 
good practice 
– Annual reporting 
under a coherent 
cross-government 
framework for 
international 
development. 

Public pressure and 
expert involvement. 

Parliamentary 
involvement.
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Policy and Policy-Making (Continued)

 

involvement of 
national audit office 
or other controlling 
bodies

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
rationale for levels 
of core and non-core 
funding 

 
 
 
 
 
 
How are marginal 
funding decisions 
taken? (is 
effectiveness a 
criterion?) 

Germany 

Not on value-for-
money issues, rather 
quick analysis of 
coordination within 
the German admin, 
not on global scale. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Very low non-core 
funding – desire 
to not weaken 
institution. 
Commitment to 
strengthening 
multilaterals’ 
governance.

 
Hardly any space 
for it – primary 
aim of catching 
up to previous 
levels of funding; 
partly according to 
political priorities 
(rationale as above).

france 

Not on value-for-
money issues.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Very low non-core 
funding – desire 
to not weaken 
institution. 
Not seen as very 
effective or not 
enough visible 
budget constraints.

 
By sector desks in 
Ministry of  
Foreign Affairs.

Opportunity and 
good functioning 
of the fund is an 
important criterion 
but also influence.

sweden 

NAO’s involvement 
not beyond ‘normal’ 
duties for an audit 
office. Parliament 
approves aid frame 
– in the proposed 
budget – each year. 
For both Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs and 
SIDA, annual letters 
of appropriation 
determine bilateral/
multilateral 
contributions.

 
Used a lot - seen 
as way of pushing 
multilateral in 
desired direction. 

 
 
 
 
 
Considerable 
flexibility – Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs 
can take decisions 
on marginal funding 
without Parliament 
approval; no 
apparent relation to 
perceived efficiency 
of multilaterals.

canada 

1992 inquiry of 
Auditor General 
on engagement 
with multilaterals. 
Demanded clearer 
strategy, indicators 
and measurable 
results, evasive 
answer from 
ministry of foreign 
affairs. No further 
developments  
since then.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Humanitarian 
assistance is 
safeguarded. 
Then there is a 
‘competition of 
ideas’ – negotiation 
and political input, 
e.g. for contributions 
to Summits.

Good practice/
conclusions
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Engagement style

 

Governing bodies

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
like-minded groups

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
trust funds and co-
funding (incl. Global 
funds)

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
staff seminars or 
research networks

 
 
 
 
 
 
supporting nGos 
and others

Germany 

Key way of 
engagement, 
Germany as big 
donor represented in 
a number of bodies 
(big actor in EU, 
IFIs, slightly less so 
in UN).

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Utstein: limited use, 
more forum for 
exchange; 
EU as a key 
international lever. 
 

 
 
Hardly used, due 
to little financial 
space and not in 
line with rationale 
of engagement 
as Multilateral 
governance would 
be undermined. 
Within limited range 
of manoeuvre, 
global funds gain 
importance.

 
Core funding 
for development 
research institute; 
funding for 
conferences and 
some work with 
universities.

 
Trying to keep 
NGOs involved via 
regular meetings, no 
specific funding. 

france 

France is well 
represented at WB/
IMF boards, at EU 
Big staff works 
before the boards  
or councils.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sharing experience, 
search for 
agreement on 
common positions 
– being increasingly 
used. 

Hosting international 
conferences.

Linked to French 
policy priorities.

Not used so much 
because of budget 
constraints. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff time to 
participate in 
networks.

 
 
 
 
 
Except HCCI 
creation, very limited 
support to NGOs. 

sweden 

Very important in 
IFIs and UN and 
increasingly in EU.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nordic-plus and 
Utstein – very 
important – Swedish 
approach is 
consensus seeking.

 
 
 
 
Very important. 
Used to steer 
multilaterals in 
desired direction. 
Multilateral-bilateral 
contributions @1/4 
of SIDA aid.

 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes – regular 
updates for staff.

 
 
 
 
 
 
Limited support.

canada 

Most important 
means of influence 
– very senior skilled 
people appointed. 
Executive Directors 
pursue priority 
themes. 
No direct 
instructions given 
– but comments 
provided.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Utstein and 
Philadelphia group.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Trust funds in 
WB/regional 
development 
banks – decreased 
importance. 
Global Funds 
– increasingly 
important.

 
 
 
 
 
Annual structured 
consultations around 
a theme – no 
seminars.

 
 
 
 
Funding for analysis 
of multilaterals  
by NGOs.

Good practice/
conclusions

Will depend on the 
organisation – ‘front-
door’ or ‘back-door’ 
engagement.

Style will also 
depend on what 
you are trying to 
influence.

Within governing 
bodies, personality 
is key:  
“If Executive Director 
is well prepared can 
be very effective – 
most other Executive 
Directors are not 
well prepared”.  
 
 
Trust and exchange 
of information in 
like-minded groups 
important.

Very hard to 
measure impact. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Very limited use.
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Engagement style (Continued)

 

seconding staff

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
location of staff/role 
of in-country staff

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
staff training for 
engagement with 
multilaterals

Germany 

Limited, due to lack 
of staff; 
Junior Professional 
Officer (JPO) 
programme for UN; 
rationale mostly to 
increase number of 
Germans in admin, 
not for pushing 
issues. 
JPOs are generally 
‘familiarised’ with 
BMZ line. 
Also agency for 
international staff 
assignments.

 
Ministry staff mostly 
in headquarters. 
Staffing of 
headquarters 
shrinking each year 
(1.5%). 
In the field: 
implementation 
agencies have 
country offices; 
potential problems of 
political engagement 
with multilaterals on 
the ground – usually 
done by embassies. 
Funding decisions in 
headquarters.

 

 
 

france 

Limited, but  
political interest.

Secondment is the 
responsibility of 
ministry of  
foreign affairs.

Strategy for JPO 
according to 
France’s priority.

 
 
 
 
 
Big and traditional 
global network 
(Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, Min of 
Finance and AFD 
have their own 
agents all under 
the authority of the 
ambassador). 
In-country staff 
responsible for the 
implementation 
of some projects 
or programmes 
(currently in flow).

 
 
 
Yes, programmes on 
multilaterals exist in 
all internal training  
plus annual 
conference for  
the network. 

sweden 

Some seconding of 
senior staff – e.g. 
people from SIDA 
have been seconded 
to DAC’s Povertynet.  

Also Junior 
Professional Officer 
programme for 
the UN, rationale: 
increase no of 
Swedes in admin.

 

 
 
‘Integrated 
embassies’ 
– strategic with a 
lot of autonomy and 
decision-making 
power – interact  
well with 
multilaterals.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Training is supposed 
to be kept up-to-date 
– in reality not  
often so.

canada 

Very ad hoc – used 
to have support unit. 

Pro-active support 
for (permanent) 
staff assignments in 
multilaterals in the 
past. Unclear at the 
moment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Embassies interact 
with multilaterals 
– both CIDA and 
Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs staff in 
embassies.  
Allocation decisions 
in Canada but 
energetic embassy 
can influence.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Briefings. 

Good practice/
conclusions

Seen as good 
although there are 
concerns – cost, 
difficult to manage 
and staff attrition.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Decentralised 
decision-making 
seen as most 
effective, but 
practice varies. 
Coordination on the 
ground! In partner 
countries, embassies 
play an important 
role for all cases. 
Much depends on 
personalities.
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Engagement style (Continued)

 

feedback method 
for effectiveness 
of funding and 
engagement strategy

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
coherent strategic 
engagement?

Germany 

Funding kept 
separate from 
questions of 
effectiveness 
– withholding 
funds due to poor 
performance not 
seen as an option.  
Wish to engage 
concerning 
governance, 
not prevent the 
organisation 
functioning.

 
Rationale for 
engagement but 
disaggregated 
strategy.

france 

Feedback a function 
of staff in the field 
– but unsystematic 
reporting to 
headquarters.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rationale for 
engagement but 
disaggregated 
strategy; emphasis 
on ideology and 
historical connection 
(solidarity).

sweden 

Evaluation of 
bilateral aid a 
priority.  
Nothing specific to 
engagement with 
multilaterals.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Aware of need 
for and moving 
towards strategic 
engagement. 
Method is through 
consensus-seeking 
with like-minded 
donors. 

canada 

Use of sophisticated 
evaluation tools 
but only applied to 
bilateral aid.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rationale for 
engagement but 
disaggregated 
strategy.

Good practice/
conclusions

Not high priority 
as effectiveness is 
not main criterion 
for funding to 
multilaterals.
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