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The Asia-Pacific countries have had a long and
diverse experience with Public Administration
Reform (PAR). In China, experimentation and
innovation in the bureaucratic arms of the State
can be traced back more than two millennia. In
19th century Thailand, King Chulalongkorn
imported new administrative forms to facilitate
his policy of state modernization. In colonial
India, the British created “a unified central
administration based on the emerging 
principles of a modern bureaucracy” (Kochanek
as quoted in Heady 1984, 372). This mid-19th
century reorganization provided lessons 
incorporated into the Northcote-Trevelyan
reforms in Britain. However, in some Asia-Pacific
countries bureaucracy is more recent. In Papua
New Guinea, bureaucratic forms of organization
did not penetrate the populous Highlands
region until the mid-20th century. Yet, whatever
the origin, at some stage, all governments in the
Asia-Pacific have adopted bureaucratic forms of
state administration.They have all subsequently
also engaged in reform of these bureaucracies.
In the present day, in the Asia-Pacific it is now 

de rigueur for all countries to have a programme
of public sector reform and many of these 
programmes have substantial PAR components.

The importance of PAR in developing countries
was first recognized by the United Nations (UN)
in 1951 with the establishment of a Special
Committee on Public Administration Problems.
Newly independent countries such as India,
Malaysia and the Philippines, wanted to 
establish administrative arrangements which
would facilitate national development and
sought technical assistance in public 
administration. A decade later, the demand had
increased to such a degree that the UN 
published A Handbook of Public Administration
to guide reforms. The publication not only 
provided a blueprint for reform, it also 
emphasized that “administrative improvement
is the sine qua non in the implementation of 
programmes of national development” (UN
1961, 1). Some of the Handbook’s observations
still retain relevance over four decades later 
(see Box 1).

Building on the past 1

Box 1: Relevant or redundant? The UN’s view of PAR from the past

The increase in the variety, number and complexity of functions that have to be performed by the modern State
has resulted in an administrative lag. A serious imbalance exists between aspirations and performance, between
the needs to be met and the adequacy of the administrative machinery to carry them out. This imbalance
constitutes a major obstacle to national development. To meet even a part of its growing responsibilities, the
modern service State must develop the administrative capacity to implement its programmes of economic and
social progress. Public administration is the machinery used by the service State to place itself in a position to
make plans and programmes that can be carried out, and to carry out the plans and programmes it has made.To
an ever-increasing degree, the effective utilization of national resources depends on the sound economic and
social programmes, whose success in turn depends upon an effective public service.

To build a good administration is a long and painful task. Quick and easy results are not to be expected. Even for
advanced countries with a long history of administrative progress the task was not easy, nor is it ever finished.
For the developing countries, where sudden demands on government are often greatest, the task of 
administrative improvement presents special problems whose solution requires a new sense of direction and a
determination to overcome many obstacles. Administrative reform requires a high standard of leadership,
sustained and continuous attention and a sizable commitment in terms of men, money and material.

United Nations (1961). A Handbook of Public Administration, New York: United Nations.



While the importance of public administration
was championed in some development 
agencies and by some academics, it did not
assume a central position in the development
discourse or in aid funding. Getting policies
right, building infrastructure, industrialization
and boosting agricultural productivity were
seen as higher priorities. However, the 
disappointments of development in the 1980s
led to a rethink of the significance of public
administration in the development process. In
1983, the World Bank in its annual World
Development Report asserted the importance of
public administration for development. Efficient
and effective public administration 
was seen to be an essential component of
development success. Studies of so-called 
economic ‘miracles’ in countries such as Japan,
the Republic of Korea (South Korea), Singapore
and Taiwan found good public administration
to be a contributory factor (World Bank 1993). It
helped to fashion, and was simultaneously part
of, the enabling environment for economic
growth and led directly to the improvement of
human welfare.

PAR received another boost with the vigorous
promotion of ‘good governance’ by the World
Bank, Asian Development Bank (ADB),
the United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP), and bilateral donors. Public 
administration and its reform featured in all 
definitions of good governance. In its 1997 
publication, Good Governance and Sustainable
Human Development, UNDP identified 
governance as the means for promoting human
development and public administration as one
of the three ‘legs’ of governance. The others
were political and economic governance.
Heavy responsibilities were placed on the
administrative leg, including responsibility 
for the provision of effective and 
accountable public services and contributing 
to an enabling environment for sustainable
human development (UNDP 1997).

The need to remedy public sector deficiencies
was amplified with the adoption of the UN
Millennium Declaration, calling for additional
efforts to create the capacity to plan and 
steer the achievement of the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs) and related targets.

Public administration is currently one of the
seven service lines within UNDP’s democratic
governance practice and one of the sub-goals in
the new strategic results framework in the
Multi-Year Funding Framework 2004-2007.
Affirmation of the importance of good 
governance has been provided by Kofi Annan,
Secretary-General of the UN, who has 
emphasized that, “good governance [of which
PAR is an important component] is perhaps the
single most important factor in eradicating
poverty and promoting development” (UNDP
2001). The importance of a well-performing
public administration was also reiterated in
General Assembly Resolution 57/277 Public
Administration and Development, which states
that, “an efficient, accountable, effective and
transparent public administration, at both the
national and international levels, has a key role
to play in the implementation of internationally
agreed goals, including the MDGs”.

UNDP has further noted that, “an efficient,
responsive, transparent and accountable public
administration is not only of paramount 
importance for the proper functioning of a
nation; it is also one of the main vehicles
through which the relationship between the
State and civil society and the private sector is
realized and the basic means through which
government strategies to achieve the MDGs can
be implemented” (UNDP, Public Administration
Reform Practice Note).
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As a first step in describing and analysing PAR
experiences in the Asia-Pacific it is necessary to
consider what is meant by public administration,
what initiatives are covered by the concept of
PAR and what contingencies influence the
design and implementation of PAR.

Public administration refers to (UNDP PAR
Practice Note):

� The aggregate machinery (policies,
rules, procedures, systems, organizational 
structures, personnel, etc.) funded by the 
state budget and in charge of the 
management and direction of the affairs 
of the executive government, and  its inter-
action with other stakeholders in the state,
society and external environment.

� The management and implementation 
of the whole set of government activities 
dealing with the implementation of laws,
regulations and decisions of government 
and the management related to the 
provision of public services.

Within the broad framework of democratic 
governance, the public administration 
component thus embodies the aspects most
closely associated with the functions of
‘government’.

According to the UNDP Practice Note, PAR relates
to a government-initiated process to improve
the effectiveness, efficiency, responsiveness,
transparency and accountability of specific 
components of the public sector. PAR can be
comprehensive and include process changes 
in areas such as organizational structures,
decentralization, personnel management,
public finance, results-based management,
and regulatory reforms. It can also refer to 
targeted reforms such as the revision of civil
service statutes.

A simple but useful definition of PAR is that 
it, “consists of deliberate changes to the 
structures and processes of public sector 
organizations with the objective of getting
them (in some sense) to run better” (Pollitt and
Bouckaert 2000, 8).

At first sight this definition appears vague, using
the ambiguous term ‘to run better’. As 
indeterminate as it seems however, the phrase
begs the important question of better for
whom? A government bureaucrat’s perspective
may differ substantially from that of a poor 
person and from that of UNDP, the World Bank
or a bilateral donor. This definition forces us to
consider the views of multiple stakeholders
rather than simply asserting that there is a 
single view of what should be considered
improvements in public administration.
For UNDP, the concept of ‘better’ requires 
consideration of the wishes of the recipient 
government, as well as the quality and quantity
of service delivery in the eyes of citizens.There is
also the strong imperative to demonstrate
progress towards the achievement of the MDGs.

Simply embarking on a reform programme does
not guarantee success. Developing countries
are full of PAR failures and indifferent results
(see Box 2). Thus, our basic definition requires
some further qualifications to reflect the 
practical realities of public sector reform in the
Asia-Pacific and other regions of the world.
A range of these considerations are listed
below:

� Reforms are based on sets of ideas or 
ideologies that make assumptions about 
results. There are varying degrees of 
uncertainty about whether particular 
actions will work, especially in uncertain 
environments. Thus, “success in getting 
things to run better should be tested 
rather than assumed” (ibid., 17);

3
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� There are multiple actors engaged in 
trying to shape public sector reform both in 
policy formulation and implementation.
They may have different ideas about the 
design, implementation, and desired results 
of the reform;

� There is likely to be resistance to PAR by 
those who feel threatened. Workers who 
fear redundancy or departmental heads 
that see their sphere of influence contracting 
may oppose reform. There may also be 
leaders and people in positions of authority 
who perceive no personal gain from good 
governance;

� Local priorities, preferences and 
environmental conditions mean that 
there is no one template for reform. What is 
feasible and acceptable will depend on the 
specifics of a situation. Unfortunately, while 
there appears to be consensus that there is 
no ‘one-size fits all’ remedy for PAR;
inappropriate initiatives are still imported 
into Asia-Pacific countries;

� Reforms may vary in scope from system-
wide to individual agencies, from improving 
existing practices to introducing entirely 
new processes, and from minor adaptations 
of guiding ideas to the import of new sets 
of ideas. Each type of reform carries risks;
the degree of risk varies with the scope of 
the reform, the commitment of government 
to reform, and the capacity of government 
to implement it;

� Administrative improvement may mean 
different things to different stakeholders,
which will be reflected in the politics of 
administrative reform;

� The introduction and maintenance of 
reform programmes requires legitimization.
Acceptance and support of PAR is not 
automatic. In extreme cases, PAR may be 
perceived as a foreign imposition, in others 
as something that benefits elite officials.
It will not have immediate popular appeal 
unless immediate benefits are evident; and 
most successful reform programmes are 
long-term and incremental; and

� Across the Asia-Pacific there is widespread 
familiarity with the international vocabulary
of PAR. Officials and academics regularly 
employ terms such as ‘re-engineering’,
‘decentralization’, ‘managerialism’, even 
‘reform’. These terms have been used and 
discussed for many years in forums provided 
by the Eastern Regional Association for 
Public Administration (EROPA), the 
Association of Southeast Asian Nations 
(ASEAN), and the annual meeting of heads 
of public services in the South Pacific.
Consultants and academics are also 
disseminators of the international 
vocabulary of public administration.
Yet, experience indicates that the terms 
used do not always have the same meaning 
for everybody (e.g., the concept of 
decentralization has a different political 
meaning in the Philippines than it does in 
Lao PDR or Viet Nam). Further, this discourse 
of reform may be employed to indicate 
such things as dynamism, improvement 
and progress when reality may suggest 
otherwise – that administrative reform 
can be more rhetoric than substance.
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Box 2: Successes and failures in PAR

Polidano identifies three important conditions for PAR success:

� Keeping the scope of change narrow;
� Limiting the role of aid donors; and
� Giving reform firm leadership while allowing for line management discretion.

He identifies a number of reasons for PAR failures including:

� Over-ambition;
� Lack of local ownership;
� Little political commitment to reform;
� Weak coordination of reform;
� Failure of reforms to connect central offices with street-level operations; and
� No accountability for results of reforms.

Asia-Pacific countries have experienced these problems to a greater or lesser degree.

Polidano, C. (2001) ‘Why civil service reforms fail’, Public Management Review 3(3) 345-62.
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What is notable today in the Asia-Pacific is 
the degree of urgency that has been attached 
to administrative reform. It is not a new 
phenomenon, yet increasingly over the last
decade many stakeholders in the development
process have awarded greater importance to
PAR than in the past. The most notable 
proponents of the centrality of public 
administration in development are international
donors and recipient governments. However,
private sector organizations and civil society
groups have also joined the chorus demanding
PAR. The result has been that all countries in the
Asia-Pacific are engaged in activities that can be
considered to fall under the umbrella of PAR.

The reasons for this sense of urgency vary.
Moreover, it is often the case that several 
reasons combine to provide the impetus for
PAR. The first reason is that governments in
countries such as Malaysia and Thailand make
clear and explicit links between the need for
PAR and international competitiveness. They
consider the administrative apparatus of 
the State as an enabling device for economic
development:

As witnessed in a number of countries in 
the Asian region, an established public
administration has been vital to economic
development. The enormous economic 
success of the East Asian New Industrial
Countries is not simply the triumph of the
market but is also the result of strong state
institutions considered the main instruments
of effective governance.1

Governments also appreciate that inefficient
and sometimes corrupt public administration
can have an adverse impact on economic 
development. Even in poor countries such as

Bhutan, Cambodia and Lao PDR there is 
recognition that in a globalizing world it is 
necessary for the national system of public
administration to support and encourage 
economic development.

A second reason for the promotion of PAR is 
its perceived contribution to sustainable 
human development. Efficient and effective
administration is causally related to the 
achievement of improved welfare indicators
such as in education and health. The rationale is
that with better-trained officials, greater 
decentralization of decision-making, more
transparent and simpler administrative 
processes, and more attractive career structures
the organization and delivery of services can be
greatly improved. The focus on sustainable
human development is linked to the MDGs for
development, especially the primary goal – the
eradication of extreme poverty and hunger.
Further, the prospects for achieving the other
MDGs, such as universal primary education and
combating HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases
also relies in great part on more effective and
efficient public administration. Consequently,
most of the Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers
(PRSPs) have (explicitly or implicitly) included
PAR interventions in the range of measures that
need to be taken to achieve stated poverty
reduction targets.2 Further, while aid has so far
targeted management performance in the 
public sector, there is now a greater focus on
strengthening the capacities for policy 
formulation, monitoring and evaluation.
Moreover, with the availability of universally
agreed MDG indicators, the orientation of public
sector performance is now shifting from an
input-orientation to an outcome and impact
approach.

1 UNDP Keynote speech at the National Conference on Public Administration Reform and the MDGs, Manila 18 October 2004.
2 E.g., Mongolia’s Economic Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy aims not only to reduce unemployment, but also to achieve public sector 

management reforms and improvements in the access and delivery of basic services. The Strategy includes specific steps required to 
strengthen civil service efficiency, accountability and capacity over the medium term.

The growing importance of
public administration reform 

in the Asia-Pacific
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A third factor promoting the urgency of public
administration is the need to address the 
breakdown or weakening of administrative 
systems. In the Solomon Islands, the 
bureaucracy’s capacity to deliver services has
been undermined by a combination of 
inter-ethnic conflict, the State’s incapacity to
maintain law and order, corruption, and state
bankruptcy. In Papua New Guinea, there has
been an incremental decline in the capability of
the bureaucracy to perform functions to the
required levels. In the post-conflict situations of
Afghanistan, Cambodia and Timor-Leste it has
been necessary to rebuild bureaucracies out of
the ruins of war. In all these cases, properly
functioning bureaucracies are required as
essential foundations for the security of the
population and the pursuit of socio-economic
development. In all three countries, the issue of
wages and incentives is one of the main 
challenges faced in building up a national civil
service.

Another factor has been democratization. The
concept of democratic governance has been
vigorously promoted by UNDP and its partners
and today, “over 120 nations with two-thirds of
the world’s population, are engaged in building
democratic societies”.3 Public administration’s
role in this democratic revolution is to become
responsive, transparent and accountable.
This often requires a major reorientation of
bureaucratic culture and the bureaucracy’s 

relations with society. Public administrative
reform in a context of democratization entails
popular empowerment and the recognition of
human rights. A range of participatory 
instruments ensures popular involvement with
governance. Often, democratization is associated
with political decentralization and thus 
necessitates consideration of inter-governmental
relations and changed human resource 
management (HRM) practices. Both are of 
central concern to PAR. Democratic practices
can also have a positive impact on the efficiency
and effectiveness of administration. This occurs
especially as a result of concern over popular
accountability, access to information and
involvement in decision-making.

Lastly, and most importantly, the introduction of
good governance as the new development 
paradigm has had important implications on
the role of the public administration, which is
now a key player within a governance network
of public, private and civil society stakeholders.
In addition to the traditional efficiency 
requirements, core principles like responsiveness,
accountability, transparency, predictability and
participation have now become core values on
which public performance is measured.

3 UNDP, Fast Facts: UNDP’s Support to Democratic Governance (www.undp.org).
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Diversity is the leading characteristic of the
Asia-Pacific.The region’s countries have features
and environments that vary enormously. This
makes generalization about PAR in the Asia-
Pacific difficult and dangerous. There may be
groups of countries with similar problems or 
situations but even amongst these groups there
is still variation. Appreciation of this diversity is 
important for policy-makers and international
donors as it emphasizes the need for careful
consideration of the options for PAR, especially
those whose origin is in countries with quite 
different socio-economic, institutional and 
political profiles.

The Asia-Pacific region contains the most and
least populous countries of the world. At one
extreme are China and India with populations in
excess of one billion people; at the other end are
the microstates of the South Pacific such as Niue
with just 2,100 people, Tuvalu with 10,500 or
Samoa with 178,000. There are land-locked and
mountainous countries such as Bhutan and
Nepal, as well as South Pacific territories such as
Kiribati that are comprised entirely of small
atolls barely rising above sea-level. Population
density can also vary widely, from 273 persons
per square kilometre in the Philippines to 2 
persons per square kilometre in Mongolia.
Population growth is generally slowing across
the region, and expected to dip below 2.0 
percent in most Southeast and East Asian 
countries in the period 2001-2015. In some
cases, such as China and Thailand, the growth
rates are predicted to become less than one 
percent. In South Asia, the transitional
economies of Southeast Asia, and the Pacific, the
population growth rates are forecast to be 
higher, at 2 percent and over, but still represent
a decline over the previous two decades5. The
level of urbanization is another source of 

contrast. In rapidly industrializing China, 36.1
percent of the population were urban residents
in 2001, with this figure forecast to rise to 49.5
percent in 2015, the equivalent an additional
117 million people. In Bhutan, urban areas
accounted for only 7.4 percent of the 
population in 2001, and the proportion is only
expected to rise to 11.6 percent in 2015.
However, as the growth will be concentrated in
the capital, Thimpu, it is still expected to place
strain on scarce government resources.

Health indicators show life expectancy to
range from 73 years for Malaysia and 69.6 years
for Fiji to only 54.3 years in Lao PDR and 57.4
years in Papua New Guinea. In war-ravaged
Afghanistan, the figure is a dismal 43 years.
Mortality rates for children under 5 years show
massive variation from Malaysia with 8 deaths
per thousand and Thailand with 28 compared 
to 107 in Pakistan and 138 in Cambodia.
Health expenditure per capita also reveals 
different patterns, from US$ 345 per capita PPP 
(purchasing power parity) in Malaysia and US$
263 in Maldives to only US$ 63 in Nepal and US$
58 in Bangladesh.

Adult literacy is another area of considerable
contrast. Many East and Southeast Asian and
South Pacific countries have high rates of adult
literacy, such as 98.7 percent in Samoa and 90.3
percent in Viet Nam, while some South Asian
countries including Bangladesh, Bhutan, Nepal
and Pakistan have poor records, all with rates of
less than 50 percent adult literacy, and as low as
41 percent in Pakistan and Nepal. Completion of
primary education can be as low as 59 percent
in Pakistan and as high as 100 percent in Viet
Nam. Pupil-teacher ratios in primary education
ranges from 53 in Cambodia to 18 in Malaysia.
Governments also place different levels of 

4The challenge of public
administration reform 

in the Asia-Pacific 

4 The statistics in this section are drawn from UNDP, 2005: Human Development Report 2005, New York, Oxford University Press;
World Bank, 2005: World Development Report 2006, New York, Oxford University Press; UNDP (2003a) Human Development Report.
New York: Oxford University Press, and World Bank (2004b) World Development Report 2004. New York: Oxford University Press.
Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (2003), Promoting the Millennium Development Goals in Asia 
and the Pacific – Meeting the Challenges of Poverty Reduction, United Nations, New York, 2003.

5 Timor-Leste has among the highest population growth rates in the world (over 3% or 7.8 children per woman of child-bearing age).

4
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importance on spending on education. For
example, Thailand allocates 31 percent of total
public spending to education, the Philippines
20.6 percent, while Lao PDR and Pakistan invest
only 10.6 percent and 7.8 percent respectively.

The Asia-Pacific region embraces countries
from all World Bank income classifications.
There are the High Income countries of Japan,
the Republic of Korea and Singapore that lie
outside of the scope of this study. The Upper
Middle Income category is represented by
Malaysia and a few Micronesian states. A large
group of Southeast Asian and South Pacific
countries plus China are accommodated in the
Lower Middle Income category. All South Asian
countries with the exception of Iran, Maldives
and Sri Lanka are found in the Low Income
group along with the transitional economies of
Southeast Asia, Papua New Guinea, Solomon
Islands and Timor-Leste. Thus, Gross Domestic
Product (GDP) per capita shows enormous
variation whether measured as purchasing
power parity (PPP) or not. For example, in 2003
Malaysia had a GDP at PPP of US$ 9,512 and
Samoa’s was US$ 5,854, while Bangladesh‘s and
Nepal‘s were only US$ 1,770 and US$ 1,420.
Economic growth records provide stark 
contrasts. China leads the way with GDP per
capita increasing by an average of 8.6 percent
each year between 1990 and 2002. Other high
performing growth economies include Viet
Nam with 5.9 percent and India with 4 percent
economic growth. By contrast, very low annual
growth rates over this period can be found in
Pakistan with 1.1 percent, Papua New Guinea
with 0.5 percent, Mongolia with 0.2 percent and
Vanuatu with -0.1. Aid dependency can also
characterize poor countries, especially those
with small populations. Official Development
Assistance (ODA) per capita to Lao PDR in 2003
was US$ 53, in Maldives it was US$ 88.9 (2002)
and in Samoa it was a massive US$ 214.2 (2002).
By contrast, the Philippines received US$ 9 
per capita, Indonesia US$ 8, and China only
received US$ 1.

There are also contrasting political 
arrangements. In transitional economies such
as China, Lao PDR and Viet Nam there is 
one-party rule and little or no commitment to
popular democratic elections. Authoritarian
regimes still govern in Myanmar and Pakistan.
Totalitarianism is found in the Democratic

People’s Republic of Korea. Traditional 
monarchies rule in Bhutan6 and Brunei. All other
countries in the region have some form of 
democratically elected government. However,
there are considerable variations in the 
institutions and practice of democracy. In
Malaysia, there is one-party domination 
and policy consistency while in the 
Philippines, shifting coalitions of congressional 
representatives make policy-making a tortuous
business. In Indonesia, democracy is recent and
the military still influences political decision-
making. Military coups have been mounted in
countries as diverse as Fiji, Philippines, Pakistan
and Thailand. There are ethnic separatist 
movements, communist insurgencies or fragile
truces in Indonesia, Nepal7, the Philippines and
Sri Lanka, while sporadic armed hostilities 
continue in Afghanistan. Thailand is also facing
politico-religious tensions in the southern
provinces. Political decentralization has been
introduced in some countries. The Philippines
commenced democratic decentralization in the
1990s; Indonesia has now delegated most 
service delivery functions to elected regional 
governments while elected Commune Councils
have been introduced recently in Cambodia.

There are equity differences between 
countries in the Asia-Pacific. In Malaysia and
Thailand, less than 2 percent of the population
lives on less than US$ 1 per day.Yet, in many Low
Income and Lower Middle Income countries the
figures are considerably higher. In Bangladesh,
Cambodia, India, Lao PDR, Nepal, Pakistan and
the Philippines figures range from 14.6 – 37.7 
percent. Many Southeast Asian countries are
ranked higher on the Gender Development
Index than on the overall Human Development
Index. Female life expectancy is longer than
males in these countries while there are high
rates of female representation in the professional
and technical occupations – 62 percent in the
Philippines and 45 percent in Malaysia. South
Asia has less favourable figures for women. In
Nepal and Pakistan, life expectancy for women
is marginally lower than for men, while adult 
literacy figures reveal female rates to be only 53
percent and 43 percent of the male rate. China
also has female literacy rates that are 
significantly lower than those for males.

Finally, it is also important to mention that, out
of today’s 50 Least Developed Countries (LDCs),

6 The draft Constitution that was submitted to the Bhutanese people in March 2005 establishes a multi-party system. The proposal is that 
representation in the National assembly shall be by two parties established through a primary round of election in which all registered 
parties may participate (http://www.bhutantimes.com/draft_constitution.pdf).

7 On 1st February 2005, H.M. the King dismissed the Prime Minister and his Government, and assumed full executive powers. At the same time,
a 6-month state of emergency was declared, and a number of the fundamental rights enshrined in the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
and the Constitution were suspended.
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principle has been to give central government a
greater steering role by setting policy directions
and enhancing its supervisory and regulatory
functions in contrast to the command system of
the old planned economy. The structural
changes have resulted in streamlining in 
administrative procedures, downsizing in the
number of both government departments 
and personnel, and improvement of cost-
effectiveness and efficiency in delivering public
services to the public, including the poor.

In 1988, party committees relinquished some 
of their personnel functions with the 
establishment of the Ministry of Personnel
which, since 1993, has been creating, “a public
servant system with Chinese characteristics”
(ibid., 3). This has included attempts to institute
more meritocratic recruitment and promotion
processes and more relevant training. A policy
of decentralization has meant to relocate 
service implementation to the administrative
levels of city, county and township. Yet, there
were times in the 1990s, when the central 
government attempted to re-establish greater
control over local governments. There have also
been attempts to increase the responsiveness of
governments to popular needs and demands
and to increase transparency in the wake of
growing awareness of the importance of 
outputs. Autonomous organizations have
assumed a greater role in responding to 
emerging social needs, and in public welfare
and community functions. These are sometimes
described as civil society organizations (CSO) or
more accurately as government-organized 
non-governmental organizations.

While China’s public administration system is
considered as ‘functioning relatively well’ there
are weaknesses and the reform programme still
has many items on the agenda. Public 
participation in policy-making and consultation
with the people are still relatively weak in the
bureaucratic culture. Many government officials
have difficulty in understanding the importance
of listening and responding to popular
demands, especially from the poor and 
disadvantaged in society. There is also the 
popular expectation that government makes
decisions and takes care of people’s lives.
Transparency and access to information have
improved, but are limited, while the arbitrary
use of authority remains a problem. Corruption
remains a major challenge to clean and 
transparent government, and bureaucratic 
bottlenecks still persist, such as in coordination
across government on inter-sectoral matters or

with overlapping jurisdictions. Red tape still
plagues many procedures involving 
government-citizen or government-business
interactions.

UNDP assistance to PAR 

UNDP has been active in supporting China’s PAR
for more than a decade.The first phase of its PAR
support began in 1991, focusing largely on
training, capacity building in the Office of the
State Commission for Public Service and
Establishment Administration (mainly through
computerization, the development of an 
information centre and the development of
capacity for consulting services) and the 
drafting of administrative laws and regulations.
The project achieved important results and met
most of its objectives.

The second phase of the PAR project began in
1997. The main objectives were to contribute to
the design and formulation of China’s master
plan for PAR. The master plan was prepared to
guide the further strengthening of the capacity
of government agencies (planning, finance,
investment, etc.) to manage the economy;
continuing the separation of the functions of
government and enterprises, and the setting up
and managing an integrated social security 
system.The other objectives of the project were
to contribute to the design and formulation of
plans in the administration of social security,
and to contribute to the development of 
capacities to implement the latter reforms in
some pilot sites. The project was rated very 
successful, although the evaluation report also
concluded that China would have pursued its
reform plans regardless of whether donor 
support was provided to the reform programme
or not.

The third phase of the project is ongoing and
aims to support the SCOPSR, in partnership 
with key ministries and six pilot
provinces/municipalities, in their reform efforts
in four policy areas, i.e. restructuring the central
administrative system to meet World Trade
Organization (WTO) requirements; readjusting
government structures and functions in the
Western Region; reform of management 
of non-profit and social intermediary public 
institutions; and strengthening market 
supervision and administrative law enforcement.
In addition, there is to be work on extending
and improving linkages between the SCOPSR
central information system and 12 counties 





loyalties that often have scant regard for the
official administrative chains of command.
Extraordinary non-transparency in matters such
as the structure of civil service remuneration
processes has created great inefficiencies in
terms of the productivity of civil servants.

The integrity of administrative processes has
been severely compromised by an assortment
of practices that might perhaps be described as
the commodification of state authority.
Practices such as job farming, collusion between
tax officials and tax payers, overly cosy 
relationships between officials from state-
owned enterprises and private enterprises and
the officials who are charged with overseeing 
or regulating their activities, collusive 
arrangements that pervade the legal and 
judicial system, as well as newer forms of 
corruption such as those involving the newly
empowered members of parliament, all 
represent key challenges to establishing an
effective, coherent and democratic system for
administering public affairs.

Indonesia’s remarkable development gains
achieved in the decades before the financial 
crisis such as substantial reductions in poverty,
massive increases in primary education 
enrolments, the provision of infrastructure and
the creation of an environment that 
encouraged economic growth now appear 
to have occurred almost in spite of the 
administrative structures that emerged. These
successes do appear, however, to relate closely
to effective responses by the Government of the
day to external developments, for example, the
oil boom of the 1970s, the appreciation of North
Asian currencies from the mid-1980s and the
maintenance of a favourable relationship with
both donors and the international finance 
community. Collectively, these factors built an
atmosphere of confidence that obscured the
structural weaknesses outlined above.

UNDP assistance to PAR 

UNDP has developed an extensive cooperative
relationship with the Government of Indonesia
to support its reform agenda. This has included
coordinating international assistance to the
elections of 1999 and the three sets of elections
(parliamentary and two rounds of Presidential
elections) in 2004. UNDP also established with
the Government of Indonesia and the World
Bank and ADB, the Partnership for Governance

Reform in Indonesia. This not-for-profit civil law
association brings together representatives
from the Indonesian Government, civil society
and the private sector with Indonesia’s 
international development partners. Its focus is
on transforming the agenda of Reformasi into
concrete measures. Included in its wide agenda
is PAR.

The UNDP approach, as exemplified through the
Partnership, is to accept that critical elements of
a nation‘s political reform agenda, of which PAR
is one key component, are matters of sovereign
concern. Further, the reform process itself is not
likely to be effective if left to a state institution
to manage itself. Rather, a multi-stakeholder
approach is seen as best able to push this
process forward. The PAR approach to-date 
has been to exploit the momentum for 
decentralization and regional autonomy and
combine this with a push for PAR locally. Among
the interesting case studies are some that 
provided support to local government leaders
who sought to ensure merit-determined 
leadership in key local government agencies
through open and transparent recruitment
processes. While this approach was at first seen
as controversial, the benefits of it have become
more accepted subsequently. The Partnership
also worked with the mayor of Ambon, the
scene of much sectarian violence, to reform the
city’s accounting processes. The results 
produced considerable ‘savings’ on expenditure
that have subsequently been invested in social
activities that have helped rebuild trust among
community groups that had been in violent
conflict. These local reforms have now become
the standard for local government across
Indonesia.

The Partnership has also worked closely with
the Governor and senior authorities in the
Province of Yogyakarta to reform the regional
civil service by transforming the traditional
input focus to an output orientation. This has
helped ease the process of right-sizing the skills
mix and staffing requirements for the civil 
service in this region.

With PAR now a high priority for the newly
appointed Cabinet, the Partnership has 
commenced a programme of support with the
Ministry for Administrative Reform that focuses
on administrative reform directed at enhanced
public service delivery. This will build upon 
the consultative process that has involved 
senior officials with the Ministry, as well as 
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such as strengthening the Prime Minister’s
Office, policy advice and law-drafting on 
central-local relations, delineation of systems of
performance management and evaluation, and
contributions to the elimination of red tape.
Other donors have provided aid for institutional
strengthening in particular sectors such as 
agriculture and education and have made 
contributions to the creation of a new financial
system, including revised government 
procedures for financial management.

Financial reforms are a key aspect of PAR,
in transition economies in particular, and are
closely linked to organizational and institutional
reforms10 as well as reform of personnel 
management systems, relating directly to issues
such as payroll reforms, strengthening of 
revenue collection and issues related to fiscal
centralization or decentralization. Financial
reform also provides one of the clearest links
between PAR and the achievement of the MDGs
as it relates to issues of budget allocation and
pro-poor fiscal policies. This explains the 
centrality of financial management reforms 
in the PAR programme in both Lao PDR and
Viet Nam.

The pace of change has been relatively slow as
there are obstacles and issues that still impede
progress. Lao PDR is ranked 135th in the UNDP
Human Development Report (2004). The country
has a low GDP per capita (US$ 1,720 PPP in
2002), a life expectancy at birth of only 54.3
years, and an adult literacy rate of 66.4 percent.
PAR is further constrained by scarce resources,
inadequate staffing levels, weak personnel 
management systems, low salaries, and a lack of
transparency and accountability. There is 
caution among some party members and civil
servants about bureaucratic modernization.
Therefore, despite growing familiarity with PAR
and a declared commitment to it, the pace of
change is still extremely slow.

The public service is young and typically based
in rural areas. Eighty-two percent of public 
servants11 in 2000 were under 40 years of age.
However, only 10 percent held bachelors
degrees while primary school was the highest
level of educational achievement for 31 
percent. Eighty percent of public servants
were appointed to sub-national levels of 
government. This is desirable as most of the
population and deprivation is in rural areas. Yet,
it is also problematic in that rural-based public
servants are often under-qualified and 
under-resourced.

Since the launching of the Governance 
and Public Administration Reform (GPAR) 
programme in 1997, progress has been made
and there are now grounds for some optimism.
While there have been no requests in Lao PDR
for large loans to fund a comprehensive 
programme of PAR, the pace of reform seems to
be accelerating. Policy development under the
GPAR programme has resulted in a more 
comprehensive approach to public sector
reforms. This culminated in the adoption of a
government policy paper on governance issues
entitled Public Service Reform, People‘s
Participation, Rule of Law and Sound Financial
Management. This policy paper, presented to a
Donor Meeting in April 2003, prioritizes 
governance reforms, “as a cornerstone of the
nation’s approach to eradicate poverty”, with
PAR as one of the key components.

Further, over the past year, some of the reforms
that had been previously conceptualized have
come into their final stages. A new civil service
statute was adopted in May 2003 and a new law
on local administration was approved the same
year. With the approval of the National Growth
and Poverty Eradication Strategy the recent
decentralization policies (mainly aiming for
improved administrative deconcentration) have
become explicitly linked to poverty alleviation.
The Government is now planning to pilot local
development funds reflecting the desire for 
further delegation of authority over local 
projects and for improving processes and 
procedures for planning and budgeting and
expenditure management at local levels. The
Government is also encouraging central 
ministries to concentrate on budgeting,
research, and monitoring and evaluation, and to
delegate additional service delivery functions to
the provinces and districts. Institutional
strengthening is continuing in various 
agencies and there are visions of the sort of
public service that the party and government
would like: professional, competent, service-
oriented, accountable and efficient, in which
appropriately skilled people are appointed 
to the right job and in which outstanding 
performance is rewarded and encouraged.
However, transforming such visions into reality
remains difficult for reformers in Lao PDR.

UNDP assistance to PAR

The first PAR project (1993-1997) assisted two
core government institutions that had been
established in the early 1990s: the National
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10 The financial departments in the provinces are formally under the central Ministry of Finance. But in practice, the provincial governors have a 
strong impact on decision-making, often obstructing the emergence of a national revenue collection and treasury system.

11 Public servants in Lao PDR include also the teachers, health workers, judges, as well as employees working i n the mass organizations and 
the various committes of the Party.
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by attempts to improve HRM skills and 
processes in a variety of areas such as planning,
recruitment and promotion.

Reforms involving HRM and HRD are supposed
to complement two other major PAR policy
objectives of government – decentralization
and promotion of the private sector.
Decentralization has been identified as the way
to produce efficiency, transparency and
accountability in government. However,
translating the ideals of decentralization into
reality has proved to be a long-term affair and is
still incomplete. The public service also has a
considerable distance to go to provide effective
and sustained assistance to the promotion of
the private sector, described in one UN 
document as still being in an ‘infantile state’.The
role of public administration will be one of 
creating an enabling environment for private
sector development and perhaps even 
instigating some private sector involvement in
what, until now, has been exclusively public 
sector work. A new Public Services Act is 
currently being drafted and is expected to be
tabled in this year’s National Assembly session.
The Act will provide the much-needed legal
framework for the civil service and will provide 
a detailed outline of the institutional setting
and clear TORs for the civil service and the Royal
Civil Service Commission.

In 2001, His Majesty, the King of Bhutan, initiated
the drafting of a new Constitution. The final
draft was submitted to the Bhutanese people
for review in March 2005. The draft was 
distributed through the media and made 
available on the web, both in Zhungkha (the
national language) and English (http://www.
bhutantimes.com/draft_constitution.pdf ).
Bhutan’s draft Constitution establishes a
Democratic Constitutional Monarchy. It also
provides for the establishment of various 
constitutional agencies that have key roles to
play in the public sector such as the Royal Audit
Authority, the Royal Civil Service Commission,
the Anti-Corruption Commission and the Pay
Commission. Once ratified by the people
through a referendum, the new Constitution will
replace the current Royal Decree under which
Bhutan has been run for more than 50 years.
Interestingly, it is proposed that the
Constitutional positions would be appointed by
the King, but on the joint nomination by the
Prime Minister, the Chief Justice, the Speaker of
the National Assembly, the Chairperson of the
National Council and the Opposition Leader.

UNDP assistance to PAR

UNDP has been a key development partner of
the Royal Government of Bhutan in its PAR 
initiatives. In the recent past, UNDP assistance
has primarily focused on building the 
institutional capacities of key ministries and
other government organizations to facilitate the
achievement of national development plans.
The Ministry of Home and Cultural Affairs, the
Ministry of Finance, the Royal Court of Justice,
the Royal Civil Service Commission, the Ministry
of Communications, the Royal Institute of
Management, the Department of Planning, the
Department of Budget and Accounts have all
received assistance. UNDP has contributed to
enhancing capacities for policy evaluation,
restructuring, and human resource development
and management. Some interventions have
involved elements of financial management
and budget-related procedures as well as 
initiatives in the Civil Service Training Institute.

In addition to building the capacities of 
civil servants at national and district levels,
UNDP has taken PAR down to the grassroots
level by targeting district and block level 
functionaries. District Development Committee
and Block Development Committees are 
comprised of elected officials to whom certain 
developmental functions have been 
decentralized. Prior to UNDP intervention there
had been no formal training programmes for
these officials. However, the Government’s 
policy of decentralization and people’s 
participation has meant that increasingly these
functionaries are at the centre of development
programmes. Interventions at this level have
been largely strengthening skills in planning,
implementation, monitoring, budgeting, and
financial management as well as overall 
knowledge in management in areas such as
leadership skills and time management.

UNDP has also played a role in the promotion of
ICT to bridge the digital divide and as a tool to
facilitate development. ICT initiatives include
support to the Ministry of Communications in
operationalizing its regulatory role, planning,
drafting policy, and building up the information
infrastructure. Specifically, UNDP has provided
support to the drafting of the Bhutan ICT Policy
and Strategy as well as the ICT Act. The Strategy
has now been adopted by the Government and
the draft ICT Act is expected to be tabled soon.
UNDP is also currently providing support for
drafting of an Information Access and
Telecentre strategy.
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government organizations. Budgetary pressure
may yet prove to be an extremely strong 
imperative for PAR with the central government
adhering to a fiscal deficit of no more than 5
percent.

Another impetus for PAR has come from 
government’s increasing interest in governance.
The Tenth Plan (2003-2007) places more 
emphasis than ever before on governance and
considers it as a key factor for achieving the
developmental targets set in the Tenth Plan. It
identifies particular governance priorities many
of which have direct relevance for PAR.
First, there is emphasis on greater people’s 
participation in decision-making through 
panchayati raj institutions (rural local 
government institutions), local bodies, self-help
groups, women’s groups, user groups,
associations and trade unions. Government
partnerships with civil society are seen as
becoming more important, especially in the

drive for poverty eradication. Second, the 
enactment of the 73rd and 74th Constitutional
Amendment Acts has paved way for the 
creation of statutory structures of local self-
governance. State Governments need to sustain
this decentralization process by enacting 
regulations to transfer funds, functions and (the
control over) functionaries to local, elected 
bodies. Third, the Tenth Plan stresses the need
for judicial reforms to speed up the process of
delivering justice, including more frequent use
of alternative delivery mechanisms and a new
National Charter for Social Justice.

Fourth, there is specific civil service reform that
is intended to:

� Enforce the right to information 
guaranteed through state government 
Right to Information Acts and the central 
government’s Freedom of Information 
Act;

� Minimize discretion;

� Achieve greater transparency in policies;

� Build capacity and increase;

� Right-size government;

� Strengthen accountability at all levels;

� Facilitate stability of tenure of civil 
servants;

� Revamp the system of rewards and 
punishment;

� Improve professionalism;

� Reform to eliminate unnecessary procedural
controls and regulations;

� Formulate a master plan on e-Governance;
and 

� Revamp present systems of performance 
appraisal, promotions and lateral 
movement.

In 2003, the Surinder Nath Committee 
submitted a comprehensive report to the
Government of India on the system of 
performance appraisal, promotion, empanelment
and placement for the All India Services and the
higher civil services of the Union Government.

Box 5: Improving citizens’ access to 
information in India

Using access to information as a means of
achieving accountable, transparent and 
participatory government has been the scope of
a UNDP sub-programme in India. Its aims are:

� To sensitize public authorities to the need 
to provide information and to develop a 
better understanding of the issue of the 
right to information;

� To improve information management 
systems and implementation of 
development programmes; and

� To enhance capacity of citizens to make 
reasonable demands for information, and 
increase participation, especially of 
women and marginalized groups, in 
governance.

Under this sub-programme, information kiosks
are being set up to provide information in the
local language to citizens in five locations:
Jhalawar (Rajasthan), Mandya (Karnataka),
Bhopal (Madhya Pradesh), Bhuj (Gujarat) and
Kalahandi (Orissa). These initiatives aim to 
establish one-stop contact points for citizens to
access various government services and 
information. The services and information to be
provided under this project include online 
submission of applications, grievance redressal
system, details of ongoing development work,
below poverty line list, online agricultural prices,
and information on Public Distribution System.



During the same period, the Yugandhar
Committee submitted a report on building up
of skills and competencies by providing training
to All India Services Officers at different stages
of their service careers. The findings of the
Committee revealed the immense training
requirements that still remain.

While both reports were still under review 
in February 2004, the previous Government
appointed a new committee with a 
comprehensive TOR to examine a range of civil
service reforms. The purpose of the new report
was to make proposals to render the civil service
responsive and customer-friendly, transparent,
accountable and ethical in its actions and its
interface with the people. The report also made
recommendations to make the civil service
more e-Governance friendly.

Recent developments in PAR are linked to the
governance initiatives undertaken by the new
Prime Minister, Dr. Manmohan Singh. The Prime
Minister emphasized the need for reform of
public institutions at the state and central levels
to ensure accountability in the provision of 
public services, transparency in handling of
public funds and aligning incentives with
desired outcomes. The Prime Minister also
pointed to the need to build a national 
consensus on the fundamentals of governance,
over and above the interests and ideologies of
political parties. He has called for an effective
and inclusive public delivery system, focused on
the people, ensuring equal opportunities for
vulnerable groups.

Two recent changes coming out of the Prime
Minister’s governance initiatives that have taken
place are the passing by parliament of the
amended central Right to Information Act in
May 2005 and the introduction of a new 
performance appraisal system. The amended
Right to Information Act provides for the 
regime of right to information for citizens to
secure access to information under the 
control of public authorities, in order to 
promote transparency and accountability.
The Act also provides for the establishment 
of a Central Information Commission, as 
well as State Information Commissions, with
powers equivalent of a civil court (e.g., to 
decide on appeals, requisition public records,
summon persons and compel them to give 
evidence etc.).

The changes in the performance appraisal 
system for the bureaucracy include the 

replacement of the existing system of 
assessment based on an Annual Confidential
Report by the Performance Appraisal Report.
The Report will evaluate government officers
against 15 to 20 performance indicators e.g.,
work output, personal attributes, functional
competency, etc. A new system of peer review of
senior officers by an Eminent Persons Group has
also been introduced. This group will ascertain
the reputation of a civil servant by seeking
inputs confidentially from peers, juniors and
clients. The reputation of an officer in terms of
integrity, competence, attitudes and personal
qualities will be assessed once every five years
by this group.

UNDP assistance to PAR

In India, UNDP is seen as politically neutral, has a
positive standing with civil society, and can 
connect to a network of resources to 
facilitate informed decision-making among all 
stakeholders rather than impose particular
agendas or policy choices. These combined 
elements favour partnerships between UNDP
and government and CSOs in the governance
area, particularly for governance reforms that
are pro-poor, pro-women, and pro-marginalized.

Some of the changes effected through 
UNDP-supported PAR programmes have been:

� Introduction of a systematic approach to 
training, specifically addressing the following
stages of training: assessment of training 
needs (training needs assessment tool kit);
planning and preparation of training 
packages (design of training); delivery 
(direct training skills); and evaluation 
of training;

� Augmenting distance-learning capacities 
by developing distance-learning packages 
that can facilitate decentralized training 
and strengthening of sub-state training 
centres in the districts;

� Enhancement of public policy training 
capacity in India by developing a long-
duration training programme in public 
policy targeted at mid-career civil 
servants from a mix of cadres; and

� Preliminary work has begun on establishing 
a virtual knowledge network in the area 
of civil service training and public policy.
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The peace process, which started in 2002,
provided new opportunities to redress the 
situation and to mobilize the country’s rich
potential of resources to restore trust in the
economy and revitalize the key governing 
institutions. The process was halted in April
2003, when the LTTE (Liberation Tigers of Tamil
Eelam) withdrew from the negotiations. The
elections that were conducted in 2004 brought
a new government to power. The Government
has pledged its commitment to continue the
peace process, yet the situation remains fragile.
Today, the country finds itself at historic 
crossroads. If the right direction is chosen, Sri
Lanka has the potential to regain its status as a
strong economic power in South Asia (Keuleers,
2004c, 1).

Within this uncertain political climate, there is
general agreement that public institutions are
in need of fundamental reforms. The main 
problems facing public administration in Sri
Lanka relate to issues of:

i) accountability (between policymakers and 
service providers, policymakers and citizens 
and citizens and service providers);

ii organizational efficiency and effectiveness 
(hampered by outdated working methods/ 
organizational culture and archaic rules and 
practices for personnel and performance 
management);

iii) cumbersome relationships between central 
ministries and the field administration 
(provincial councils) and between the 
divisional secretaries and local governments
(lack of clarity over the accountability 
relationship of the central, provincial and 
local governments); and 

iv) insufficient financial resources.

The Government recognizes the importance of
sound public management as a prerequisite for
achieving equitable growth and poverty 
reduction, and has therefore again put public
sector reform on the priority agenda. PAR is now
one of the main clusters under the National
Economic Development Council. However,
the institutional framework for PAR appears 
complex with a risk of overlapping responsibilities
between several bodies and departments
(Keuleers, 2004c, 6).

UNDP assistance to PAR

UNDP assistance to the public sector dates 
back to 1989, when attempts were made to
strengthen the management capability of the
Government’s apex public service training 
institute, the Sri Lanka Institute for
Development Administration. Another initiative
involved establishing the Restructuring
Management Unit to enhance public sector
management.

At the end of three years these two projects 
produced the following results:

� Rationalization of structures and cadres 
of eight selected ministerial departments;

� Rationalization of structures and cadres 
of three provincial councils. A task force 
was established to formulate strategies 
and programmes to enhance efficiency 
and effectiveness in the functioning of 
the provincial councils;

� Work procedures and systems were 
improved in three areas: pensions, land 
administration, and titled registration;

� A comprehensive manual containing 
financial guidelines for divisional 
secretariats was prepared; and

� A project for the establishment of a 
computerized divisional level accounting 
system was designed.

At the conclusion of these two projects in 1994,
a further project as preparatory assistance was
implemented for public sector management
improvement. It enabled the Government to
establish the Centre for Enhancement of Public
Sector Management. The objective of this 
project was to prepare an action plan for public
service reform.The Cabinet approved this action
plan in January 1997.

In order to implement this plan, a further project
was designed with UNDP assistance in 1997.
The objective of this project was to enhance the 
efficiency of the public service to successfully
implement government development activities,
but using the private sector as the engine of
growth in the context of economic liberalization
and a decentralized structure of government.
Within the context of PAR, UNDP at present is



assisting in the areas of fiscal decentralization,
aid management, urban governance, and 
further strengthening of the Sri Lanka Institute
of Development Administration.

In 2004, UNDP received two official requests
from the new Government to support public
administration improvements in the Ministry of
Education and in the Ministry of Finance and
Planning. Both ministries play key roles in 
the poverty reduction strategy and the 
achievement of the MDGs. Assistance to the
Ministry of Education offers an excellent 
opportunity for UNDP to facilitate the 
development of a more people-centred 
education administration, by creating new
forums for managing people’s participation in
the service delivery process. Assistance to the
modernization of the Ministry of Finance and
Planning will not only have an impact on the
quality of revenue collection and expenditure
management, but would also provide a venue
for supporting the process of making the
financing of service delivery transparent and
accessible to the population. UNDP would 
further support capacity development to 
promote and support the ongoing change
management initiatives in the Ministry, to 
prepare a model methodology for process 
re-engineering/functional reviews, the 
development of an ICT strategy for the entire
Ministry and also to further the agenda in the
area of HRM (Keuleers 2004c).

Two preparatory assistance projects have 
been developed planning for reforms to be
undertaken on a pilot basis in close 
collaboration with the National Council for

Administration, the Public Sector Reform Cluster
of the National Economic Development Council
and the Public Service Commission, and the
Ministry of Public Administration, Management
and Reforms.

Further, in September 2004, the UNDP Country
Office in Colombo received a concept note from
the Commission for the Investigation of
Allegations of Bribery and Corruption (CIABOC)
to strengthen the functioning of the
Commission. CIABOC was established in 1994
under the 17th Amendment to the Constitution,
and the Bribery Commission Act No. 19 of 1994
and has considerable powers to investigate and
prosecute allegations of corruption against
public officials. Although the Commission has
brought in a number of actions against senior
government officials including former ministers,
it is handicapped by a lack of modern office
infrastructure including a computerized 
environment and training for staff. The
Commission needs improved capacity to 
investigate the complaints it receives from the
public and to effectively prosecute cases
brought before it. An important element in the
UNDP assistance project’s strategy will be the
application of a rights-based approach to 
development. Using CIABOC as the primary
duty holder, and the people subjected to, and
affected by corruption, as claimholders. The
strategy will aim to increase the accountability
of duty bearers and empowerment of
claimholders. It will also assist Sri Lanka to 
comply with the requirements of the UNCAC
and provide technical assistance to CIABOC as
the lead anti-corruption agency.
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Historically, the Asia-Pacific region has had a
number of strong governments that have
steered development from the top down 
(e.g., China, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Republic of
Korea and Singapore). Highly centralized
bureaucracies delivered many economic rights
and achieved notable reductions in poverty. For
many developing countries in the region today,
achievement of MDGs 2 to 6 depends to a large
extent on the quality of their service delivery,
the building up of human resources and the
professionalism of the public service (Keuleers
2004d, 5).

Thus, it is not surprising that the focus of 
attention has remained largely on the executive
branch of government and, consequently, that
the dominant theme in PAR in the Asia-Pacific
has been the modernization of bureaucracy.
While it has been appreciated that there 
are severe shortcomings with the actual 
bureaucratic structures and processes that have
operated in the Asia-Pacific this has not dimmed
the enthusiasm for a Weberian ideal-type 
construct of bureaucracy (see Box 6).This model
has retained a loyal following among public

service elites who have most often been able to
direct the design and implementation of PAR.
They are attracted by what the model has to
offer rather than by the pathologies that 
frequently characterized bureaucratic 
operations in the region.

The retention of the bureaucratic ideal does not
mean that elites have not been interested 
in PAR. On the contrary, there has been 
considerable interest but the preferred
method involves incremental adjustments.
Even systemic reforms may not disturb the 
commitment to the bureaucratic model. For
example, in Viet Nam, a Public Administration
Reform Master Programme has been 
introduced for the period 2001-2010. This 
comprehensive approach to PAR builds on
small-scale incremental changes over the 
previous decade. While the Vietnamese
Government’s new programme promises 
much bigger changes across the public 
administration system, it still involves 
bureaucratic modernization. As such, the 
programme fits with an established pattern 
of change.

Trends in public 
administration reform 

in the Asia-Pacific
6

Box 6: Attraction and deficiencies of Weber’s Model of Bureaucracy

Max Weber adopted a sociological approach to bureaucracy looking at it as a particular type of organization. His
ideal-type bureaucratic construct was characterized by a clearly defined division of labour, an impersonal 
authority structure, a hierarchy of offices, dependence on formal rules, employment based on merit, the 
availability of a career and the distinct separation of members’ organizational and personal lives. Such a form of
organization represented, said Weber, the “rationalization of collective activities”and was “capable of attaining the
highest degree of efficiency”. It was increasingly found in the professionalization of administration in the 
modernizing societies of the late 19th century, both in the public and private sectors. Elements of the model
could also be found in much older civilizations such as China.

Many bureaucratic leaders in the contemporary Asia-Pacific region have often been socialized to believe in the
efficacy of the Weberian ideal type. They are attracted by the appearance of rationality, the promise of 
predictability, the safeguarding of hierarchy, the clear differentiation of functional areas, and the seeming 
devotion to merit principles.

The champions of bureaucracy sometimes turn a blind eye to its shortcomings or, at minimum, understate them.
However, there is ample evidence of cumbersome processes, lack of transparency, red tape and rent-seeking.
Loyalty may often be valued over capacity, while employment can be based on who you know rather than what
you know. The prime orientation is to process rather than outputs and outcomes. All of these dysfunctions are
protected by minimal accountability, especially to the public that is being served.



The popularity of bureaucratic modernization
has been challenged by NPM. Emerging in the
1980s in a group of English-speaking OECD
(Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development) countries (Australia, Canada, New
Zealand, the United Kingdom and USA) and
gathering momentum in the 1990s, this new
managerial approach to the public sector 
borrowed from the private sector and sought to
introduce some of the principles and disciplines
of the market into public administration.
Among the characteristics attributed to NPM
are that it focuses on results; it features flexibility
in HRM; it is concerned with measuring 
performance; and it opens service provision to
market forces (see Box 7). However, NPM has
been described as a ‘slippery term’ (Manning
2001; Turner 2002), as a multitude of initiatives
has congregated under its broad umbrella. This
did not dim the enthusiasm of governments in
NPM’s countries of origin and in multilateral
agencies for exporting NPM both within the
OECD and to developing countries (Minogue
1998).

While there are some examples of 
experimentation with the NPM in the 
Asia-Pacific (e.g., Malaysia, Mongolia and Pacific
Island States) it is evident that most policy 
makers have not been moved to engage in
the wholesale import of NPM. There are two
reasons for this. The first is the perception that
NPM is a threat to established patterns of
bureaucratic authority and state authority in
general. This occurs because NPM demanded
the adoption of a new ideology of public 
administration involving a shift from organizing
principles of bureaucracy to those of markets.
The second reason is that some of the items on
the NPM menu are inappropriate for the 
countries in the Asia-Pacific as NPM derives 
from a few Anglo-Celtic countries of the 
OECD and has been designed and implemented
to fit with conditions prevailing there. Much of
continental Europe has been less enamoured
with the fundamental ideas and prescriptions 
of NPM. Why then would countries with 
radically different organizational environments
and levels of development in the Asia-Pacific be
expected to embrace NPM?

But NPM has not been entirely avoided by 
Asia-Pacific governments.This would be difficult
as the NPM menu is long and includes some
items that are familiar to Asia-Pacific countries 
and others that do not appear particularly 

threatening to major stakeholders. Where there
has been sustained incremental PAR over 
several decades, such as in Malaysia and
Thailand, items from the NPM menu have been
adopted. Malaysia has strong bureaucratic 
institutions and a long tradition of incremental
reforms oriented to promoting greater 
efficiency. Its legal and state structures have
British roots. Thus, Malaysia has the conditions
that encourage and allow the selection and
experimentation with NPM initiatives.Thailand’s
embrace of elements of NPM has been more
recent but enthusiastic. Other countries in Asia
have been more hesitant in importing 
NPM-style reforms but have done so where they
fit with their established patterns of public 
sector reform. Pacific Island States, especially
Samoa, have been more receptive to NPM 
initiatives, perhaps because many of their PAR
programmes involve Australian and New
Zealand design, funding and implementation.

Schick (1998) has stated that developing 
countries should be cautious about NPM-style
reforms. They need to have the discipline and
skills to adopt them. Others have issued more
general warnings about transferring institutions
and organizations to alien contexts (Turner and
Hulme 1997; Bale and Dale 1998). In the Pacific
Islands for example, where NPM has been 
introduced in a number of countries, there has
been an overall bias towards the macro-
economic aspects of reforms and reducing 
public expenditures, often at the expense of
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Box 7: Major features of New Public 
Management

1. Letting the managers manage.

2. Setting explicit standards and measures of 
performance.

3. Greater emphasis on output control.

4. Disaggregation of units in the public sector.

5. Greater competition in the public sector.

6. Greater use of private sector management 
techniques in public sector settings.

7. Greater discipline and parsimony in 
resource utilization.

Hood, C. (1991) ‘A public management for all 
seasons’, Public Administration 69(1) 3-19.



public sector effectiveness (ADB website).
Questions related to equitable service delivery,
mechanisms for client feedback and clear and
transparent regulations seem to have been less
prioritized. Cultural aspects also seem to have
been overlooked. For example, it is not clear
how departmental autonomy on hiring and
wages combined with fixed-term contracts
would work in practice in a small society
(Samoa) where family and kinship ties are 
particularly strong (ADB website). However,
there is also an alternative view that the ‘new
contractualism’ that lies at the heart of New
Zealand’s NPM reforms may be adaptable 
to new environments such as Mongolia 
(Laking 1998).

The challenge for the future is to explore the
possibilities offered by bureaucracy. This
would involve both building bureaucracy and
then loosening it up. Building bureaucracy is
most important in those countries where public
administration has collapsed. Post-conflict 
societies such as Afghanistan, Solomon Islands
and Timor-Leste are countries where public

administration requires complete rebuilding.
There are also cases where the type of 
bureaucracy that has developed has become
increasingly characterized by dysfunction – red
tape, slowness, excessive centralization, lack of
attention to outputs, insensitivity to clients, and
corruption. Many Asia-Pacific bureaucracies
demonstrate such characteristics in varying
degrees. Loosening up bureaucracy concerns
increased responsiveness, client focus, output
orientation, transparency, and accountability.
The emergence of these desirable 
characteristics occurs when there is movement
towards democratization and where there is a
properly functioning bureaucracy on which to
build. Evidence of this loosening can be found in
many Asian countries in initiatives such as the
Client Charter in Malaysia, the quality 
management programmes of the Philippine
Civil Service Commission, government-civil 
society cooperation in some Indian states,
people’s audits in Thailand, output-oriented
budgets in Samoa, and outsourcing to the 
private sector and NGOs in many countries.
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Box 8: New Public Management in New Zealand 

Throughout the 1990s, New Zealand went through one of the most far-reaching public sector reforms ever
attempted anywhere in the world, mainly featuring privatization and reform of public sector operations in
accordance with market concepts of competition and efficiency. It resulted in the widespread dismantling of
vertically integrated departments, the institutional separation of policy from operations, the flattening of 
management hierarchies and the creation of autonomous delivery agencies. Public management moved from a
rule-based approach to a results-based approach. Senior managers were granted considerable discretion over
operations, but the autonomy was constrained by reporting, monitoring and accountability requirements.
Accountability was based on performance agreements.

The reforms came at a high cost. Many lost their jobs and those who remained in the public sector were subject
to an increasingly stressful work environment and reduced job security. The reforms that were cited by so many
as the model reform of the recent times appeared to be less successful than anticipated. One of the concerns
raised was that the dismantling of a unified civil service through the devolution of the employment function had
eroded a sector-wide ethos of service, while constant restructurings had sapped staff morale (Shaw 2003, 3;
Lawton 2003, 6). Since the change in government in 1999, consecutive centre-left ministries have begun to address
the institutional damage sustained during the first generation of the reforms (Shaw, 2003, 1), a process that
appeared to be warmly welcomed by the civil servants themselves. In May 2003, the Cabinet agreed to a Human
Resource Framework that will coordinate the training and management of staff across each of the government
departments.Work is also being done on simplifying the accountability arrangements that apply to departments
and on shifting departments’ focus from the production of outputs to the achievement of outcomes (Shaw 2003,
11). The main change is that employees are now becoming much more involved in influencing the running of
their departments.

Source: Keuleers, P. (2004b) ‘Civil Service Personnel Management – Key Issues for Consideration When Assisting Civil
Service Reforms in Developing Countries’, paper presented at the UNDP Global PAR sub-practice retreat in Bratislava.





UNDP has a longstanding record of being the
most active player in PAR in the Asia-Pacific.
Over the past five years there have been a large
number21 of PAR or PAR-related UNDP-funded
projects in most developing countries in the
region. These PAR interventions have been
described in the preceding country studies and
summarized in the country tables found in
Appendix 1. These tables are based on 
information obtained from most of the Country
Offices22. It should be noted that one project
may cover more than one area of intervention in
the tables. At the extreme, a single project may
involve activity in all eight identified areas of
PAR activity (e.g., the GPAR project in Lao PDR,
the PAR Master Programme in Viet Nam or the
support to the Good Governance for Human
Security Project in Mongolia). There has been
considerable variation between countries in the
number of projects and areas of intervention,
the amount of funding and the nature of the
PAR activities. Countries with large PAR 
portfolios (currently or in the recent past) are
Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Lao PDR, the
Philippines, Sri Lanka,Timor-Leste and Viet Nam.
While some other countries had fewer PAR 
projects they were either very large in scope
(e.g., the Mongolia Management Development
Programme in the 1990s) or were politically 
crucial within the development portfolio of the
country and enabled UNDP to play an active,
visible and leadership role in PAR (e.g.,
Cambodia, Viet Nam and Lao PDR). Yet, the data
clearly demonstrate that UNDP has been
involved to a significant degree in all areas of
PAR across the Asia-Pacific region. The data also
show that UNDP’s interventions in PAR 
have been most intensive in North and
Southeast Asia.

In the South Pacific region UNDP has been
restricted in its PAR activities and so has only a
modest profile. In seven of the countries in

which it has been active, there has been 
involvement in only one or two areas of PAR.
For example, in Samoa there were initiatives 
in the categories of finance and ethics,
accountability and transparency23. In Fiji, UNDP
was only engaged in one HRM project. It should
also be noted that as the populations of South
Pacific countries are extremely small – most
below 1 million and many under 300,000 – 
the amounts of investment have been 
correspondingly small. This is not due to a lack
of demand or need for PAR, but is due to the
involvement of other actors such as ADB, the
European Union, Australia and New Zealand.
Indeed, when counting all donor contributions,
there has been more PAR funding, whether
measured in terms of numbers of public 
servants or populations, in this region than in
South Asia or East and Southeast Asia. The 
presence of these other donors has meant that
UNDP has not been much required or called
upon in the PAR field.

For one South Pacific country (Timor-Leste) it
has been a different story with heavy UNDP
involvement in PAR. This fits a pattern found
elsewhere that sees UNDP as the leading
agency in rebuilding public administration after
complex political emergencies. In Timor-Leste24,
UNDP has been engaged in the full spectrum of
PAR activities including policy, organization,
work processes, HRM, ethics and accountability,
and training institutes.

In Northeast and Southeast Asia, UNDP has
been extremely active in many countries,
sometimes assuming the role of leading donor
or donor-coordinator for PAR. At various times
the latter has been the case in Cambodia, China,
Lao PDR, Mongolia and Viet Nam. Each of these
countries can be described as transitional,
having economies that are moving from 
centrally planned to market, albeit at different
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21 Based on the (incomplete) information received, the number amount to over 70 PAR or PAR-related projects.
22 More detailed data on projects implemented over the past five years are still lacking for a number of countries.
23 Information obtained from the UNDP Results Oriented Annual Reporting (ROAR).
24 It should be noted that this report has classified Timor-Leste as a South Pacific nation but others might place it in Southeast Asia.



paces. Cambodia can additionally be classified
as a country, similar to Timor-Leste, that has
experienced a complex political emergency that
has subsequently required the complete
rebuilding of public administration. In all of
these countries UNDP has been involved in the
various PAR sub-fields shown on the tables in
Appendix 1. The Philippines stands out as the
country with the most PAR interventions over
the past five years, followed by Viet Nam and
Lao PDR.

In South Asia, UNDP involvement in PAR has
also been considerable, but projects are not as
numerous as in East and Southeast Asia. There
have been UNDP projects in all South Asian
countries with all countries showing activities
across a broad range of PAR sub-fields.
For example, in Bangladesh, Bhutan, India and
Sri Lanka, the reported data show activities 
in most of the PAR sub-fields. One of the 
major recipients of UNDP PAR funding has 
been Afghanistan which, like Timor-Leste 
and Cambodia, is a post-conflict society 
where public administration required total 
reconstruction. It should be noted that the
World Bank classifies most South Asian 
countries, with the exception of Iran, Maldives
and Sri Lanka, as Low Income. By contrast, the

countries of the South Pacific and East and
Southeast Asia are more mixed, involving 
countries spanning the entire range from Low
Income to High Income.

UNDP involvement in PAR can also be analysed
in terms of the types of activity. A summary of
this information can be seen in Appendix 1.
The most obvious observation is that UNDP has
been involved in the full range of PAR 
activities in all sub-regions (albeit to a lesser
extent in the South-Pacific). The policy and
processes sub-fields boast the most activities
(see Appendix 2). Interventions in support 
of training institutes may be somewhat 
exaggerated, and probably include project
activities that involve training, rather than direct
capacity development and support to training 
institutions. What is apparent, however, is that
projects always span several sub-fields,
sometimes all eight. This is certainly the case
with the larger programme-type of PAR 
interventions (e.g., the CAR support project in
Cambodia, the GPAR project in Lao PDR, the
Management Development Programme in
Mongolia, or PAR projects in Viet Nam).
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Through its long involvement in PAR in the 
Asia-Pacific, UNDP has built up some key
strengths in these activities. These include:

Trust: Having been involved in PAR for much
longer than other donor organizations, UNDP
has built considerable social capital among
Asia-Pacific governments. This intangible, yet
vital, social asset is represented in networks
built and maintained on trust. This can be 
especially so in smaller countries where there is
sometimes the feeling that large multilateral or
even bilateral agencies are exerting too much
influence on the shape and pace of PAR. A UNDP
survey in the Asia-Pacific corroborated these
observations noting that, “the organization’s
widely regarded status as a neutral and 
objective development partner over the 
years has accrued considerable trust from 
government” (UNDP 2003d, 28).

Expertise: Due to long involvement in the field
or in specific countries there is the widespread
belief that UNDP has considerable technical
expertise in the field of PAR or at least is skilled
in accessing appropriate expertise. This is a 
reasonable claim given the current and past
portfolios of UNDP’s PAR activities in the 
Asia-Pacific. Due to the differential nature of PAR
activities between countries, types of expertise
may be more apparent or concentrated in some
countries than others. If there is good 
knowledge of this distribution within the 
organization then it can be deployed effectively
as required. In addition to the quality of its 
support, UNDP’s comparative advantage and
niche should also be seen from the perspective
of the wide-ranging nature of innovative 
projects that it has undertaken in the broader
area of PAR.

Long-term investment: UNDP has demonstrated
to a number of countries that it is prepared to
view PAR as an incremental process that takes
time to get moving and longer to see beneficial
results. This is especially the case where 
governments are anxious about venturing into
new territory and need to build up their own
confidence in designing and directing the
reform process. Lao PDR and Viet Nam are good
examples of UNDP’s long-term investment and
confidence building.

Partnerships: The term ‘partnerships’ is used
widely today to apply to almost any inter-
organizational relationship. It is also imbued
with the idea of being something positive and
desirable. However, in many cases it simply 
represents a shift in terminology to describe
types of relationships that already existed. For
UNDP, the idea of partnership is well established
both with host country governments and also
with bilateral donors. In many instances, UNDP
has been able to forge partnerships with 
these bilateral donors so that resources are
combined and coordinated to achieve 
maximum effectiveness.

Coordination: As a logical corollary of its 
commitment to partnerships, UNDP has 
necessarily built up its skills in coordination.This
is especially manifested in coordinating the
inputs of multiple donors. It is less clear whether
UNDP has managed to facilitate coordination
among government agencies working in 
overlapping policy areas. This is a more 
challenging task in situations where ministries
and even their component parts jealously guard
their functional territory.
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Specialization: While this survey of UNDP’s
involvement in PAR in the Asia-Pacific revealed
participation in a wide range of activities, there
are nonetheless some obvious specializations
where UNDP has developed comparative
advantage:

� Post-conflict countries where UNDP has 
taken the lead in rebuilding public 
administration and has often coordinated
the activities of other donors (e.g.,
Afghanistan, Cambodia and Timor-Leste);

� Transitional countries which are moving 
from centrally planned to market 
economies (e.g., Cambodia, China, Lao 
PDR, Mongolia and Viet Nam); and

� Least developed countries of which 
there are 14 in the Asia-Pacific region 
(Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan,
Cambodia, Kiribati, Lao PDR, Maldives,
Myanmar, Nepal, Samoa, Solomon Islands,
Timor-Leste, Tuvalu and Vanuatu).
However, UNDP has not developed expertise 
in PAR in the small island LDCs judging 
by the limited number of projects in 
these countries.
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In the 2003 UNDP/RBAP survey25, 12 out of 21
Country Offices reported that ‘PAR and anti-
corruption’ was a priority area (UNDP 2003d, 4).
Only one priority area, decentralization and
local governance, outranked PAR with a score of
17. Another table in this same survey uses a 
larger number of categories or service lines but
confirms the perceived importance of PAR
among the region’s governments. If overlapping
categories from this table are added to the 
specific PAR category then there is even more
interest in the broader field of PAR (e.g.,
e-Governance and Access to Information).

More recent surveys (MYFF 2004) show that
Access to Justice has now become the 
dominant service line, followed by
Decentralization and Local Governance.

Given the role of the public administration in
achieving the MDGs, PAR is set to remain as a
leading item on the broad governance agenda
in the Asia-Pacific region. However, for UNDP to
continue as an effective participant in PAR there
needs to be reflection on its achievements and
strengths. UNDP’s future contribution to PAR
must build on experience, capacity and 
opportunity. It does not simply mean doing
the same things but will require adjustment and
innovation if it is to retain its position as a major
contributor to PAR in the region. Opportunities
will be available for strategic initiatives based on
the strengths developed over years and on the
ability to identify new possibilities where 
UNDP can utilize these and newly emerging
strengths to add value to governments’ plans
for improvements to PAR.

Given the reported interest coupled with the
amount of PAR activity in the region it is thus
somewhat surprising to read in the 2003 Survey
that a few Country Offices expressed ‘some 
caution’ over UNDP’s future in PAR. Two of
them even suggested that UNDP, “diminish or

move away from its activities in civil service
reform” (UNDP 2003d, 29). At first sight this
seems to be at odds with the demand from
many of the region’s governments for assistance
with PAR. However, this is not necessarily so.
What these opinions indicate is that UNDP is
facing a number of pressures in its environment
relating to PAR and needs to consider its strategy
very carefully. Withdrawal seems extreme and
undesirable but there may be other options that
should be considered, such as fewer types of
PAR activities or activities in a reduced numbers
of countries. The leading environmental 
influences and challenges that are affecting
UNDP in its PAR pursuits are set out below.

The widening field of governance: The field of
governance has become the leading concern
for UNDP, but there have been a growing 
number of activities that have been placed
under this umbrella. Projects concerned with
legislatures, electoral systems, economic 
governance, e-Governance, ICT policy, gender
equity, CSOs and partnerships and anti-
corruption are among the wide range of ‘areas
of interest’. This means there has been 
increasing competition for funds and human
resources among these different aspects of 
governance. PAR is one of the competing areas
and therefore cannot take for granted that it will
continue to receive the historic levels of
resource allocation in both absolute and relative
terms.

Overlapping service lines: UNDP’s division of 
governance into multiple service lines raises
some questions about boundaries between the
different lines. If a broad definition of PAR is
adopted then it also involves decentralization,
public finance and possibly other areas of 
governance. Decentralization is of special 
concern as it has been identified as the leading
area of interest by the region’s governments. It is
difficult to disentangle decentralization from
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25 The survey was based on a questionnaire sent to all UNDP Country Offices in the region, aiming to take stock of UNDP’s governance interventions 
in the region over the period 2000-2003.



PAR. Decentralization involves inter-
governmental relations and impacts on 
important matters such as the size of 
government, HRM issues, the delivery of 
services, financial transfers and the distribution
of authority between territories. The issue for
UNDP is whether separation into current service
lines works against an integrated approach and
the most effective and efficient utilization of
resources.

Multilateral and bilateral agencies: There has
been growing involvement of multilateral and,
to a lesser extent, bilateral donors in funding
PAR. Until relatively recently, the World Bank and
ADB had been little involved in PAR loans.
However, that situation has now changed 
dramatically with the two multilateral agencies
giving major loans for PAR activities. For 
example, the ADB has loaned US$ 45 million to
Viet Nam and US$ 35 million to Nepal for their
PAR reform programmes. In Thailand, the
Government authorized the use of US$ 100 
million of a US$ 400 million Programmatic
Structural Adjustment Loan (World Bank) to
support the public sector reform programme.
UNDP cannot match the investments made by
the World Bank and ADB and so can no longer
claim to be the lead agency in PAR in many
countries. UNDP simply does not have the
resources and runs the risk of being pushed out
of the field or at least to the margins where it
would play only a minor role. Even bilateral
agencies may assume the lead in some parts of
the Asia-Pacific region. In the Pacific for 
example, Australian and New Zealand aid 
combined with ADB loans and EU grants has
kept UNDP on the sidelines of PAR for the island
territories. In Timor-Leste, AusAID has
announced its plan to invest massively in 
capacity development for public sector 
management. In Bangladesh, DFID has been a
major source of funding for PAR.

Coordination: The increased investment of the
World Bank and ADB in PAR programmes raises
questions about the traditional role of UNDP as
a coordinator of PAR. This traditional role
evolved out of the desire of bilateral donors to
make efficient and effective use of small 
investments and UNDP’s willingness to take the
lead in an activity in which it had been involved
since the 1950s. However, if UNDP is being 
transformed into a minor PAR player because of
loans for extensive programmes of PAR then
questions arise as to the suitability of UNDP as a
coordinator of PAR activities for the smaller

bilateral investors. The key is whether UNDP can
persuade such players of the worth of an 
integrated PAR programme under UNDP 
coordination. Further, UNDP must be adept at
both identifying opportunities and acting
quickly when they arise. For example, in Viet
Nam, UNDP is no longer involved in public
expenditure reform but does maintain a small
project that supplies advice to the Minister of
Finance. This places UNDP in a strong strategic
position at the centre of decision-making on
government finance matters.

Capacity: A relatively unexplored issue is the
capacity of UNDP to design and deliver PAR
activities. There is an assumption that because
of longevity in the field and a profile of projects
spreading across the region that UNDP has 
considerable capacity for PAR. This needs to be
examined empirically. With such high levels of
competition within UNDP for scarce resources
in governance there is the possibility that the
organization’s internal resources for PAR may be
stretched thinly. In a recent survey of UNDP’s
Country Offices in the Asia-Pacific, queries on
this matter were largely ignored, but from those
who did respond the results were mixed as to,
“whether lack of internal capacity was a 
hindrance to achieving good results and impact
at the country level” (UNDP 2003d, 29). It should
be acknowledged that there may be some 
definitional problems about what is meant by
capacity – for example, resident technical
knowledge versus the ability to respond quickly
to requests using the wider UNDP network,
SURFs and Regional Centres as well as external
partners or consultants.

Effectiveness: The principal objective of UNDP
activities in PAR is to make progress towards
achieving the MDGs. However, the causal 
relationship between PAR and improved 
performance indicators for the MDGs is not
straightforward. In theory the matter is 
simple – better public administration means
better use of resources resulting in improved
services, especially to the poor. In practice,
matters are not so simple. For example, the links
between investing in PAR and improved health,
income or education outcomes is difficult to
prove in practice. PAR is interrelated with other
environmental factors that influence national
and local development. Yet, such complexity
should not be an excuse for overlooking 
investigation into the effectiveness of PAR.
Questions arise as to whether particular 
interventions, activities or situations have led to
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the best results. Westcott (2004) has provided a
thorough review of the conditions for effective
PAR in the Asia-Pacific region based on an 
evaluation of the experiences of ADB reform 
initiatives (see Box 9). His conclusions are not
new, and some could be questioned, but drawn
together as by Westcott, the essential conditions
provide a most useful framework for judging
the likelihood of success. A general lesson that
can also be drawn from Westcott’s analysis 
is that we have ample information on PAR
initiatives to make informed decisions about
what is likely to work and be effective and what
is not. We cannot predict everything that will
happen but we do know that if certain 
conditions prevail then the chances of success
are much higher.

In order to determine the future of UNDP 
support to PAR there is a need to address a
series of interrelated questions. The most 

fundamental question is whether UNDP should
continue to be active in PAR in the Asia-Pacific
region. The answer to this should be positive
based on UNDP’s accumulated experience, its
good relationships with governments in the
region and the continued demand for PAR 
activities.

If it is accepted that UNDP should be involved in
PAR in the Asia-Pacific, the dilemmas it faces
concern the challenges posed by a changing
PAR environment and the lessons it has learned
from its long experience in PAR.These dilemmas
are outlined in a series of questions that derive
from this analysis of PAR in the Asia-Pacific and
UNDP’s role in it, and are detailed in the next
section.
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Box 9: Successful PAR and the lessons of experience

Conditions needed for reforms to take hold:

� Leadership: heads of state and other top officials have a crucial role in putting reforms on the policy 
agenda and determining how important they are;

� Vision: comprehensive reforms that take hold are founded on a coherent vision of goals, broad objectives,
and notional timetables for bringing about improved public administration;

� Selectivity: reforms take hold when they are important, and have a good potential to be carried out in 
a timely manner, and to be a catalyst for additional reforms;

� Sensitivity: each country has its own unique historical, political, and cultural context that needs to be 
factored in; and

� Stamina: any fundamental reform takes time to take hold, and needs to be sustained across changes in 
government and changes in donor funding.

Broad lessons from experience:

� Begin with diagnostic work: governments, development agencies, and other stakeholders are often 
not fully aware of the administrative challenges faced;

� Test for readiness: pilot initiatives can test the readiness of the Government and society for more 
fundamental reforms;

� Move at the right speed: this will vary according to circumstances; and

� Implement effectively: such things as vision statements, plans and strategies are of little value unless 
properly resourced and implemented.

Adapted from Westcott, C. (2004) ‘Improving Public Administration in the Asia-Pacific Region: Some Lessons from
Experience’, Paper given at the Conference on Regulation, De-regulation and Re-regulation in Globalizing Asia,

National University of Singapore, March.





Should UNDP focus on particular
types of countries or situations?

UNDP has built its greatest PAR expertise and
experience in LDCs, in post-conflict countries
and in transitional economies. Continuing to 
undertake and coordinate reform efforts in
these countries makes sense. However, UNDP
must be prepared to hand over lead agency 
status to the World Bank and ADB when they
become involved in high-cost and often 
system-wide PAR reforms. However, such 
situations should be watched closely as the 
success of these large-scale undertakings is 
yet to be proven. UNDP can still perform 
coordinating roles in such situations, but needs
to demonstrate to its bilateral partners why it
should still be regarded as a lead agency. This
requires experienced PAR practitioners who are
not always available in each Country Office.
UNDP may wish to consider withdrawing from
Middle Income countries where PAR can be
funded from other sources and where capacity
is adequate, even if political will may be lacking.
Nonetheless, there are recent cases (e.g.,
Bangladesh, Mongolia and Sri Lanka) where
UNDP has been requested to resume its support
to PAR after having withdrawn from the sector
some years ago.

Should UNDP focus on particular 
situations?

UNDP has been at the forefront of efforts to
rebuild countries which have suffered from war
and genocide.This is a specialized and vital field
in which UNDP has established considerable
experience and has the moral obligation to
assume leadership over the whole field of 
governance in these situations. But UNDP does

not have a monopoly on post-conflict 
rehabilitation as has been demonstrated by
Australia-New Zealand cooperation in Solomon
Islands and recent developments in Timor-
Leste. Therefore, the ability to deliver timely
quality assistance is one of the most critical 
elements of UNDP’s success in these post-
conflict situations26.

Should UNDP focus on particular 
public administration reform 
activities?

The profile of UNDP projects between 1999-
2003 reveals activity in all the sub-types of PAR.
However, should UNDP develop specializations
within PAR which would make it the leading
source of skills and knowledge in those 
particular fields? While such a strategy would
facilitate role clarification and efficiency for
UNDP it might not be so popular with client
governments who might expect UNDP to be
responsive to their particular needs.There is also
the risk that today’s popular PAR specializations
will be replaced by others requiring constant
shifts in skill-sets by UNDP. Nonetheless, there is
now also a clear trend to use accountability and
transparency and the human rights-based
approach as the key entry points for PAR (and
decentralization). It is to be expected that UNDP
will increase its interventions in the area of anti-
corruption and support to the implementation
of the UNCAC. Many activities planned or 
undertaken at country and regional levels aim 
to strengthen UNDP’s internal knowledge 
generation and sharing in this area 
(e.g., comparative practical experiences with
designing tools to promote citizens’ assessment 
of service delivery, comparative study of 
institutional arrangements for combating 
corruption).
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26 The initial years of a post-conflict situation offer many challenges, but also many opportunities that need to be acted upon immediately. Delays 
in delivery can jeopardise the trust that donors and the government had placed in UNDP to take the leading role in civil service capacity building 
(Keuleers 2004f, 19).



Be reactive, proactive or both?

Like other external development agencies,
UNDP faces the dilemma of how it orients itself
to recipient governments: simply react to 
governments’ requests, actively seek out 
projects, or combine both orientations.
Sometimes multilateral agencies can be 
regarded as acting upon countries, a criticism
that has even been levelled at some bilateral
agencies. By contrast, UNDP has built a very high
level of trust with partner governments through
the perception that UNDP is a neutral actor.
Maintaining such strengths is a priority. This
suggests that the reactive orientation will 
predominate over the proactive.

Should public administration reform
be more closely integrated with
decentralization and other service
lines?

In complex organizations engaged in producing
multiple outputs it is necessary to differentiate
structure. Nevertheless, organizations also need
coordinating devices to bring the different 
components of work together.Thus, all complex
organizations are faced with the dilemma 
of how much differentiation and what 
integration is needed to promote efficiency 
and effectiveness. UNDP has progressively 
differentiated its products into multiple types of
governance. Whether this has been done at 
the expense of coordination should be 
investigated. The case of PAR’s relationship 
with decentralization (as well as with Access 
to Information and e-Governance) is of 
particular interest.

What is the desirable level of internal
capacity for public administration
reform?

If UNDP is to continue with PAR activities in the
Asia-Pacific region then it is advisable to 
estimate what its internal capacities for such

work should be. The task is complicated 
by uncertainty of future demand and resource
limitations.The question of effectiveness should
guide such a review. What PAR capacity is 
needed to ensure that projects will be well 
chosen and designed, as well as adequately
monitored and having the desired impact?
Reference to the MDGs is necessary in this
regard although, as noted above, clear causal
relationships between PAR and human 
development improvements are often difficult
to determine. Obviously, in those countries
where UNDP plays a major role in PAR, there is a
need to maintain, if not strengthen, Country
Office capacities in the area of PAR and anti-
corruption.

What relationship should UNDP have
with multilaterals as regards public
administration reform?

The greatly increased participation of the World
Bank and ADB in PAR is a major change in
UNDP’s environment. The scale of the banks’
investments means that UNDP is no longer the
leading organization in the sector. Does this
mean, however, that UNDP should withdraw
from what might be seen as an overcrowded
sector and focus on other urgent priorities in
governance? As UNDP has built such social and
technical capital in a sector for which there is
considerable demand, withdrawal is too
extreme a response. However, UNDP may need
to withdraw from certain countries (e.g., Middle
Income) or activities (e.g., finance) and may have
to adopt supporting roles in other situations.
There should be closer scrutiny of how UNDP
can still play an important coordinating role for
bilateral donors and the nature of partnerships
UNDP enters. Cooperation with the multilateral
agencies is already apparent in some 
Asia-Pacific countries and needs to be further
developed. Maintaining good communication
with these organizations will help to build 
partnerships with them and in doing so, will 
contribute to UNDP remaining a significant
player in the region’s PAR network.
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This report has shown that all governments in
the region, from Pacific microstates to the Asian
giants of China and India, have PAR programmes
and are continuing to seek external assistance
in their design and implementation. The official
recognition of the need for PAR is given 
additional domestic impetus from a private 
sector and civil society that are increasingly
demanding better services and more 
accountability. Knowledge sharing and global
access to information allows citizens to 
compare their national systems of public
administration with services provided in 
neighbouring and foreign countries, hence
enhancing the pressure for matching 
achievements in well-being made in other
countries. Multilateral and bilateral donors have
also put their weight and their resources into
PAR thus creating a PAR juggernaut that will
keep rolling at least for the next decade.

The report also indicates a recent increase in
UNDP’s PAR activities in a number of countries,
with a strong focus now on accountability,
transparency, anti-corruption, and ICT including
e-Government.

In this regard, an important impetus for public
sector reforms is also provided in the UNCAC.
Articles 7 to 10 of this Convention identify 
a series of reforms to be undertaken in the 

public sector, calling for members states to
improve civil service personnel management
procedures, in particular for the selection and
training of individuals for public positions 
considered especially vulnerable to corruption;
to promote adequate pay and remuneration; to
ensure education and training programmes;
and to promote ethics, and integrity and proper
performance for public servants. Special 
attention is also paid to enhancing transparency
in public administration, including with regard
to its organization, functioning and decision-
making processes and on simplifying 
administrative procedures.

While the main responsibility for coordinating
the ratification of the UNCAC lies with United
Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (which also
responds to technical and political issues
regarding UNCAC27), UNDP has a key role to play
in assisting in the capacity-building activities
required to support the implementation of the
UNCAC. As highlighted above, PAR will 
constitute an important segment of the UNCAC
implementation strategies adopted by the State
Parties of countries where UNDP is on the
ground. The fight against corruption and the
achievement of the MDGs will keep improve-
ments to the performance and accountability of
the public administration high on the 
development agenda.

Conclusion 11

27 Article 60 of the UNCAC also stipulates each State Party shall consider making voluntary contributions to the United Nations Office on Drugs and 
Crime for the purpose of fostering, through the office, programmes and projects in developing countries with a view to implementing this 
Convention.
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Organization Training
institutesHRMFinanceProcessesPolicy

Cambodia

Ethics Decentralization

2 1223 2

China 1 111 1

Indonesia 4 14144 3 3

Lao PDR 6 15565 5 6

Malaysia 1 112 2 1

Mongolia 3 13355 2 2

Philippines 6 54789 4 7

Thailand 1 11254 3 5

Viet Nam 7 36265 2 5

NE and SE Asia 32 1324243940 22 33

Timor-Leste 5 36468 3 1

Pacific Islands 5 36468 3 1

Afghanistan 6 454511 6 5

Bangladesh 2 33342 1

Bhutan 4 33354 2 2

India 1 32123 2 2

Nepal 1 212 2 2

Sri Lanka 3 2233 2 2

South Asia 18 1315172127 16 15

TOTAL 55 2945456675 41 49

Appendix 1: UNDP PAR interventions in selected Asia-Pacific countries

Note: There is no information available from Myanmar in Southeast Asia; Fiji, Papua New Guinea and Samoa in the Pacific Islands; and Iran, Maldives and Pakistan in South Asia.
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Appendix 2: Summary of UNDP PAR interventions (past 5 years: period 1998-current)

For each of the PAR projects, CO’s were requested to mark the areas of intervention that the project is involved in (there may be more than one intervention for each project). Projects in the pipeline
have been mentioned to identify possible trends in PAR interventions.

Project Title

Policy:
Building policy,
evaluation
capacity, policy
advice and
coordination

Organization:
Focusing on
structure and
restructuring

Processes:
Work processes,
ICT initiatives,
quality 
management

Finance:
Finance-related
initiatives;
budget,
revenue and
financial 
management

HRM:
All HRM 
functions

Training 
institutes:
Initiatives in
Civil Service
Training
Institutes

Ethics,
accountability
and 
transparency:
Leadership
codes,
Accountability
mechanisms

Decentralization
and local 
governance

X X X X X
CMB/01/007: Partnership for
Local Governance, SEILA Task
Force Secretariat and
Commune Councils (2001-2005)

X X X X

X

CMB/99/011: Capacity
Development for the
Implementation of the National
Public Administrative Reform
(Phase 1), Council for
Administrative Reform under
the Council of Ministers
(2000-2003)

3 2 2 2 1 2TOTAL

X X

CMB/01/004: Decentralization
Support Project, Ministry of
Interior and National
Committee to Support
Communes (2001-2005)

Northeast and Southeast Asia

X X
In the pipeline:
Establishing a Priority Mission
Group Fund, Council for
Administrative Reform (1-3 yrs)

Cambodia

Note: There is no information available from Myanmar in Southeast Asia; Fiji, Papua New Guinea and Samoa in the Pacific Islands; and Iran, Maldives and Pakistan in South Asia.
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Project Title Policy Organization Processes Finance HRM
Training 
institutes

Ethics,
accountability
and 
transparency

Decentralization
and local 
governance

X X X X X

CPR 01/528 Public
Administration Reform Phase III
(2002-2006), Office of the State
Commission on Public Sector
Reform

X X X X X X X
Partnership for Government
Reform Independent 
(multi-donor) entity
(2000–current)

X X X X X

Effectiveness Building of
Inspectorate Institutions, State
Ministry for Public
Administrative Reform
(MenPAN) (2005-)

X X X X X X X

Governance Reform through
DPRD Empowerment (GRADE),
National Development Planning
Agency (Bappenas), DPRD 
associations (2004-2007)

X X X X X

Local Governance Reform
through Inter-Governmental
Cooperation (LOGIC), National
Development Planning Agency
(Bappenas) and local government
associations (2004-2007)

4 4 4 1 4 31 3TOTAL

Indonesia

China
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X X X X
X X

In the pipeline:
Support to the Customs 
Reforms – Ministry of 
Finance – Customs Department 

Project Title Policy Organization Processes Finance
HRM Training 

institutes

Ethics,
accountability
and 
transparency

Decentralization
and local 
governance

X X X X X X X X

Governance and Public
Administration Reform Project
(GPAR Phase I and II) Prime
Minister’s Office – (Department
of Public Administration and
Civil Service) (1997–current)

X X X X X X
Strengthening National Tax
Administration – Ministry of
Finance, Tax Department
(1995–2003)

X X X X X X X
Provincial GPAR Project, Luang
Prabang province (Office of the
Governor of Luang Prabang)
(2002-current)

X X X X X
X X

Governance, Public
Administration Reform and
Decentralized Service Delivery
in Saravane Province, Office of
the Governor of Saravane and
Provincial Office of Finance.

X X X X X
X X

Strengthening Public
Administration for Poverty
Reduction and Economic
Growth – Pilot GPAR project in
Xiengkhouang province

X X X X

Strengthening Local
Administration for Poverty
Alleviation (UNV) (Office of the
Governor of Luang Prabang)
(2002-current)

5 6 6 5 5 61 5TOTAL

Lao PDR
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Project Title Policy Organization Processes Finance HRM
Training 
institutes 

Ethics,
accountability
and 
transparency

Decentralization
and local 
governance

X X X

In the pipeline:
Policy Support to the 
Department of Fiscal Policy –
Ministry of Finance – 
Fiscal Policy Department 

X X X X
X

X X

In the pipeline:
Strengthening Public
Administration for Poverty
Reduction and Economic 
Growth – Pilot GPAR project in
Khammouane province 

X X X X X
Pilot Project on Local Agenda
21 – Ministry of Housing and
Local Government (1999-2002)

X X X
Capacity Development of the
Integrity Institute of Malaysia
(2005- ongoing)

X X X X X X X X
Support to the Good
Governance for Human 
Security Programme

X X X X X X

X X X X

National Integrity Systems
Enhancement (NISE)

Institutional Capacity Building
of the Office of the President 
of Mongolia 

X X X

Support to the Introduction of
Participatory Monitoring of
Public Service Delivery
(Office of the Government
Services Council)

2 1 1 11 2TOTAL

Malaysia

Mongolia
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Project Title Policy Organization Processes Finance HRM
Training 
institutes

Ethics,
accountability
and 
transparency

Decentralization
and local 
governance

X X X
Development Cooperation
Effectiveness and
Harmonization

X X X X X X X
Civil Service and Economic
Management Reforms (ministry
level) (2002-current)

X X X X X
Budget Advocacy Project
(ministry level) (2000-2002)

X X X X X
Anti-Corruption Programme
(ministry level) (2002-current)

X X X
Government Watch or G-Watch
(ministry level) (2000-current)

X X X X X X X X

Enhancing the Public
Accountability of the
Commission on Audit
Programme (1998-current)

X X X X X X

Support to the Sectoral Review
under the Reengineering
Programme of the Presidential
Commission on Effective
Governance (PCEG)

X X X X X X X

Technical Assistance for
Enhancing the Department of
Management’s Capability in the
Pursuit of a Programme
Rationalizing and Improving
Public Service Delivery

5 3 5 3 3 21 2TOTAL

Philippines
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Project Title Policy Organization Processes Finance HRM
Training 
institutes

Ethics,
accountability
and 
transparency

Decentralization
and local 
governance

X X X X X
Proposed Improvements in the
Budget Execution Processes

X X X X X X X X
In the pipeline:
Public Administration Reform
Programme (2005-2009)

X X X X X

Partnership for Local
Empowerment through
Democratic Governance 
(2004-2006)

X X
Supporting Decentralization
through Environmental and
Urban Governance (2004-2005)

X X X X X X X
In the pipeline:
Anti-Corruption Sector
Programme (2005-2009)

X X X X
Study on the Continuing
Reduction of Signatures
Required in Government 

X X X X X
Strategic Intervention in
Support of Emerging Issues in
Governance (1999-2004)

X X X X X X
Promoting Sound Governance
through Decentralization 
(1998-2000)

X X X XPeople’s Audit Initiation (2003)

9 6 8 7 4 75 4TOTAL

4 1 5 2 1 51 3TOTAL

Thailand
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X X X X
Assistance to Pilot Public
Administration Reform in 
Hai Phong VIE/98/003

X X X X

Strengthening Capacity of the
Government Committee on
Organization and Personnel
(GCOP) VIE/97/001

X X X X

Support to the Implementation
of the Public Administration
Reform 2001-2010 Master
Programme VIE/01/024

X X X X X X
Support to Public
Administration Reform to 
Ho Chi Minh City VIE/96/029 

X X X X X X X
Support to Public
Administration Reform to 
Ho Chi Minh City VIE/02/010

X X X X X

Support to Public
Administration Reform
Programme of the Ministry of
Agriculture and Rural
Development VIE/98/004

X X X X X X

Support to Public
Administration Reform
Programme of the Ministry of
Agriculture and Rural
Development VIE/02/016

5 7 6 2 6 53 2TOTAL

Viet Nam
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Project Title Policy Organization Processes Finance HRM Training 
institutes

Ethics,
accountability
and 
transparency

Decentralization
and local 
governance

South Pacific

X X X X X X

Support to the Development
Posts Project for the
Government of Timor-Leste 
(20 institutions including 11
ministries, 3 state secretariats,
President office, National 
parliament and others) 
(May 2002-current)

X X X X X X

Capacity Development for HRM
in the Civil Service in 
Timor-Leste (National Institute
for Public Administration,
National Directorate for Public
Service, Ministry of State
Administration) 
(January 2002-current)

X X X
Development Advisory Support
(Various state institutions) 
(June 2000-2005)

X X

Coordination, Monitoring and
Planning Assistance for Timor-
Leste National Development
Plan Implementation (Ministry
of Planning and Finance)
(June 2003-current)

X X X X

Support to Office of the
Inspector General
(Office of the Inspector General)
(Feb 2001-Dec 2003)

Timor-Leste
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Project Title Policy Organization Processes Finance HRM
Training 
institutes

Ethics,
accountability
and 
transparency

Decentralization
and local 
governance

X

Local Governance Options
Study Project
(Ministry of State
Administration) 
(April 2003-Dec 2004)

X X X X

Strengthening the Capacity of
the Foreign Relations (Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and
Cooperation)
(Nov 2001-June 2004)

X X X X X

Support to National Planning
and Development Agency
(preparatory assistance) 
(Jan 2001-July 2001)

X X X X X

Support to National Planning
and Development Agency 
(Later PEAMD/NDPEAC,
CDCU and Statistics)
(June 2001-current) 

8 5 6 4 6 13 3TOTAL
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Project Title Policy Organization Processes Finance HRM
Training 
institutes

Ethics,
accountability
and 
transparency

Decentralization
and local 
governance

X X
Support to Development of the
National Development
Framework – Ministry of Finance 

X X X X X X X

Support to Establishment of the
Independent Administrative
Reform and Civil Service
Commission   

X XICT Capacity Building

X X X
Afghanistan Information
Management System

X X X
Support to Ministry of 
Women’s Affairs

X X X
Support to IARCSC – Leadership
Development

X X X X
Support to IARCSC – Training
and Development 

X X X
Women’s Advancement and
Equal Opportunities in the
Afghan Civil Service 

X X
Support to the National Budget
Process, National Priority
Programmes and PRSP

X X X X XMaking Budgets Work

Afghanistan

South Asia
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Project Title Policy Organization Processes Finance HRM Training 
institutes

Ethics,
accountability
and 
transparency

Decentralization
and local 
governance

X X X
The Roles and Responsibilities
of Local Councils – Policy
Options

X X X X X

Support to Public
Administration Reform
Commission (PARC) 
Executing Agency: PARC
Implementing Agency:
PARC/UNOPS
(Oct 1997-Mar 2001)

X X X X

Strengthening Office of Auditor
and Comptroller General (STAG)
Executing Agency:
Office of Auditor and
Comptroller General
Implementing Agency: UNOPS
(July 1999-Oct 2002)

X X X X X X

Developing Civil Service
Capacity for 21st Century
Administration (DCSC21)
Preparatory Assistance Project
Executing Agency: Ministry of
Establishment
Implementing Agency:
BPATC/UNOPS
(July 2004-June 2005)

X X X X X X X X
Support to the Establishment of
the Secretariat of the Afghan
Legislature   

11 6 5 4 5 54 6TOTAL

Bangladesh
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Project Title Policy Organization Processes Finance HRM Training
institutes

Ethics,
accountability
and 
transparency

Decentralization
and local 
governance

X X X

Strengthening Foreign-Aided
Projects Audit Directorate
(FAPAD) Executing Agency:
FAPAD Implementing Agency:
FAPAD/UNOPS
(Aug 2004-July 2005)

X X X X X X X X

Strengthening Capacities for
Development Management and
Decentralization, Ministry of
Home Affairs (1998-1999)

X X X X X

Human Resource Management
and Development, Royal Civil
Service Commission, Royal
Institute of Management,
Bhutan Chamber of 
Commerce (1997-2002)

X X X X X X X X
Decentralization Support
Programme Ministry of Home
and Cultural Affairs (2003-2006)

2 2 4 3 3 3 1TOTAL

*Note: Projects (such as BGD/97/C01, BGD/02/002 **etc.) related to Local Governance/Decentralization (UNCDF portfolio) are not covered in the above-mentioned table for clarity of understanding.
**BGD/97/C01 – Sirajganj Local Governance Development Fund: This pilot initiative is focused on one of the administrative divisions in Bangladesh and is aimed at enabling local 
government to carry out long-term development and fight poverty in rural areas. To achieve this, local elected bodies are trained in planning, designing, implementing and monitoring;
fiscal decentralization, transparency, accountability and gender sensitivity are promoted; and support to improve small-scale infrastructure is provided. Experiences are consistently drawn
from this initiative and used to shape future UNDP projects and those of our partners.
BGD/02/002 – Promoting Policy On Local Governance and Decentralization in Bangladesh: Through a series of studies and consultations, this initiative aims to develop an analytic 
framework and programme strategy for future UNDP support to promote national policy and local practice in democratic governance

Bhutan
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Project Title Policy Organization Processes Finance HRM
Training 
institutes

Ethics,
accountability
and 
transparency

Decentralization
and local 
governance

X X X

Institutional Capacity Building
and Policy Support for the
Ministry of Communications
(2002-current) 

X X

Establishment of Centre for
Public Policy (Department of
Personnel and Training, Govt. of
India) (2000-current)

X X X X X X

Improving Citizens’ Access to
Information (Department of
Personnel and Training, Govt. of
India) (2001-2004)

X X X X X X X X

Strengthening of State
Administrative Training
Institutes (Department of
Personnel and Training, Govt. of
India) (2001-current)

X X

Capacity Strengthening of
Department of Budget and
Accounts on Pro-poor Financial
Management (2004-current)

4 4 5 3 3 23 2TOTAL

3 1 2 1 2 23 2TOTAL

India
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Project Title Policy Organization Processes Finance HRM
Training 
institutes

Ethics,
accountability
and 
transparency

Decentralization
and local 
governance

X X X X X
Decentralized Local Governance
Support Programme (DLGDP)
(2004–2006)

X X X

Strengthening Finance
Commission: Introduction of a
More Rational Fiscal
Decentralization Package
(1999-2003)

X X X X

Strengthening the Capacity of
the Sri Lanka Institute of
Development Administration
(1999–2003)

X X X X X X
Strengthening the External
Resources Department for Aid
Management  (1998-2005)

X X X X

Invest in Peace 
Project – Strengthening the 
Board of Investment
2003-2004)

X X X X
Decentralized Financing and
Development Programme
(DFDP) (2001–2005)

2 1 1 2 22TOTAL

3 3 3 2 2 22TOTAL

Nepal

Sri Lanka
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Project Title Policy Organization Processes Finance HRM
Training 
institutes

Ethics,
accountability
and 
transparency

Decentralization
and local 
governance

X X X X X X

In pipeline:
Support to the Customs 
Reforms – Ministry of 
Finance – Customs Department 

X X X

In pipeline:
Policy Support to the Department
of Fiscal Policy, Ministry of
Finance, Fiscal Policy Department 






