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. Introduction

1. In recognition of the important contribution of tiggobal and regional Human
Development Reports (HDRs) to public debate andlipupolicy, the Executive
Board approved the evaluation of their contributtorthe public policy process at its
first regular session of 2014, as part of the medterm plan of the Independent
Evaluation Office (DP/2014/5). The evaluation togiace within the overall
provisions of the UNDP Evaluation Policy.

2. The evaluation assessed the contributions of glokadl regional HDRs

published from 2004 to 2013. The period encompasepsrts produced since the
adoption of General Assembly resolution 57/264 & Recember 2002, which

affirmed the importance of global HDRs. As thistle first independent evaluation
of the global and regional HDRs, the evaluationoal®wok into account the

contribution of HDRs between 1990 and 2003 and erath how HDRs have

progressed over time. Specifically, the evaluatiaimed to: (a) assess the
contribution of global HDRs to intellectual and #&tacal public policy debates;

(b) assess the contribution of regional HDRs tagpotliiscourse and advocacy at the
regional level and public policy processes at thatianal level; (c) assess the
contributions of global and regional HDRs to UNDRgagement in global and
regional public discourse and advocacy and natiopablic policy processes;

(d) identify factors that explain the contributioné global and regional HDRs; and
(e) present key findings, conclusions and recomrmaéinds to inform management
decisions.

3. The evaluation covered the contribution of th&maanalysis, human
development data (e.g., data on indices and oremtfft themes); background papers
for the global HDRs; thematic analysis and datatlé regional HDRs; and
development and policy actors in all five geographegions where UNDP works
(Africa, Arab States, Asia and the Pacific, Europed the Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS), and Latin America andGQhebbean).

II. Background

4.  UNDP launched the first global HDR in 1990 amuce has produced 23 global
reports. These reports seek to raise awarenesmafgenerate debate on public
issues and concerns. In resolution 49/123 of 19 ebdrer 1994, the General
Assembly affirmed that the HDR is the result of @dependent intellectual and
separate and distinct exercise from other actigitté UNDP. In resolution 57/264,
the Assembly acknowledged that the HDR “is an imaot tool for raising
awareness about human development around the WwdJNDP started to produce
regional HDRs in 1994 and to date has producede®®nts. Over $130 million has
been spent on the global and regional HDRs prodsoece 2004.

5. Global HDRs do not have stated goals to asaettteeir contribution against a
predetermined set of aims. General Assembly resolu7/264 and relevant UNDP
Executive Board decisions, however, specify brodijectives for the report,
resource allocations to the Human Development Repdffice (HDRO) and
consultative processes to be followed. Regional HR2IRe part of the contribution to
the outcomes of the regional programmes manageth®yNDP regional bureaux
or in a few cases are framed as an outcome ofap®mal programme.

6. The evaluation presupposed that the global a&yional HDRs contribute to
generating debates about development that are dé welevance across countries;
and, more specifically, that the HDR cross-couragnalysis contributes to processes
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that promote policies oriented towards human degwelent and as global public
goods, the global and regional HDRs have the pakrtd inform public policy
processes. The evaluation therefore included amalyE HDR contributions to the
following national policy process areas: (a) polidiscourse; (b) policy advice;
(c) advocacy; and (d) agenda- setting. The follaygections present the findings,
conclusions and recommendations for global andomai HDRs. The findings and
conclusions distinguish between three interrelasplects of the global and regional
HDRs: (a) their perceived utility; (b) use; and (@3tual contributions to public
policy processes.

[1l.  Contribution of global Human Development Reparts to
public policy processes

Findings

7. Reach and utility of global HDRs The global HDRs were used to a greater
extent in the public policy processes at the natidevel compared to global and
regional public debates. The degree to which ealobad HDR was used varied
considerably across the reports and among the rdiftegroups of development
actors. The global HDRs did not have a niche auckeand the extent of use was
low among policy intermediaries (civil society orgaations (CSOs), academicians,
think tanks). In a majority of cases, their usedovernment actors was contingent
upon use by policy intermediaries. Therefore, loge uby policy intermediaries
decreased the level of use by government actorgpatidymakers. The global HDRs
were not well targeted at different groups of deyaehent actors, thus reducing their
potential for use in public policy processes. Tt wf global HDRs by CSOs has
decreased over the years. Many civil society actéil the global HDRs
increasingly lacking in striking messages that banused in advocacy. Overall, the
Human Development Index (HDI) was the most usedeuwtnof the report.

8. There was significant variation in how long a pantar report remained

relevant. The subjects covered by the global HDRsewa factor in determining the
interest shown and longevity of use by developmactbrs. The ability of global

HDRs to provide thought leadership largely restad vehether they followed the
trend of contemporary development themes or ratséital development issues that
were not widely discussed in policy debates.

9. Influence on public policy processesGlobal HDRs contributed to bridging

the concept and application of human developmendéoelopment policy. The

unigueness of the approach, and the policy bouedattiat the report could push,
determined the level of contribution of the globHIDRs. There were some

outstanding reports that contributed to public deband policy processes at the
national level. The global HDRs helped to famile@ipolicymakers with the human
development perspective.

10. Development actors typically had high expectatioegarding the distinctness
of the global HDRs vis-a-vis other publicationscEas that distinguished the global
HDRs which were used more and contributed to puplbticy processes included
distinctive human development concepts, tools foalgsing development issues,
perspectives that differed from mainstream thinkargl boldness in communicating
difficult, often controversial messages. Articutegia human development approach
in a simple manner increased the use of HDRs aerd #nd level of influence on
policy processes. In the more recent reports, augion diluted the message, at
times compromising on prioritizing key messageso Teany broad ideas presented
in the report diluted the key messages, so thatréports contributed only in a
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limited way to public policy debates. The focus tbe report moved away from
striking messages on enhancing human developmeant trray of information.

11. Global HDRs had limited influence on UNDP strategend programmes. As
there was no expectation that global HDRs shoufdrin UNDP programmes, a
systematic approach to using the global HDRs wakiitg. When some country
offices invested time and resources to assimilate information presented in the
reports, they found them to be useful in clarifyiogncepts and providing examples
of best practices from countries across regions.

12. The HDI has become the trademark of global HDRs &aad sustained the

interest of policymakers, the media and acadengasticularly at the national level.

When it was introduced in 1990, the HDI provided ahernate development

measurement that would generate discussion on uheah development dimensions
of public policies and global benchmarking. Ovee thears, beyond its use in
comparing performances of countries, the importaotéiDl as an advocacy tool

has declined. The interest in the HDI did not alw@gnerate new policy debates, in
addition to what education and health data alrealy. The HDI was seen

inadvertently to divert attention away from develmgnt disparities and inequalities
instead of highlighting them. Policymakers pref@rresing national data for

development trends and performance monitoring, #m HDI was not seen to

provide any additional insights other than what wagady known.

13. Several factors reduced the standing of the HDlegeent revisions to its
methodology in the past five years and the laclkadéquate communication about
the changes undermined the credibility of the index contributed to the perception
of a lack of transparency in its calculation. Th®IHmethodology has been quite
dynamic and has changed very frequently. This ledstd difficulties in comparing
and interpreting the indices over time. The otlssuie was the outdated data used in
the calculation of the HDI. UNDP did not engageaitddressing country-level data
constraints or management of development data.odlgh not typical of indices
used in HDRs, national data were not used in calony the HDI and there were
significant data integrity issues. There were cansever discrepancies between the
international data used in HDI calculation and oa#l data.

14. The global Inequality-adjusted Human Developmentdetn (IHDI) and
Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) did not receivmuch attention from
development actors, although national-level compaoma of these indices has
generated interest in some countries. There wasihbevest in global IHDI and MPI
and indices such as MPI were largely perceivedeas Lseful for public policy than
income, health and education data.

15. The global HDR policy recommendations informed pglprocesses when the
report took a clear position on the subject disedssThe reports of the past five
years often compromised on core messages and meade limited contributions to
transformative debates. In a majority of cases, ghebal HDRs did not provide
practical solutions to human development challeng®kile this was a deliberate
strategy, most development actors perceived it @sakness of the report.

16. Gender and human developmentThe global HDRs made sustained efforts to
develop gender-related composite indices. Ovenathraness of the gender indices
was low across countries with the exception of dewment actors working on

gender-related issues. Notwithstanding their litidias, the 1995 Gender-related
Development Index (1995-GDI) and Gender Inequalitgdex (GIllI) were used as

benchmarks for women's progress in several countr@n the other hand, the
thematic analyses of global HDRs were not effectiveommunicating messages to
address gender inequality. The global HDRs varredhie attention paid to gender
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inequality from a capability perspective. The resaaddressed gender differences in
terms of opportunities to achieve key functions tsuxs shelter, good health and
education. What was often missing was the analgEifactors related to the society
and individual that are critical for ensuring thdeactions for women.

17. Communicating global HDR messagesThe ineffective dissemination of key
messages constrained the full potential of glob&RS$ in influencing thematic
areas. UNDP did not adequately promote the repbeigond global and country
report launches. Poor dissemination of global HD&ssages reduced the use of the
reports’ thematic content.

18. Management of the global HDRs The credibility of the global HDRs
depended on the analytical and intellectual leduprthe HDRO could provide; the
choice of the HDRO Director was seen as crucialtfos leadership. The editorial
discretion of global HDRs was central to Generatémbly resolution 57/264, and it
has been critical that the HDRs avoid political ggeres pertaining to their content.
The extent to which this ‘firewall' was ensured igdracross reports, and recent
reports have inadequately employed the editoriatmition which the HDRO could
exercise.

Conclusions

19. Conclusion 1: For a quarter century, the global HDR have made major

contributions to shaping the global development dedte. More specifically, the

contribution of global HDRs in taking the concept & human development to

mainstream development policy has been important. Atrength of the reports is

their power of repetition — continuously producingannual messages on human
development using different themes.

20. When first produced, the global HDRs promoted a aomdevelopment
framework that was distinctive at the time when thld development paradigm,
structural adjustment and the free-market economgrewbecoming discredited.
Global HDRs provided the language to articulate ilations of the neoliberal
economic model and provided a different paradignoudbdevelopment and well-
being. The use of a composite index of economic aodial indicators has been
particularly useful to this paradigm shift. Althdughe imperfections of the HDI are
criticized by development actors at the countryelevthe report itself was widely
perceived as an important innovation in developmewasurement. Although the
concepts seem self-evident today, the global HDRisiated the discussion of
measurement of human development and comparisaveleat countries.

21. Global HDRs presented a simple, understandable ratatable development
narrative that is based on the capabilities appgrodo general, global HDRs
successfully adhered to the human development fwame in the themes analysed
by individual reports, although this was strongarsiome reports than others. Its
consistent use of the human development framewstkeé particular strength of the
HDR. The profile and authority of the founding aots of the report has been a key
factor in generating widespread acceptance of thiecept and its more popular
measurement indices. UNDP should be credited fa itistitutional backing it
provided to this intellectual exercise.

22. The global HDRs were political when first publishadd continue to be so. In
gaining the acceptability of a range of countrieecluding greater acceptability by
the countries of the global South), the reportsehmmade immense contributions in
promoting human development as a legitimate issuehe overall progress of a
country. Despite its role as guardian of a mordusive, Southern-owned model of
development, prior to the HDRs the United Natiopgitally had not measured and
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ranked countries. In this regard, the global HDRs&dm accomplishments in
fostering the human development movement. The dmuion of global HDRs in
reinforcing an alternative perspective to developmi@ public policy discourse at
the country level has been significant. There igreater acceptance of the human
development approach in development planning tHearet was two decades ago.
Although this cannot be fully attributed to the bid HDRs alone, their contribution
has been important.

23. The global HDRs issued from 1990 to 1999 had aifitant influence. The

human security approach introduced in the 1994 HbBfermed discussions in the
United Nations. The approach was included in th@®22®/orld Summit Outcome as a
concept to be discussed and formally defined. Qirhj] the 1995 HDR focusing on
gender was among the earliest global documents phetaced the Fourth World
Conference on Women. At the conference, which tesluin the Beijing Platform for

Action, gender mainstreaming was established as ajomglobal strategy for
promoting gender equality. The global HDRs duringst period provided the
intellectual groundwork for the Millennium Summitné the International

Development Goals, which later were manifestedhia Millennium Development
Goals. Different groupings of Member States ackrezlgled the potential of the
global HDRs to create a global consensus on deveéoyp narratives.

24. The reports from 2000 to 2005 responded to the mglj@bal political situation
at the time and managed to maintain the momentutheflobal HDRs. From 2006
to 2009, there was a shift in the approach of gléhlaRs and the reports covered a
combination of themes, some related to the MillemmiDevelopment Goals. The
themes had greater sectoral relevance. In the getiat followed, since 2010, the
global HDRs addressed a range of issues not alwaysficant in terms of ongoing
global debates or providing a new perspective,acaltih this period was critical for
the post -2015 agenda and the debates on sustaidalklopment goals. This period
also marked the erosion of the distinctiveness ld global HDRs and their
contribution. While a vast body of knowledge wasg@eted by the past five reports,
the ability of the global HDRs to influence glold#bates and national public policy
processes have been diluted significantly. The mspmcreasingly are losing their
reputation as a distinctive human development maltidn.

25. Conclusion 2: The global development environment ta changed
significantly since the global HDRs were first pubkhed 25 years ago. For
example, today there is less polarization of ideofpcal positions. There is
considerable increase in the number of publicationand databases that provide
global analysis, and global HDRs consistently have be distinctive to remain
relevant. The global HDRs have not kept up with enrging development issues
and the changing demands of the knowledge space wisng from a significant
increase in the number of research-based publicatice and numerous data and
information channels.

26. With the exception of three reports, the global HDIR the past decade were
unsuccessful in generating or contributing sigrafity to global public debates and
national policy processes. Instead of providing utplot leadership, the reports
merely followed current trends and were unablermvige a different perspective on
key emerging development issues. The global HDRa gweat extent are trading on
the reputation of past reports and have been in#ffe in using the intellectual

space generated by earlier HDRs. To regain thestoamative capacity of the report,
the factors responsible for their declining repislatneed to be addressed.

27. The concept of human development has increasingapand extraordinary
resilience. Unlike many other ideas that disappgaickly from the development
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discourse, human development is a well-accepte@ddigm of development. The

human development agenda has just begun and thea@nsiderable work to be done
in transforming debates and making public policiesore people-oriented.

Challenges remain in applying the human developrepyroach to development
policies, and the global HDRs were not succesgiusustaining the debate to meet
these challenges.

28. The global HDRs did not prioritize core messaged hance contributed in a
limited way to transformative debates. The repdré€ame a mere consciousness-
raising exercise rather than a framework for inforgn public debates and
development policymaking. By being selective in enpreting the human
development approach and available evidence, dweiyéars the reports’ arguments
have become unpersuasive. There has been lessatioowf late in advancing the
human development approach and its applicationn @éaking into account the MPI
and the work on inequality. The contents of somé¢hefreports in the past decade do
not justify the ‘human development' title.

29. The standing of the global HDRs has been considgredduced. The global
HDRs are increasingly compromised when dealing witnflicting perspectives,
weakening the reports' relevance for public debatel policy. An increasing
tendency for political correctness in the presdotatof analysis and policy
recommendations has reduced the reports' usefulndagorming policy changes, at
times defeating the very purpose of the global HDRs

30. The global HDRs have moved away from their origiaaiphasis on the human
development narrative to indices, and over the yéadices have become an end in
themselves. The excessive attention to indiceshoajh not intended, has

undermined the original purpose of the report, t@awl attention to the human

development approach in public policies.

31. Conclusion 3: Too many indices produced by the gla&d HDRs have
weakened their usefulness for human development disurse as well as their
significance for public policy processes. The disegsion on global HDRs
increasingly have been diverted by indices ratheritan generating debate on the
human development approach pertaining to the themef the report. The HDI is

losing its relevance and needs to be revisited.

32. The HDI has been powerful in bringing the attentimnhuman development
issues through a simple index and has remarkabligigad and advocacy appeal.
While the decision to create an HDI broke new gmbum the 1990s, its continued
relevance lies in addressing the various limitasidao suit the changed context. The
HDI has ceased to serve the purpose for which & daveloped. With the changed
context and significant increase in gross domegtmduct (GDP) across countries,
there is closer correlation of the HDI with GDPtldut comparable improvement in
actual human development. The disproportionateuarice of the three elements has
reduced the ability of index to capture a counthusnan development measure. The
index in the present form has limitations in getigx@ public policy debate or
informing public policy processes, and can be pbt&dly misleading in setting
policy agendas. At a time when there is greateroged&ion of the human
development approach internationally, the HDI i present form in some ways has
become counterproductive. There is a need for tebebmposite index for human
development.

33. Less significant revisions to HDI further diminighdts credibility and the

leadership the HDRs could provide in measuring hung@velopment. What is
needed are not minor modifications of the indext tather an index that reduces
GDP-driven variations in the human development meament. The revisions made
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to address the shortcomings of the index were nell ¥hought out and did not
address the fundamental issues.

34. In the past decade, global HDRs used six otherceslibesides HDI; and
currently six indices are used. The IHDI and MPIhile contributing to human

development thinking, have limited relevance fortiomal public policy debates.

Given the long data time lag, they have limitediiytias a global index. The IHDI

and MPI are more suited for use at the nationatllewith appropriate adjustments
to suite the particular situation of the countrytitithstanding their conceptual and
methodological limitations, the various gender el (1995-GDI, GIlI, Gender
Empowerment Measurement and the 2014 Gprovided a benchmark and global
comparison on the progress of women. However, thidynot provide any additional

understanding of either well-being or empowerment.

35. Although not typical to global HDR indices, datang lag is a major issue in
the relevance of most indices. Despite having i@dd HDIs for a quarter century,
UNDP did not proactively engage in addressing isstgdated to country-level data
constraints or management. This is understandalbkEnghat UNDP does not have a
role in generating or disseminating data. Howewasr,a user of data for compiling
HDIs, UNDP for a long period eluded its responstpilof ensuring that the data
used are adequately current. UNDP did not work witier United Nations agencies
in supporting national statistical institutions &irengthen their capacities and
practices.

36. Conclusion 4: There was limited interest shown by NDP to promote the
messages of the global HDRs; and the disconnect beten the HDRO and the
UNDP programme units was a contributing factor.

37. There has been a marked shift from the time whemBNonsciously signalled
to the world the value it attached to human devemlept. There is no formal
institutional arrangement within UNDP to promoteethpractice of human

development, although the organization underscdraman development as its
programming principle. With regard to the global R§ there is no mechanism to
convert the ideas put forward in the reports intotian, which significantly

undermines their influence on UNDP programmes adtegies. The unexciting
reports of recent years further contributed to ek of interest among UNDP staff
in the global HDRs, and the ownership of the flagsheport within UNDP has

decreased considerably.

38. Managing various trade-offs by HDRO was critical nmaximizing both the
UNDP development presence globally and its extengiwuntry presence. For the
HDRO, there are trade-offs in being an independsgffice and at the same time
depending on UNDP programme units for disseminatafn messages and for
drawing on the country offices’ knowledge base. réhare also trade-offs in
producing thought-provoking reports that may notvénarelevance for UNDP
programming; or may generate controversies for UNd®D&grammes. HDRO has not
been effective in managing the trade-offs with UNRBRd increasingly has been
alienated within the organization. One of the capssnces is the decreasing interest
in the global HDRs within UNDP.

39. The recommendations of the global HDRs remain ia thalm of ideas and
minimal efforts are made to contextualize them améke them actionable.
Inadequate mechanisms to discuss the messageg ¢fDR and engage key policy

1 The global HDR introduced two gender indices, fingt in 1995 and the second in 2014.
While both use the same acronym, the computatioth@findices is different.
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actors have reduced the possibility of convertidigais into action and resulted in the
reports often fading away after the launch.

40. Conclusion 5: In its resolution 57/264, the GeneraAssembly recalled that
HDR is "the result of an independent intellectual &ercise" and should be
"undertaken in a neutral and transparent manner'. The resolution is
significant and allows the reports to generate huma development-oriented
public debate. In recent years, the HDRO did not us the mandate to make the
global HDRs thought-provoking reports with a clearand strong message.

41. The legitimacy of the global HDRs lies in the faitthtness of messages and
transparent analysis to contribute to transfornetdebates. In recent years, the
leadership of HDRO was not successful in fulfillitigs role.

42. Intellectual inputs to the reports have weakenedsaerably over the years. A
weak research base and the inability of the HDR®riag fresh ideas to the global
HDRs have reduced the intellectual rigour of thalgsis and policy positioning of

the reports. The HDRO is not adequately equippetéims of research capacities to
be able to present human development analysis w ways that will have a long-

lasting influence on how people think about devetemt. A related issue was the
inability of the HDRO to draw on the scholarshipamfuntries of the global South.

43. The influence of the global HDRs is inherently teld to their use by policy
intermediaries, and CSOs have always been the gegsinallies of the reports.
However, interest in the report and its messagesnanthe civil society actors has
declined considerably. Both the HDRO and UNDP haweé¢ cultivated this group
adequately, resulting in the diminishing advocaejue of the reports.

44. The HDRO process for preparing the report does mftect the General
Assembly mandate to undertake full and effectivastdtations with Member States.
The HDRO has been excessively guarded about théepbof the report until the
day of launch. The opportunity to share variousftdrégo generate debate, even if it
was contentious, was lost. The reports compromaediessages and tried to please
everyone, a situation which can be avoided by slgpanalysis and draft reports for
discussion.

45. The cost implications of global HDR production augbstantial and the quality
of the report does not reflect the resources ireesin it. Also, the imbalance
between the production cost and the resourcesatkacfor dissemination has done a
great disservice to the report, seriously underngrits contribution.

Recommendations

46. Recommendation 1: Given its positive reputation, th global HDR has the
potential to keep human development on the agendd public debate and policy
process. The time is ideal to relaunch the idea diuman development much
more strategically, and to help UNDP regain the irgllectual space in the global
development discourse that it once commanded. It ialso recommended that
factors causing damage to the reputation of the regt and its contribution be

addressed.

47. There is a gap in ideas and perspectives about hudexelopment and the

policymaking process. Transformative ideas are rdetd address the development
challenges posed by the downside of globalizatew,, increasing inequality and

insecurity, as well as growing environmental antiestthreats. The global HDRs

have a critical role to play in generating theseaist. UNDP should make concerted
efforts to ensure that the global HDRs provide pdulemessages to further human
development, and should continue publishing theuahglobal HDR.
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48. The legitimacy of the global HDR lies in the foritintness of its messages and
its transparent analysis. To contribute to transfative debates, the global HDR
should not shy away from difficult messages. Thaides cannot be a substitute for
the new perspective and strong thematic analysasréiport is expected to provide.
Each report should aim to push the boundaries gélbpment thinking, focusing on
issues and perspectives that previously were négdein public policy debates. The
reports should take a strong policy position, e¥eit does not align with current
development thinking.

49. The strength of the global HDR is the human develept framework. Specific
efforts should be made to ensure that the repate la strong human development
perspective and widen the conceptualization andicpobpplication of human
development.

50. Recommendation 2: UNDP should revisit the purpose fo human
development indices and examine their added valueotthe messages of the
reports. Given the issues related to computation ahdata, HDRO should not
clutter the report with composite indices which hae limited value.

51. Composite indices such as the MPI, IHDI and Gllweeer sophisticated, have
serious limitations when calculated at the globalel because of data limitations,
subjectivity in the choice of the variables and theights attached. UNDP should
reconsider using these measures at a global level.

52. The global MPI has limited value for national publpolicymaking or for
global comparisons. As MPI works best when adapbeduit national contexts and
specificities, UNDP should promote its use at tldional level.

53. Recommendation 3: There have been efforts by the HRO in recent years

to address various criticisms related to methodologof the HDI, and there have
been revisions to the index. While important, thesefforts are not sufficient to

address the fundamental limitations of the HDI. Tobe able to achieve greater
policy and analytical influence, consider reconstrating the HDI following a

thorough review.

54. The value of HDI lies in its ability to provide @angple and reliable measure of
a country's human development and its potentialinform public debate. It is
recommended that HDRO carry out a comprehensiveewewof HDI, carefully
thinking through its various components and impiicas in terms of data and other
issues, and address fundamental methodologica¢$ssu

55. It is recommended that HDRO have a policy to engheg¢ the methodology of
the indices is not changed frequently, and thermukhbe a fixed period of time for
undertaking any revisions. Changes to the methagokhould be well thought out
to avoid frequent revisions. It is also recommendbedt HDRO should ensure
transparency in the methodologies used to devdiefridices.

56. Recommendation 4: UNDP should take adequate measwsréo enhance the
influence of the global HDR on the public policy pocess. The role of UNDP
programme units is extremely important in this regad.

57. UNDP should take measures to promote key messagée @lobal HDR. Each
global HDR should be followed by a corporate polissief on the messages the
various programme units should pursue. Sufficierdasures should be taken to
systematically improve the contextualization ansiséimination of the messages.

58. UNDP should operationalize the corporate Knowledganagement Strategy,
2014-2017 to enhance the contribution of UNDP pedtibons, including the global
HDR. Because the resources allocated for the gld¢hlaR are not adequate for



DP/2015/17

dissemination of the report's messages, UNDP shadtttess the imbalance between
the report's production costs and the funds foselisinating its messages. A related
but equally important issue that needs to be adeuwbds setting aside additional
funds for advancing the practice of human developtme

59. Recommendation 5: The management of the global HDReeeds to be
adequately strengthened to provide a stable enviranent for preparation of the
report and to enhance the reputation of the reports

60. To be influential, the global HDR must stimulatewneédeas and provide
thought- provoking analysis that can generate poliebates and inform public
policy processes. By its very nature, the globalRHB bound to address important
issues that will give rise to diverse views andemests. UNDP should guarantee
strong leadership for the HDRO to guide the hugeiiellectual and political
exercise of preparing the global HDR.

61. Several management issues need to be addressech vene critical for
producing global HDRs that are credible and thouphdvoking. The evaluation
considered as key issues the tenure of the HDR@dbir and the mechanisms in
place to handle transition; scheduling of the ré¢sopreparation; and research and
data management. To address these issues, theativalsuggests the following:

(a) UNDP should revisit the current model of HDR3rector, who is the
lead author of the report. Given the intensity loé task of leading the global HDR,
this model has proven to be less than effective DBNshould consider a model in
which the HDRO Director manages the office and ¢hare lead authors for each
report. The lead author will be a senior researchi¢gh international standing in the
subject of the report, who will work closely witha HDRO in preparing the report.
This will allow HDRO to plan the reports ahead ohé¢ as another lead author can
work on the subsequent report. Having reputableasshers and experts as lead
authors will enhance the credibility and standirigh®e global HDR. The Director of
the HDRO can have a longer term (of five years) #ra primary responsibility of
managing the process and liaising with UNDP. Thpgpraach will also address
leadership transition issues that face HDRO evieng tthere is a change of Director;

(b) The report schedule needs to be addressedreTéleould be a clearly
determined time frame for producing the reportdpwing sufficient time for
discussion of various drafts. HDRO should put iaqd mechanisms that will allow
the preparation of a new report well ahead in tinfgle the previous report is being
concluded. This would require revamping the reskedsam. The model suggested
above will address some of these issues;

(c) There should be specific measures in placensure a credible research
process, particularly in using illustrations. Theshould be adequate checks and
balances to ensure robustness of research;

(d) The HDRO should review its data sources, axplare options to reduce
the time lag and variances in national and intéomatl data. HDRO should engage
with UNDP country offices to better collaborate litational statistical offices.

62. While retaining its editorial discretion, the HDRghould move away from the
guarded approach to report production to more omemsultations. Specific

measures should be taken by HDRO to strengthercdhsultation process. Robust
mechanisms should be in place to share content &vdlves so as to generate
debate. There should be extensive consultationdeireloping countries during the
report preparation process, involving Governme@SQOs and scholars.

11
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63. The HDRO should make specific efforts to broadem dlcademic research and
intellectual base of global HDRs. The HDRO shouldvelop more structured

research partnerships to enable new ideas as wdb draw on a wider research. It
is critical that HDRO use scholars from a wide rargg countries, particularly from

the South.

64. The permanent research team of HDRO should inchelg additions for each
report not only to bring fresh research perspechué also to build on networks of
academics and researchers to strengthen the repoifisrts should be made to
develop a programme that would allow scholars torkwtor HDRO for a short
period. This is essential to revitalize the team dwery report and to strengthen the
capacities of the HDRO.

Contribution of regional Human Development Reprts
to public policy processes

Findings

65. Reach and utility of regional HDRs The goals of the regional HDRs — to play
a catalytic role through research and data compiedtopics that have policy

relevance, spur action on policy areas that areveait for human development at the
regional and national level, and engage a broaddieace in public policy debates —
imply that a range of regional- and national-leaetors will use the regional HDRs,

and that these actors will be pathways to inforngioeal policy discourse and

national public policy processes.

66. National-level actors used the regional HDRs comafigely more than
regional-level actors. Overall, about a quartertioé regional HDRs were used.
Across all regions, some reports were used more ththers and the use of the
regional HDRs is contingent upon their themes aalicy relevance to the country.
Poor awareness of regional HDRs significantly atéelcthe level of their use.

67. Regional HDRs informed UNDP regional programmes reh@ossible and

some regional HDRs enhanced the intellectual stepmdif UNDP in the region. The
regional HDRs enabled UNDP to engage with a widegeaof development actors
on issues of critical policy relevance to the ragi®Regional HDRs were used by
UNDP country offices to identify further avenues erffgagement with government.
Across regions, the regional HDRs were perceivedeisg used more by UNDP
country offices than other development actors.

68. Informing public policy processes In each region, there were instances of
regional HDRs contributing to public policy process The regional HDRs
responded to the research and analysis needs ottreesl with inadequate research
capacities. Overall, given their limited use, itsnextremely challenging for regional
HDRs to contribute to public policy processes & thgional and national levels.

69. The reputation of UNDP as a neutral agency makegsaiticularly suited for
initiating sensitive discussions. Regional HDR tlesngenerally responded to issues
that were relevant to multiple countries, (e.g.nger, corruption, citizen security);
too sensitive to address within a single countryg(efreedom, human security,
gender, corruption, inclusion, HIV/AIDS); those Witinherent cross-border
dimensions (e.g., trade on human terms, three tepor citizen security); or where
solutions to a country’s problems depend on thepeoation of others (e.g., regional
cooperation, climate change).
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70. The quality of a report, while important, was nbtays a factor in determining
whether it contributed to public policy debates processes. Development actors
considered the regional HDRs to be good sourcesdfmrence, but the analysis and
policy recommendations were not always adequatgetterate policy debate. What
distinguishes a regional HDR from other reports iis human development
framework, and there were mixed views on whethagioeal HDRs provided a
human development perspective.

71. The regional HDRs responded to the research antysisaneeds of countries
with limited resources for such work. The regiomHDRs were also more useful to
countries that had recently emerged from civil wanere there was a need for
‘neutral spaces’ to lessen the legacies of poléiora to mediate among contending
forces and to use data and analysis to learn fraeuessful development models.

72. Gender and human development The two regional HDRs on women’s
empowerment were important in emphasizing gendemakty in public policy. In a
complex and sensitive public policy environmente thrab Human Development
Report 2005: Towards the Rise of Women in the Arab Wobrld provided a discursive
space to debate issues that are fundamental to wemenpowerment in the region.
The report,Power, Voices and Rights: A Turning Point for Equality in Asia and the
Pacific provided a comparative analysis of gender dispesitand development in
countries in that region.

73. Across regions, there was a preference to use gatidns that analysed
development themes from a gender perspective. Elggomal HDRs fell short on
gender analysis, particularly from a human develeptrperspective. The regional
HDRs were not always an important source of genaealysis on the subject
covered, and there has been limited evidence df tentribution to gender-related
policy processes.

74. Factors that affected regional HDR contributions It was hard for regional
HDRs to find a niche at the regional or nationatele Intergovernmental actors,
policymakers and advocacy organizations had limitadareness of the regional
HDRs. It was difficult for the regional HDRs to gathe attention of development
actors, unlike the global HDRs which had the adaget of the HDI to secure
development actors’ attention, or the national HDRdich have direct policy
relevance to the country.

75. The regional HDRs had the challenging task of rerimaj relevant in a policy

context in which other, regularly published pubtioas with regional analysis of
key development issues are increasingly availabble many cases, development
actors preferred reports from agencies with subgcialization. Regional HDRs
did not have a distinctive value when compared tbhep publications on similar

subjects.

76. When possible, partnerships with regional instdns were used to promote the
messages of the regional HDRs. In a majority ofesashe regional institutions were
not adequately engaged in the preparation of thesmorts, leading to poor
ownership of the reports. The timing of the repoatsd the topics addressed are
important if the reports are to inform regionalérgovernmental policy processes.

77. The audience for the regional HDRs was not alwdgsirc UNDP did not find

the right balance in engaging different groups eff@lopment actors in promoting
human development messages. UNDP also did not tive#c reach out to CSOs or
think tanks during preparation of regional HDRsdigssemination of their messages

78. Policymakers and advocacy actors expressed a mariefdrence for regional
HDRs with a subregional focus. Reports which hasubregional focus or included

13
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only a few countries were found to be more usefulinforming public policy
processes. The geographical and transboundary aglprocovering critical
development challenges that are relevant to a gafuguntries, was found to have
greater policy relevance.

79. Communicating regional HDR messagesThe regional HDRs lacked the
profile of the global and national HDRs. The stags used to disseminate regional
HDRs and their messages were not sufficient to jgwecessary visibility. Across

regions, national and global HDRs were comparayivitcussed more. The regional
HDRs could not generate a similar appeal at théoregd level (with the exception of

those for the Arab States region).

80. The primary UNDP communication strategy appearsbé&o overwhelmingly
focused on the mainstream media, which has a ldnétitention span. UNDP has not
been effective in using social media to disseminkg¢g messages of its reports.
Because they are published at the regional lewelvas often difficult for the
regional HDRs to attract the attention of mainstnemedia, even when the report
was launched in the country.

81. Regional bureaux have made specific efforts to gegeountry offices in the
preparation of the regional HDRs and to facilitéteir use for UNDP programme
support. While country offices acknowledge thise tonsultations were insufficient
to maximize the use and influence of the reporimil@r to global HDRs, there is a
lack of clarity on the role of country offices insdeminating the messages of the
reports. In some regions, there was a lack of headqrs support to the country
offices to build on the momentum generated by #gonal HDRs.

82. Different approaches were used to manage the ptartu of the regional

HDRs. Although there are guidelines on the quaditiyeria for regional HDRs, there
was considerable variation across the bureaux iimgeof their operationalization.
The regional HDRs were better managed when theree wiedicated senior-level
staff engaged fully in the preparation process. Tdek of a systemic approach to
regional HDRs has resulted in the reports beconmaingutput rather than a tool for
UNDP to engage in public policy debates.

Conclusions

83. Conclusion 1: The regional HDRs have yet to distingsh themselves from
other regional publications of UNDP. The standard ér what constitutes a HDR
has yet to be fully internalized, although this isnecessary to find a distinctive
space among the array of regional-level publication

84. The comparative advantage of the regional HDRsavigs other publications is
the human development dimension which the reporigagbto the analysis of
development themes. The regional HDRs could notitjpos themselves as
distinctive publications at the regional or natibhavels. A key weakness of the
regional HDRs was the lack of a strong human dgwalent framework. Besides
bringing new perspectives and evidence-based palyons, it is critical that the
regional HDRs be guided by the human developmeamé&work. The regional
HDRs were not effective in achieving this and wéras less successful in bringing
a new dimension to development policy.

85. Thought leadership and human development analylstaemes are key to the
success of regional HDRs. The reports that conteithuo transformative debates, as
in the case of HDRs covering the Arab States, hadegrful messages challenging
existing development practices. With notable exwas, the regional HDRs have
made limited contributions to regional and natiomaiblic policy process and to
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UNDP programmes. A lack of bold policy propositipngeak human development
analysis and poor dissemination of the reports'sagses undermined the use and
contribution of the regional HDRs.

86. There is no corporate policy on the purposes of KHORblished at different
levels, on the intended audience and how the HDiesdéstinct from other UNDP
publications. There is also no organization-widespective on how regional actors
should be engaged or if regional HDRs are an appate tool for doing so. As a
result, the purposes of regional HDRs are integrtatifferently, and the objective of
informing public policy process could not be achady

87. The comparative advantage of the regional HDRsaviss global and national

HDRs is not adequately taken into account in theettspment of regional HDRs.

While it is important to respond to region-specifgsues, the reports were poorly
aligned either with the themes of the global HDR mational HDR, and as

standalone analysis were not able to create a nichthe development discourse.
The regional HDRs, while located in the regionabgnammes, were not able to
establish their value and have largely become mesriother UNDP regional

publication.

88. Conclusion 2: Clarity on who are the primary usersof the report is critical
to ensure that the reports focus on their intendedudience. It was not clear who
is the audience of the reports. In the attempt to e@ach different groups of
development actors at the regional and national leals, the regional HDRs have
diluted their messages

89. The lack of a clear target audience undermineditileence of the regional
HDRs. There is an ambiguity about how to relate regional policy actors,
particularly regional intergovernmental bodies dvilcsociety actors. The regional
HDRs did not establish a niche audience, and were successful in informing
regional institutions’ policy processes or policygvacacy at the regional and
national levels.

90. Conclusion 3: Lack of gender analysis from a humandevelopment
perspective and related policy propositions dilutedthe contribution of the
report. The regional HDRs missed the opportunity toexpand the conceptual
boundaries of gender-related constraints in pursuig individual goals and
interests. The reports did not provide new policy prspectives that would
challenge output-oriented development practices.

91. The regional HDRs were not always an important esewf gender analysis on
the subject covered, and there has been limitedesmde of their contribution to
gender-related policy processes. The regional HiRRided gender-disaggregated
analysis, but systematic analysis of gender frofmuenan development framework
was either limited or lacking altogether. With sparpolicy recommendations and
weak gender analysis, the advocacy value of thertspemained limited.

Recommendations

92. Recommendation 1: UNDP should revisit the purposefdhe regional HDRs

and explore options to strengthen the contributionmade by the reports. UNDP

should not publish thematic regional HDRs unless tére is something significant
to talk about. It is imperative that the reports have a strong human

development perspective. UNDP should take adequateeasures to enhance the
influence of regional HDRs on regional and nationapolicy processes.

93. To strengthen the contribution of the regional HDB9ublic policy processes
at the regional and national levels, UNDP shouldgié the purposes of the regional
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HDRs in relation to the global and national HDRsNIDP should ensure that
regional HDRs capitalize on the global and natiomeports and pay specific
attention to strengthening the policy and advocdieyension of the regional reports,
in term of sustained follow-up activities. Specifiefforts should be made to
strengthen human development analysis and genddyss in the regional HDRs.

94. Every region has issues that merit a regional maion. The regional HDRs
should add value beyond what is offered by pubiarat of other organizations.
UNDP should not publish regional HDRs on themegd #ra widely researched and
published, unless it brings an additional dimenstonthe debate. UNDP should
explore the option of regional HDRs providing humdevelopment analysis and
only periodically produce thematic reports that ceontribute to development
discourse and public policy and provide a new pecsipe.

95. Recommendation 2: The subregional scope of the ragial HDRs proved to
be a useful approach both to cover issues that agpecific to a few countries or
subregion and also provide in-depth analysis. Thigpproach should be thought
through and adequately strategized for a greater impact of regional HDRs.

96. Important lessons can be drawn from the regionalRidDvith a subregional
focus in Asia and the Pacific, Europe and the GIfd the Latin America and the
Caribbean. Given the specificities of different gps of countries in the region,
UNDP should consider publishing regional HDRs watsubregional focus. Regional
HDRs should be used specifically to provide humanedlopment-oriented data and
analysis for regions that are not adequately caléneglobal research and analysis.

97. Recommendation 3: Specific attention should be paidto developing
systems and processes to communicate and dissemim#iie messages of regional
HDRs. Effective communication and dissemination othe messages is closely
related to the knowledge management systems and cagties of UNDP, and this
need to be strengthened.

98. UNDP should effectively implement its Knowledge Maement Strategy,

2014-2017 to address the larger issues relateds®edhination of messages of its
knowledge products. To improve the contributiontbé regional HDRs it will be

necessary to:

(a) Address issues related to poor disseminatibrthe messages of the
regional HDRs. UNDP should develop a disseminat&irategy for its flagship
publications, addressing how the HDRs will be proeio through UNDP
programmes and activities and clearly spelling th roles and responsibilities of
different programme units;

(b) Provide resources to country offices for dieg®ation of the messages of
reports. In the Asia and the Pacific and the La&tinerica and the Caribbean regions,
additional funds were provided to country offices tommunicating the messages
of the regional HDRs. Such approaches should mngthened and institutionalized.




