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STUDY BACKGROUND AND APPROACH

This report is a pre-study to support the scoping
process for the future Evaluation of Joint Gender
Programmes (JPGs) in the UN system, which will
evaluate the UN’s joint programmes in the area of
gender equality, women’s rights and women’s
empowerment. It provides the drafters of the terms
of reference for the future JGPs evaluation with
gualitative and quantitative analytical overview of
the JGPs portfolio and reflections on the emerging
strategic priorities, evaluability and methodological
options.

According to UNDG’s Guidance Note on Joint
Programmes (2003), a joint programme involves two
or more UN organisations and (sub-) national
partners that have jointly signed a programme
document. JGPs have been defined as those that
have an explicit objective of: empowering women;
and/or promoting gender equality at the strategic
level; and/or women and/or girls may constitute the
main beneficiaries/programme partners. Thus, joint
programmes that may mainstream equality between
men and women (which in theory are all joint
programmes) but have other overall goals, have not
been included in the portfolio.

The authors have established a database that maps
out the characteristics of 113 JGPs from 2001 to
2010 according to nine main characteristics. The
data for JGPs that were initiated before 2006 are
incomplete, but the data for the JGPs initiated
between 2006 and 2010 generally have high
reliability.

The most significant challenge for the study was
obtaining reliable data since none of the agency
databases have systems to allow for straightforward
searches of joint programmes. They frequently lack
consolidated and systematic information, contain
errors and are not regularly updated. While the
team has used innovative search tactics and an
extensive number of hours trying to identify JGPs, it
is possible that the database does not contain all

existing JGPs. The JGP database is furthermore
limited to information provided by the signed
programme documents — thus any changes since the
signing of programme documents may not have
been captured by the database.

The gathering of qualitative data focused on
obtaining an overview of key issues and information
needs. The data were acquired through
consultations and interviews with over 30 key
stakeholders and the analysis of 20
evaluations/reviews that were located. While some
useful information has been gleaned from these, it
has been relatively limited since the level of quality
is often inconsistent and most are weak on the joint
aspect of joint programming. To provide an
analytical overview of the policy environment that
underpins the rationale for the future evaluation, a
review of dozens of relevant policy documents,
reports and strategies was also conducted.

KEY FINDINGS

Findings from the quantitative desk analysis:
Characteristics of the JGPs portfolio

In the beginning of the decade, at most, a couple of
JGPs were initiated each year. The budgets were
also modest, with a median size of USS$ 320,000. The
second part of the decade saw a rise in the median
budgeted programme size to USS$ 2 million, with a
dramatic rise in the total number of JGPs in 2008 and
2009. This can partly be explained by the addition of
MDG Fund resources. However, the largest average
size of JGPs was in 2010 (USS 7 million), which was
after the MDG Fund contributions were distributed.
From 2006 to 2010, the total planned value of the
JGP portfolio was USS$ 463 million and the total
funded value at the time of signing of the
programmes documents was USS$ 274 million.

Twenty-four different UN entities have participated
in at least one JGP, with UNFPA, UNDP, former
UNIFEM and UNICEF participating in over 60 JGPs



each. UNDP, UNFPA and former UNIFEM were also
by far the most prevalent in the role of lead agency.
The specialized agencies WHO, ILO, UNESCO and
FAO are the second most frequent participants. The
majority of JGPs are made up of three to four
participating UN agencies, while one-third of JGPs
have five or more participating UN agencies — some
have over 11.

Africa has the greatest number of JGPs and accounts
for the largest portion (55%) of the total planned
financial value of the JGP portfolio from 2006 to
2010. The Asia/Pacific and the LAC regions account
for 14% each of the total planned financial value of
the JGP portfolio, but in LAC the individual JGPs are
much smaller in size.

Multi-sectoral JGPs are few, but they have large
budgets that account for 33% of the aggregated
planned financial value of the JGP portfolio. In terms
of number of JGPs, the eliminating violence against
women (EVAW) thematic area is the largest —
roughly accounting for just less than one-third of all
JGPs and one-third of the aggregated planned
financial value of the entire JGP portfolio. JGPs in
the governance area are almost as numerous as
EVAW JGPs. However, they have much smaller
budgets that amount to only 13% of the aggregated
planned financial value of the JGP portfolio — which
is similar to the value of the health (13%) and
economic empowerment (9%) JGPs. The number
and value of the education, trafficking and HIV/AIDS
JGPs represent only a few percent each of the total
budget. Only five JGPs representing four thematic
areas have objectives with a conflict-related angle.
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Switzerland and the UK. Other national
governments have also provided resources —
financial or in-kind — for at least 13 JGPs.

Findings from the qualitative desk analysis:
Convergence on strategic priorities

This study has demonstrated that there is
considerable concurrence among stakeholders,
evaluations/reviews and policy documents regarding
the overall priorities for the evaluation. First, there
is a common perspective on the use of the
evaluation. While it will be used to render judgment
about the overall merit or worth of JGPs, the
principle uses will be to facilitate improvements and
generate knowledge. These uses should guide the
scope and approach of the evaluation.

Second, the analysis reveals that the priorities for
the evaluation’s strategic scope converge on three
areas. In relation to these areas, the data suggest
that effectiveness, sustainability and possible impact
are the dominant evaluation criteria to assess the
JGPs. Relevance issues are less prominent but still
pertinent. Efficiency and operational effectiveness
issues were generally considered less important for
learning from and improving JGPs. While the data
reveals many challenges in this area, stakeholders all
agreed that these were not unique to JGPs, but
common to many or most joint programmes. It was
a concern that this evaluation maintains its focus on
the effectiveness of joint programmes and not be
taken over by systemic operational efficiency issues
that relate to all joint programmes in all sectors.




