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ABSTRACT

. The partic1pation of the United States in the °
programing and budgeting process of UNESCO (United Naticns
Educational, -Scientific, and Cultural ‘Organization) is reported. The
document is presented in four.chapters. Chapter I, the introduction,
traces the growth of the United Nations system, UNESCO background,
U.S. representaticn to UNESCO, and efforts to improve the
effectiveness of U.S. . participation. Chapter II examines U.S.
participation in UNESCO relative to policy objectives, priorities,
and effectiveness d0f represéntdtion. Chapters III and IV describe
UNESCO progranm planning and budgeting and the role of the Ufited
States in that process. Conclusions ccncerning f.S. partic1patron 1n
_ UNESCO are that procedures for establishing current explici
statements of U.S. program objectives are inadequate; development of
a new policy analysis process is lagging: performance of some U.S.
representatives at UNESCO forums is reduced because of inadequate
preparation time and inexperience: and domest ic agencies and
professional constituencies concerned with UNESCO'are not involved
early.or deeply enough. ¢oncerning the UNESCO program and budget, the
report concludes that the usefulness of the goal/cost approach was
diminished because the plan addressed only direct frogram costs,
descriptions of program objectives wete vague, and cpportunities for
effective input from member ‘governments were limjited and had” little
or no effect on the final documen*s. Recommendaticns are for the
United States to participate earlier and more actively in the
-development of the UNESCO plan‘and tidget. (KC)
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Numerous GAO reports to the Congress have THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO.

. o DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM

stressed the need for increased U.S. participa- : THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-

. . . IN £

. tion in U.N. programs and improved manage- suvfé6'03°»5'$1‘»?&2'&"1,?.‘53';';‘:,‘;'3
. ment Of UN. ah—enCieS.. . N SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF‘

EDU‘CAYION POSITION OR POLYCY

To determine the extent of these improve- , '
mepts--and whether the United States has i T X
benefited from increased participation in this -
process--GAQ, examines in this report the ex- !
perience of the United States m UNESCO ,
(the United Natioris Educational, Scientific - . 1
and Cultural Organizatign), one of "'the most . ' : S :
diversified and fastest growing of the U.N.
group. - )

/ ’ ¢ S
Some improvement is becoming evident, but
much remains to be done by the Department
of State. -
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- This report discusses U.S, partlcxpatlon in the pro~-
’ gyraming and budgetlng processes of the United Nations
Educatlonal "Scientific and Cultural Organization.
Coples of thls report are bexng sent to the Dlrector,
ffice of ‘Management and Budget; the Secretary of State;
' and to the approprlate congressional committees. .
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| / coMPTROLLER GENERAL'S / UNESCO PROGRAMING AND BUDGETING
 REPORT TO THE CONGRESS | _  NEED GREATER U.S. ATTENTION,

DIGEST ’
. If the United States‘and member governments
participate more fully in planning. and man-
agement activities of U.N. ffiliated agen- .
cies, progressive results ill be measurably 4g
incrq?sed. . ( o
' Recent emphasis by ‘th€se internatiqnal organ--
izations on medium-term program planning,
standardization Sf program and budget pre-
_sentations, and assessment of results should
make possible more effective coordination
and strengthened financial discipline in
planning and carrying out the}r programs.
~ This report® recommends ways for. the United
) States to participate more in programing .
' and budgeting in UNESCO. i

»

To/permit a stronger U.S. participative role - -
‘ ip“these activities, the Sgcrepary'of State
. should establish a program policy which

- includes : - L

--developing long-range stratedies based
on expressions of broad-based interest
and support, consistent with ¢verall

. . U.S8. foreign policy objectivesy

. --balancing new U.S. progyém initiatives
against the concern that their costs
would increase the budget;- '

.-—-gearing planning so that proposals are
submitted early enough to receive seri- .
o ' ous Secretariat staff attention when
' the plan and budget are dfaﬁted;

--paying more attention to identifying
questionable projects and promoting
-those likely to have more impact but ‘.
which do not overlap the work of other
agencies; | . :

(SN

~

‘L.-'

Tear Shaet. Upon removal, the report )
cover date should.be noted hereon. 1

- -\ 4




. ]

<A

t Y-
Eiis ‘

" U.s.

--positioning a budget expert to assist
U.S. resident staffs-at UNESCO and other
European-based U.N. agencies in defining
the funds and other resources needed to -
implement their proposed systems; and

--appointing General Conference delegates
with no less than 6 months notice to
.allow them adequate time to prepare for
. their assignments. ‘

In: addition, 'the Secretary should take other

steps aimed at improving UNESCO planning and

budgeting documents and the ability of Agency’
governing bodies to exercise their advisory

and‘decisionmaking functions. ~ (See p+ 21.)

A State Department spokesman regards the
report to be fair, acturate, and constructive
in assisting U.S. officials to strengthen
their performance in UNESCO. . .

PARTICIPATION IN UNESCO
R J -~

‘U.S. efforts’in UNESCO in recent years-have

been directed.more toward political concerns Y
than with Agency programs. As UNESCO pror -
grams. have become increasingly attentive to
the problems of the developing coyntries,
the United States has. proposed fewer initia-
tives and stressed better use of the existing’
agency budget resoué%es. The Unites States,
however,. has not ‘adop¥ed to best advantage
the adzinlstrative machinery established to
coordihate and oversee agency activities.
For example, . :
--procedures for establishing current and
explicit statements of, 1.’S. program ob-
jectives and priorities were inadequate;

--development of a ' new pg}icy analysis and
resources management process designed to
improve .U.S. effectiveness .in UNESCO was

lagging;

——performance of some U S." representatives
at UNESCO forums was reduced because of
inadequate prepa\etion time and, inexper-
ience; and

ii | -
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e cluding strategies

.+ - =—-domestic agencies and professional con-
T stituencies concerned with the 'UNESCO -

' . program were not involved deeply or early
enough in the agency planning process to

.allow American interests to be clearly
defined and promoted._ :

. ' UNESCO PROGRAM AND BUDGET

UNESCO 1s one of the fastest grow1ng U.N.
agencies desplte the adoption of moderateée
program_growth rates in its medium-term .
plan covering 1977-82. Although the budget
resources allocated to individual pro
objectives are in line with specific¢ pl
targets projecting an overall 6-percent
biennigl growth rate, additional offsets
for inflation, currency depreciation, in-
creased administrative ‘costs and other ‘non-
program expenditures not addressed in the
: .. .plan have combined to produce a much higher
.. " 'rate of budget growth. The approved budget
. of $303 million for 1979-80 represents a ‘
35-percent increase over the prior biennium
and more than a threefold rise since 1971-72.

The UNESCO medium—terfh plan and proéram
budget--based on a unified and integrated
goal/cost approacb--represent a construc-
tive step joward enabling member gdvern-
ments to assess the merits of proposed .
‘agency expenditures over a longer term.
Their usefulness, however, was dimln*shed
by the fact that o
-—~the plan addressed only direct program
costs, accounting for about half of \the
total assessed budget costs; '

in-
nd milestones, were
vague and lacked the specificity needed
for effective measurement and assessment' .

. --descriptions of pr)Pram objectives,
a

-—thpugh member governments and other
agencies were consulted before the draft - .
plan and budget documents were adopted,
its scheduling 1imited the opportunities
for effective input; and

. '_ (
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) .
--guch consultatiohs appeared to haye little
or no effect on the final documents. A
frequently mentioned criticism was the-al-
location of resources over too many- pro;-

ects—-including -those in other agencies'
spheres of responsibility--reducing pro-
gram effectiveness. Y .

. REPORTING OF PROGRAM RESULTS

LY

UNESCO management reportlng of program re-
sults does not allow member states to deter ,
mine if objectives were achieved or are cap-
able of being reached within the set time-or
cost limitations. Although such reporting
mechanisms have been established, their time
phasing and the lack of specific targets or
~eriteria against which to measure progre s
have rendered them virtually valueless for
assessment purposes. At United States-urging,
\1ncreased emphasis is being put on progyam

luation and bn accomplishing more wi h

existing resources, but progress to date is
minimal.

. .
U.S. REVIEW OF UNESCO
PROGRAMING AND BUDGETING

In view of the difficulty of securipg timely
and substantive draft. planning dat@ and affect-
ing appropriate changes, GAO noted an overall
need for the United States to participate
.cearlier and -more actively in the/developnpent
of the UNESCO program plan and bHudget. U.S.
efforts with regard to influencing the direc-
tion and costs.of UNESCO progfams were 'given
little curreht attent.ion -an Wport.

In addltlon,\GAO observed that the officials
respons1ble for representing U.S. interest ¢
in UNESCO were handicapp¢d by an overriding

‘concern with pOlltlcal ‘matters, by af inade-

. duate sxstem for identifying program goals
and pfiérutles, and a shortage of qualified
staff tOnMna;yze the budget and emerging new
1ssue areas A .
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Although GAO noted ‘some method&ioglcal S
improvements in how the UNESCO program’ and
budget documents were prepared, they have

not provided a more satlsfactory basis for-

has the agency's budget gro th slowed per-

— - - - - E e - e m - mfly e =~
: .o R . . :

' ceptibly. The problem appears’ ta be in the
* substance rather than the style, of manage~
. ment plannlng and reportrng. C . .
‘I' . [N N .

- o If the planning and budgetlng documents r
\ . Were more .explicit.and the member governwA,
X ments participated more fully in their
h ‘ - ‘origination, GAO believes program results
: o would be meagurably improved.
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o S  INTRODUCTION i ! L

v

- CHAPTER 1

Tremendous increases in'Uniteh-Nations (U.NWN) activi-
ties have occurged due to technological,, socigl, and polit-—

! ical changes in the world. When -the United Nations was .
established in 1945, peace and security were egarded as = or
primary goals and the responsibility of ,this organization. -

Progress toward human rights.'and economic and. social

advancements have also resulted from U.N. effarts. ASs

decolonization has proceeded\since 1945, however, member= . _
ship in the-United Nations has expanded: considerably, and . IER
economic and social development have been emphasized ﬁore.

_ The world has grown increasingly complex. Environment,
food, health, communication, and transporitation problems now
require that national'governments devote more time, energy,
and resources to these topics. . The increased interdepermd- T e
ency of nationg and the application of modgrn~technology“
across broadl social planes have resulted in vastly- expanded
programs anfl in eed fér fmproved mechanisms to monitor .
and coordinate thesg activities. . :

STER CL L
v,»l'- . . s . -
_ U.N. agency "and program expansion has- occurred during
, a period’o apidly rising prices, resulting in dramatically
‘increased budgets--particularly in recent years. As a result, '7‘
the assessed and voluntary contributions of the United S;gtes : X
7

GROWTH OF THE U.N.

and other major contributing countries have risen sharpl

Assessed budgets of /the United ‘Nations, its specialized agen-

cies, and the Iqterﬁational Atomic Energy- Agency (IAEA) rose

from $359 million in 1970 to $1,062 million in-1978. Addi-

& - tional voluntary contributions raised total funds available ,
to the U.N. system (excluding the World Bank) to an estimated -
$2.5 billion.in 1978. According to the U.N. Administrative
Committee on Coordination, regular budgets are growing at N\
a mych faster pate than voluntary contributions (30 percent
versus 17 percent during the 2-year period 1975-77). _ .

The budget growth of the specialized agencies and IAEA--
associated with, but administratively independent from, ‘the
United Nations--has been particularly striking. Specialized .
agency budgets que,soared from $200 million in 1970 to.$645 -
million+in 1978." TwO new agencies (the World Intéllectlial
Property Organization and the Inteérnational Fund for Agricul-

. tural Development) were formed during this period, and budget f
< increases of 300 percent or more among the others were common.
. s .

- - 3 . -
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 estdblishment of new entities| to

donors.
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The budgets of some agencies,:.including the International ;
Telecommunication Union and IAEA, more than quadrupled.

UyN.
officials contend that World 1nflatiQp and currency fluctﬁé*

tions have aceounted for most jincrease that these fluctua-
“tions Are uncontrollable, and that thé ratds of real budget
growth have actually been far more mQdest than the increases
stated in current dollars would seem to indigate. Agency

‘budgets presented tao member countries for app oval appear to
conflrm this contention.

Nevertpeless, specialized &gency budgets ake growing
faster than' the system as a whole.
program budget, the U.N. Jecretary-General calcul ted,a real
growth rate of 2.2 percent, for example, while two of the
larger -specialized agenc1es-;§?€ United Nations Eduegiégggq
Scienti'fic and Cultural Orgamfzation (UNESCO) and th d’
and Agriculture Organlzatlon--proposed comparable program
growth rates of 7.0 and 6.9 percent,e.respectibvely. At the
same time that specialized -agency program resoukces have P
registered such real growth, the portion of their budgets
related to overhead and administration have also increased.
In additipn, there is a trend toward increased funding‘ of
technical as31stance programs in the assessed budgigf.

-

These §rowth patterns reflect some characteristﬁc prob

lems currently faced by international organ}zatlons. Mem-
ber nations frequently exert pOlltlcal and competitive pres-
sures on agency manage€ément to increase project and staff
representation as symbols of power and prestige though these
actlons may be detrimental to program: effectlveness. The
al with env1ronment,

drug abuse, populatlon, and other lissues have created pro-
prietary conflicts among organizations in the absence of _
~clear lines of demarcatlon. Finally,
which represent the largest votlng bloc and stand to benefit
the m&st from program expansion in relationship to capital
outlay, are less concerned with the budget and bureaucratic
growth of the United Nations and its specialized agencies
than the major developed countries 'who are the prlnc1pal
The. 10 largest céntributors prov1ded 76 percent
of the budget, and more than half the member states combined
for less than 1 percent.'

. -
-~ . -~

An 1mportant reason for the rapid grawth of UNESCO is

its increased orientation toward the needs -apf concerns of
developiag countries. Although UNESCO technical assistance

programs continué to be financed mainly from voluntary fund-
s, a portion of these programs are funded in the

The nature and volume of such funds devoted
. ' «

regular"uddet.

- o - Ie

In the proposed 1978 79
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the Third World nations,




e ® t& development assiétance, howéve% 1s,a matter of v1ewpoint. .

. UiS. offigials exclude ‘grants and certain education 'services .

- in estlmatlng that technical assistance pnagrams make pp 3 '
¥, to 4 percent of the UNESCO regulatly.funded budget. .More-

. -over, officials abgue. that direct services and a sistance . "
- - to member states are auth rized by -the UNESCO c¢énstitution. | s
+ - On the. other hand, agenqy»officials reponted‘ap its, members’ ‘
"% in late 1978 that 25 percent of the reqular budget -supports .
- . national development programs, inclading consultation, train-

ing, pilot projects,.and institutional aid,”and that absorp—
‘tion of-overhead costs for operatlng prOJects financed extna

1 . “ .
»
’

_gﬁT OF U, 8. pARTICIPﬁEE—N e T C | L R
T . . i “w
. A consequence of the mqﬁe in the budgets of the .United
Nations and~its spe01allzeﬁ agen01es hasebeen the proportlonate
" increase ‘in the cost of U.S. partic¢ipatiaon in these organiza-
tions. According tep U.N. scales of assessments,- cdn¢r1bu- ¥
+ tions the United States provided for ‘the United Nations, its
--speclallzed agencies, and IAEA rosé from $84/million in’ 1968
to $243 million im 1978. Maintainingspermanent staffs at U.S.
missions to- 1nternhtlonal organizations located abroad, in ~
New York, ‘and in Washington, D.C., currently costs another
$12 million, annually. In addition, miscellaneous other funds
are appropriated for advisers and experts drawn from various
, seéments of . Government ‘and industry to provide backstopplng
. services and support’ for these organlzatlons.y

Qe

"

EFFORTS. TO IMPROVE EFFECTIVENESS e S
OF U.S. PARTICIPATION  * i - RS

Concern over this cost led .the CongFess in 1972 to place
a 25-percent limit on U.S..contributians'to the United Nations
and most of its affiliated agencies. The Congress has.also ,
supported our prior .studies of U.S. involvement in interna- .
. tionals organizations In several reports iB3sued since 1969,
. we have stressed the Reed for management improvements--in the (
gencies themselves and }n the manner of U.S. representation.
Peincipally, our recommefidations were‘dlrected toward the
nedd for U.S. objectived, improved ‘budgeting and programlngg
strengthened recru1tmen 7 and more effective evaluation.

» Our recent study, "U.S. Partlclpat;on International”

. . Organizations," (ID-77-36, June 24, lQill{fggncluded thdt in
"-gpite of past criticism, the State Deprrtmept and other eéxecu-

tive branch agencies had not greatly changed their management

'methods nor had.much, progress been made within the United kS
Nations. - Althouih“;he study did not include UNESCO, we did’ '
. ! - : i ' ?
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.

observe that this agency appearéd to be ahead of _other spe~ -
cialized ‘agencies we visited in its approach to programing
and budget1ng. By including financial projections in its ,
6-year program plan and by integrating the biennlal program °
.budget with the -plan, member ggyernments were given tpe ST
opportunity to judge future ag cy programs on merit and

*.on cost. P 7 '

i
4

. Thls study appraises the ‘progress made by UNESCO in’
Eplementing this system, its significance to improved U. S.
p rtic1patlon in UNESCO and other international organiza- :
tionst . This study also presents some‘problems we observed
in the system. N » ' -

UNESCO BACKGROUND‘

Eormally establ1shed in 1946, UNESCO is one of fourteen
specialized U.N. agencies with recognized speciality fields.
It differs from other agencies, however, in the broad range
of its activities. Its purpose is to.contribute to peace
and security by promdting international intellectual coopera-
tion not only in-education, the natural sciences,. and cul-
ture, but din mass communication and the social sciences as
well. Principally, it provides a forum for advancing mutual
knowledge and understanding through collaboratvion among mem- .
bers; adoption of international norms and. standards, and the
gathering, analysxs, and dfssemlnation of information.. =

UNESCO's main organlzat10ns are the General Conference, ¢
an Executive Board, .and a Secretariat headed by- the Direct
. General. 'The General Conference is its supreme body, con-
vening all member nations (presently l46)-—generally during
. even-numbered yeags--to determihe policies and major work
areas. Principally, the General Conference approves or’
adjusts the 6-year, medium-term plan and the biennial work
program and budget proposed-by the.Dlrector -General. Between
General Conferences, -the 45-nation Executive Board meets |
sem1 annually, to make advance reviews of propoded program
and ‘budget submissions, supervise executlon of the existing
program, prepare the GeneraI Conference agenda, and perform
miscellaneous advisory functions. The Director-Geneéral is
chief adhinistrative officer. Hé and his staff (1) prepare -
_the program and budget, (;) make proposals and report results:
to the membership, 'and (3) .create the structure and appoifit
the\staff to carry out the -direction the members prov1de.

-

U S. REPRESENTATION TO UNESQO

T b

_ .- Because of the btoad range of UNESEO act1v1t1es, many
U.S. agencies and nongoverunmental bodies are affected by
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it& programs. ' The Secretary of State manages ®.S. partici-
pation.in the agency. Planning, coordinatien, and policy .
formulation and-implementation functions are caxried opt in
the Departhent of Staté Bureau of Inteynational Organization
Affairs. Thig Bureau evaluates.agericy programs, solicits
the views of U.S..experts and technicians, prepares position .
papers, screens candidates for UNESCO employment, provides 5
instructions to the staff of the Permanent Representative
.in Paris, and maiftains continuous liaisoh with several
UNESCO-linked activities. '

The U.S. Permanent Representative to UNESCO,,given jan
ambassadorial rank in late 1977, heads a professiona¥8ta
of seven plus secretarial support t monitor agency progr
on site. Three members of the management team are specjal
uémg in science, education, and development programs, d }
ed to. Paris by their Washington-based agenties (the Natio
Science Foundation; the Department of Health, Education,
Welfare; and thz Agency for International -Development); .t
members are foreign service career officers; and the re n- " .
ing member is a part-time, temporary, local-hlre recruitmant.. ' - .
officer. At the 1978 General Conference, the" Permanent --NI % °
Representative was elected.as the U.S.-tember to the Execu- )
tive Board. Supplementing the Permanent Delegation at UNESCO-

" General Conferencegs is a 30" to 40 member body of delegates,
including several Presidential appointees which represent
various interested U.S. constituencies. '

. The U.S.DNational Commission for UNESCO was created -’

in 1946 in.accordance with a-UNESCO constitutional»suggestion
that each member state establish a commission to advise
the General Conference delegation and: their gaygernments.
The Commission is composed of 100 members appoPnted ‘by o
the Secretary of-State, representing national voluntary
organizations, Federal, State, and local governments,'and
other interested bodies. As an gdvisory and public relations
body to the State Department and‘UNESCO, the Commission -is
assisted by a secretariat staff and is financed bygthe State -
Department. = e ) : i |

: Several ‘other executive departments and agencles,
intluding Commerce; Health, Education,_ _and Welfare; the
Interior; the National S¢ience Foundation;  the Agency for
International'Developmgnt; and several others, are involved
.in UNESCO programs to a lesser*extent.

i .

»
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SCOPE OF REVIEW

A
Our review was made at the Dgpartment of State and .
other executive agencies in Washington, D.C.; the U.S.

Permanent Delegation to UNESCO'in Paris, Frafice; and the ,
. . . 5 L .
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Y. S. Mission to the 'United Nations in New York., Because
international organizations themselves are outside our
audit authority, the scope of our review was limited. We' .
did not directly ‘examine UNESCO operations. The UNESCO .
budgets and programs are discussed extepsiver in this |
- report as understanding of UNESCO procedures is necessary

to evaluate U.S. participation and- influence on~program
economy and effectiye administration.. With the assistahce
.-of the U.S. Permanent Delegation in Paris, however, we

received excellent cooperation from UNESC@-officials and
were able to review UNESCO.documerits and Interview UNESCO
officials. The U.S. Mission ta the United Nationps also

arranged meetings for us with representatlves of the U.N. f
SeCretariat. )
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LA CHAPTER 2 L

U.S. PARTICIPATION IN UNESCO

"

'Although we ha,knot prevdously examlned the eff9ct1ve~ o

ness of U.S. participation in UNESCO, such reviews df other( o
"P.N. agencies have frequently disclosed inadequately defined

policy objectives and priorities to gulde U.S. officials in
- serving both organlzational goals and American interests. ...

During this review, we found that the existing.mechanisms - -* ¢

for establishing, updatlng, and implementilg program goals

and priorities needed ‘strengthening though some steps ‘to-

remedy this s1tuat10n are’ currently underway.- \ -

» 1]

\

UNESCO,polltlcal actions with regard to Israel, freedom
of information, humap rights, and other issues have been
cause for considerable congressional criticism. Reacting
‘to this criticism, the Department of State has expended much
-effort to prevent or reduce the damage which might stem from
actions taken by the agency's governlng bodies at the ‘cost
of.U.S. leadership in substantive projram matters. We *
found that although U«S._arrears payments and the appoint-
ment of an ambassadorial level permanent representative, .

. who is now also the U.S. Executive Board member, have had.
~a salutary effect on its relations in UNESCO, much-still
needs to be done to ntaké ‘the Unjted States a more active R
and effectlve partner in UNESCO. - L - v

R |

U.S. POLICY OBJECTIVES AND PRIORITIES

Since 1969 we have reported th t the executive branch .
needs to establish definitive poliey objectives andlpflorl- .
ties to support U.S: participation in international opgani= Coor
zationg. We haye stated that: such guidance is necessary
to effectlvziy/prralse organizational proposals and per—'
formance. - Although a general statement of U.S. objectives
in UNESCO doeés exist,. we found there is a need for more
expﬁlc1t statements of U.S.' program pr10r1t1es on a con-
tinuing basis. Without such guidance, the effectiveness

.of those assigned to advance U. S. interests in UNESCO s
are certain to be impaired. . . <

Through the Bureau of Internatlonal Organization .
. . Affairs, the Secretary of State formulates and coordinates

- policy, plans, dnd programs related to v.s. part1c1pation

_inythe organization. As such, the.Bureau is responsible

_ for providing policy and program direction to U.S. dele-
v gates and others concerned with Aherican involvement in B

UNESCO. We.b@lieve that this .responsibility.has not been - .

. ) ‘- . \ a- . N
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adequately met.  The National Commission attributes the . E
., shortcoming to the low priority that U.S. foreig policy ot
L glves.to UNESCO. Some-delegates attending UNESCQ General )
Ny - Confererices felt that substantive program matters were ‘
2 given inadequate attention ‘because of:the need to accord
B top priority to major political issues addressed at the
: conferences. Several staff-members of, the Paris-based
'+, ¥ Permanent Delegation told us that their greatest problem
in reviewi UNESCO programs was that “there.was a nee
;Y to establi priorities,among the varied U S. interests. g
. : 'N $
The Permanént Delegation staff believed the situation‘
could be rectiffed if the State Department established an .
~"*- appropriate mechanism for selecting program emphasis and - \'
priorities.' In addition, tp make more effective uge of time
and resources; the staff cited a need for guidance to permit
‘it to be more selective and thorough in -those program areas
" considered more im ortant or of greater benefit to the
A .."_Government er. other(demesEic professional constituencies. y
- A 4 )
ST An accorfance with a.State Department request, the Per- -
'* . manent Delegation provided State a list of its objectives . .
in October 77.., -The list placed clear stress.on political .
objectives, thOugh strategy om program and budget matters
. . was algo.included. The Bureau-approvad goiFs\statement,v .
IR submitted in late March 1978, and sti®l corfsidered valid;
omitted speiffdc references to program objectives and prior~

¢

3
£ . . \L

‘In the meantime, to facilitate a management transition

in which the 'heads of the UNESCO Directorate in Washington
and the Permanent Deleggtion switched places and assisted
the' newly appointed Ambassador, a mission plan was submitted
to the State Department in January 1978, calling for
increased focus on program matters and requesting policy~-.
level approval of (defimitive Objectives and priorities.,
The. requested definitive guidance was' neve€r provided. The
last detailed statement of U.S. program priorities is con- _ ,
.tained  in the U.S. response to a lengthy questionnaire o/
_UNESCO officials sent member states in the summer of 1977V

. . Nevertheless, the.need for objectives and‘pilorities
underlyinq'U S. participation in international«organization
programs we recognized long ago has bequn to receive atten- /a»
‘tion at. higher State Department levels. 1In his" report to
the President on reéform and restructuring of the U.N. -
systems (February, 28, 1978), the Secretary of State said




:'and yts peciallzed agend1es depended on development of-lts .

ablllt to/ _ . ’ 5

. . - , : AR O
Liensure that U.S.. pollgy objectlves in each = -
U.N. ency are coordinated and integrated
" with. verpll U.S. foreign policy objec¢tives;
j--monitor continupﬁsly U.S. participation in
each 1nternat10nal organization and program,
identify and analyze problem areas, and
establish policy objectives with regard to
each q; these multilateral institutions;.
& .

.——assure the'mOSt-effectlve invoj}vement of. the
different departments and agencies of the
executive branch in the'sactivities of these -
multiiateral-institutions- and " .

--bring U.S.. multilateral -diplomacy to bear on
achlieving greater effectlveness, efficiéncy, . _ |
and economy witthin each of the organlzatlons ' o
‘and programs of the U.N. system.

Although acknowledglng some shortcomlngs in these C

areas, measures to correct them are being taken, To this
end, the Department has commenced development of- a- pollcy
analysis and resources management process thtough which
it plans to formulate annqal action programs for each U.N.
agencyd In March 1978, each State Department office. coordi-
nating agency programs was given the respon51bllity to
prepare--with the assistance of other concerued parties--a
‘comprehensive statement of U.S. policy bbjectives. The
ction programs were designed to form the basis .on which
he United States copducts 1ts‘relat10ns with' partlcular
. N. agencies. : ‘

”

-
o

Development of the UNESCO. actiqQn program has been* slow.
- Bureau officials concerned with UNESCO asked the Permane7
Delegation to provide input into .the document's preparation
to meet a May 1978 deadline. " The ‘need to get ready for the-
UNESCO spring 1978 Executive Board meeting caused a delay
in stibmission 5f the input. The Buread sent a draft copy
of the UNESCO action program,bforward for approval' in late
June - 1978, but it was returned for revision. Further wotYk"
has Yeen’ suspended because of the need to tend to other '
pre531ng matters. Therefore, it was not available.as a
guide -for J.S. delegates serving at the 1978 General
Conferencé. We are conducting ‘a separafle review of the-

-
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‘circumstances, whatever influence the United States. possesses

" “observers feel that the U.S. commitment toward the ‘organiza-

N . 1
. * N
- . -
. .
. . .
- . -

. " . . . 1
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‘ Department s implementation of its actiOn,programs for the

major U.N« agencies. Buresu officials told us, however, y,

.that, the UNESCO- goals and objectives statement was-being

Updated and revised to include program priorities, ‘
S

PREY

3EEFECTIVENESS OF U‘S. REPRESENTATION

It would appear that the United States should be in a
strong position to exert important influence 4n connection -

- with UNESCO programs and budgets by virtue of its 1 adership .

in those program areas. covered by UNESCO and #ts sudbstantial
contribution to its regular budget. U.S. influence, however,

is more implied than direct. The United States has only a

single vote in the General Conference and in the Executive

Board with which to recommend and»approve actions on the"

program and budget. Further, other members: tend to .take '

the size of the U.S. contribution for granted, ' Under these o

in-shaping organizatidnal .activities Stems significantly. - .

from the ability of its delegatgs to convince the representa- =
tives of other member nations*and the .UNESCO Secretariat =~ = -,
on theqdesirability of pursuing particular courses of action.

. : _ : C Yy : . N
“ Despite efforts to impkove.-the U.S. 1$age in UNESCO

by upgrading the level of its representation in the Per- i N
manent Delegation -and at UNESCO functions, some close L

tion is still lacking and’ that its policies are reactive
rather than innovative. The National Commission, advisor

to the Department of State on all matters relating to U.S.
part1c1pation in -UNESCO, contends that the pursuit of U.S.
interests in UNESCO requires a ’greater professionalism and °
continuity of representation than in recent years. 1In addi-
tion, the,Commission considers the consultdtion process .
with 'the affected professional groups it assists as being S -
too hastily arranged. It should be pointed out, however, '
that the Commission's own-effectiveness is less than what

it could be if its large membership were more active .in

reviewing the UNESCO program and budget. Other observers

of .U.S. relatjons with UNESCO cite the inattention in

establishing program policy and priorities, and insuffi-

cient early planning as major obstacles tokimproved per— -
formance. .

43 w
(v
ot
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General ConferenCe

- 4
7o The performance of U.S. representatives at General
Conferences relative to discussioens and negotiations ,of
substantive program matters has been cr.iticized by obser-
vers and.even the delegates themselves. Members of the

.
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Permanent Delegation and foiciayé in ‘the State Department
and the National Commission expressed the view that the.

, effectiveness of many delegates has been reduced because
~of a lack of one or mote of the following: (1) suitability
. for setvice or advance .preparation, (2) adequate guidance

'on program objectiyes and roles of idgividual delegates,

~and (3) continuity of sexperienced personnel. According
. to’one observer, a major causé of the delegation's reduced

effectiveness is that delegation membership is awarded

-~ -t6o frequently for political reasons, As a result, some f
.public members are insufficiently informed or interested

in the proceedings. v . S
. Of the approximately 30 U.S. -delegates .attending the,

1978 General Conference, in addition to the.Pepmqnent

Delegation, only about a fourth had previous delegation

members regard such inexperience, regardless -of .the partic- -
ipants' other qualifidations, to be a decided detriment

in obtaining favorable consideration. of U.S.. initiatives.
Aclording to- members of the Permanent Delegation, only .
about’a third of the visiting delegates were of any real

" help on substantive program issues. Some of the delegates

®

!

even expressed reservations,regarding their contribution
or influence of the organization's work plan.. Despite
the-presence, 6f inexperienced 'personnel at the Conference,
Bureau bfficials regarded the delegation as one of ‘the
strongest the United States has ever fielded~-considering

the credentials of the delegation leadership amd its lack
of reliance on ‘the inexg%rienced members.,

o Yo

We believe the lack’ of contribution and‘effectiveness
of af ldast a segment of the U.S. delegation had to diminish.

¢ Lits /credibility among UNESCO staff and the delegates of

, o e _ .
Em "\&' v o ' B

oth¢r member states. Further, we believe that if appoint- .

ment" to General Conference delégatipns'were made early \
engugh to allow adequate preparation--for. example', 6 months
in advance of the Conference--the delegation's overall
effectiveness would.be improved. ' ¢

An -overall prég;am strategy for ‘the 1978 General Con- **:
ference was not pr rdd because Bureau officials rqgarded °
the task'as impossible, given UNESCO's extremely diverse
areas of regpensibility. Thstead, sector strategies and
program costs were addregssed in a detailed.scope paper

. furrished delegates. sStill, political” issues--mainly.mass
‘media, human rights, and race-related topics--dominated

thé delegation's attention. ‘Regarding the program and bud-
get, the .United States was instrumental in pressing for

’ ) ' ll . .
| ' < S

- experience and-about-half-had previous tntergovernmental
' cahference experience. The ‘Permanent De'legation staff.




areas, improved management,

. mance was just

.than ha¥f the normal 4- year term.

increased concentration of q!igram resources in high-impact
d a zero-growth: budget.;

Covering the commius{on d'bates for 'the United States’
on most managerial, fihancial,” and administyative matters
pefore the Conference was an expert on management affairs _
with an extensive background in international organizations
and inteérgovernmental conferences, though he had‘not pre-.
viously attendéd a major UNESCO conference. Although he
ably pointed' out areas of general management weakness, such.

"as the need forimore integrated and sequential planning,

programing, budgeting, and evaluating, he did not challenge

specific budget, items. becalise they had previously been

reviewed by th xecutive Board. Nevertheless, his perfor-'
iably pralsed by U.S. officials. R "

Y

Executlve Board

Various officiats Tespg 1ble for protectlng U.S. 1nter-
ests in ;UNESCO regard organizational experierice and service
continuity as indlspensable requisities for effectlv% repre-
sentation at Executive Board meetings. -Nonetheless, aver
the past decade, the U.S. Board member has averaged less.
Durlng the 1974-78 term,
three different individuals served on the ‘Board. The fre-

'_quent personnel changes that have occurreéd have also given

rise o concern in the Permanent Delegatlon that other mem-
ber countries and senior Secretariat officials may view the
frequent rotation as indicating a lack of respect for: the

organization which could endanger the continuous U. S‘ mem— -
bership on the ‘Board. . . _ &

\

At the 1978 General Conference, the U.8. Permanent -

' Representatlve was elected to represent the United States
.on the Executive Board."

His election should solidify rela-
tions.with other Board members’ and with the Director-General
and his staff. Both the Resident Paris staff and the U.S5, <

‘National Commission endorsed the Pres1dent s selection of the

Permanent Reptresentative as the Board Candidate and they

" viewed this move as a stablllzlng factor in U.S, represen-—

-
-~

tatlon. e . A

8

'Intergovernmental councils’ - ' ) ;

-
)

Besides belng represented at thesé ma1n UNESCO forums,

. the United States participated in various intergovernmé&ngal

conferences and meetings the organization donvened. U.S.
officials attach partlcular 1mportance\to the activities .

t-
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of the intergovernmental councils opefating within UNESCO to
guide and coordinate the worldwide programs in such major

fields of study as marine science (Intergovernmental-®Ocean-
'ographic Commission) and ecology (Man- and the Biosphere).

_ % . . - :

) _ ““Po maintain imfluenge and leadership in those "UNESCO.
programs having intergovernmental councils, the United States ¥
has pursued a policy of being reprgsented on a maximum num-

/. ber of these councils. It is  in E:eée councils where program
_actions .are centered. Until 1976 the Unjted States enjoyed -
/perennial membership on all dight UNESCO intergovernmental

., - - councils as well as the nongovernmental council. ’Although
an explicit policy of membership rotation adopted by the 1976
General .Conference has since interrupted its previeus unbroken .
.membership, the State Department continues to emphasize obtain-
ing- U.S. representation on as many’ councils as the rotation \'
policy will permit.' To preserve an effective presence where
attention.was considered to be .most needed, strategies for
selective relinquishment;/of council memberships, representa-
tion through like-minded council members, and continued ..

<« attendance as observers were developed for the 1978 General,
.Conference. The United States gained membership to-all the
councils at.this Conference, ‘including thes one to which it
was excluded in‘1976. , o

In addition, the United States was successful .in giving

. ‘the councils and specialists in the science settor a greater
opportunity to shape their own prograh. I1ts’ proposal to

. focus on the priorities determined from the advice. of inter-

governmental councils and ad hod 'groups of scientists drew

.~ widespread .support.. We b8lieve this is & positive step. ~

" Although program activities not fitting into the intergov- -

' ernmental framework could conceivably suffer due_ to lack of

; * sponsorship, the need for program concentration may be a mat-
- ter of even greater concern to member states. U.S. represen-
tatives on-the councils are regarded by their peers to be
_-technically compgtent and .program-dedicated, Our review also
disclosed “several other problems with U.S. participation in
UNESCO, involving the programing and budgeting processes.
These, and our recommendations, are discussed in chapter 4,

fy 3
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CHAPTER.3 = )

UNESCO PROGRAM ELANNING AND BUDGETING

Our earlier observation that UNESCO appeared to be -

d of other specialized agencies  in 'several’ management ,

s (ID-77-36, June 24, 1977), was based on its innovatlve
approach to program plannhing and. budgeting. Speclfically,
we found that the organlzatxon had (1) estab11shed an’
apparently effectlve dialogue with member governments
on program preparation, (2) merged planhing and ‘financial -
data, enabling member governments to, judge. future programs -
on cost as well as merit, and (3): 1nteqrated a procedure -
' for periodically evaluating the performande of ‘continuing .
program activities. Although UNESCO activities were not -~

studled in det&l during that review, we redgarded the, - ~ + . .

anagement procedures to be unqusbzzg forward-looklna
,compared to the other U.N. agencié amined- and ﬁurther,.
as having the potential for 1mprOV1ng the " effectiveness
of U.S, participation:in UNESCO and in other internatlonal
organlzatlons as well. . ‘;

R Y ' ~ > . -

-

After closer study of U ESCO planning and’ budgetlng R
procedses, we bhelieve the

- mit- progress toward 1mpr ved disclosure of program aims
and theiw .financial impfication to member governments. We

are conceptually.sound-and per- ,

found, however, that the documents implementing the system* O

would be more useful if they were shorter and more precise;
also,~1f they were presented in a more ‘donsistent format '
‘and improved time sequence to facil1tate rev1ew by tpe

member states. _ . . o

i

A brief description of how the UNESCO mechanlsm for
program plannlng and budgeting has evolved and cprrently
works is presented below. .This information is ed- to
better enable the reader to put, our views in perspectiye
regarding the effectlveness with which those responsible - ,

- for U.S. participation in UNESCO are responding to the -
agency programlng épproach as discussed ‘in chapter 4.‘

THE MEDIUM TERM PLAN
1 w?d

. The current UNESCO medium—term plan, covering the
- period 1977-82, was a@opted at its nineteeénth General Con-
ferencé hel n late 1976. The plan, which received the
broad apprjﬁP} ‘'of member states, represented, the culmination
of an extensive effort by %he United States and others to
improve the agency plannlng process. It establishes the
organlzation s objeatives and the means for achieving them

1

¢ \14\\" .
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‘over the 6-year period. Further, it provides the framework' .
for pgeparing"the biennial programs and budgets during this
perioc Although a doctument containing draft adjustments to
the plan was approved by the 1978 General Conference, this
modification is no{ expected to Have a significant 1mpact on
. the overall program- durlng the plan perlod S ‘ -
* At the same 1978 Conference% the delegates adopted a
‘U.S.-initiated resolution urging program’' concentration and
approved many other resolutions, declaring that priority

attention and fundlng be given to various 1nd1v1dgql prOJeots.
'In addressing delegates on.-how the problem of chooslng between

these pridbrities were to be met, the DirectorZGerieral empha-

sized that thé Secretariat would take its cue from the resource

allocations already establlshed .ia the medlum-term plan, thus
reaffirging. 1ts 1mportance. . S e

’

' Style ‘and content

-

Stated 51mply, the plan's structure consists of (1) a
narrative descrlptlon of ex*stqng problems to .be addressed
.within the aYyency's sphere of competencé (2) the strategy
and resources to be applied, and (3) the objectives to be .
.reached ‘at the, end of tKe period. ‘It cqvers 44 objectives
within 10 problem areas. Resource indications, as a percen-
tage of the program budget, are provided ‘for each dbjective.
, By comparlng the percentage resources for each objective. at
* the beginning and the end ofsthe period, the pro;ected real
growth rate for eadh objective ¢an be determihed. ‘*'They
range from, Zzero to twenty-five- percent growth blennrally.
For example, zero growth was accorded to studies in popula-
. tion, international -law, the role of youth; and artistic and
intellectual creativity, while top growth  was given to the
.study of. sociocultural donditions. .Overall, the plan estab-
.llshed a biennial program" growth rate of 6 pércent. ,
The éNESCO plan differs from those @f other agen01es

‘!rsevera& important respects First, the plan prov1des

' rgets of the f1nanc1al resources needed to reach each *°
objective for the entire plan period. The absence of finan-
cial program data 1n the plans of -other specialized agencies
..results in the member states being unaware of the full cost .
implications of their commitment to programs spannxng more
than one budget period. §Second, the plan indicates the rela-
tive emphasis placed on each program objective, mdking it
easief.for the member states to relate agency objectives in
terms - of ‘their own national and reglonal priorities. Third

. e
’ .- \;
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’”“may not be.

3
*

- oh ‘Coordinhation, but differs from the U.N. -4-year plan that »

~ #t$ plan in odd-numbered years’ Action is being taken, however,

' » . . \ ' P :
- ’ . ’ ' ’ R . '-
the plan has a contrasting cycle and structure. Its fixed. ’
term of 6 years corresponds with the principles for medium-
t®m plans' put forward by the U.N. Administrative Committee .
.is extended for -a further 2-year period every 2 years. Inva’
‘additioén, UNESCO is now the only major U.N. agengy to gorfimenge

-

to’ place UNESCO on a’ compatible cycle with the other agencies,
starting in 1984. - . . ) . L

F] ¥ ) ’

- .
- ) S

The plan, which encompasses a statément of the problem, -
historical background,.-desired impact, and program principles ", R
and sectidns for each objective, ,is rather voluminous and, . B
global in its approach.. We believe the plan would be a  °~ L et

ore .useful management instrument overall if shortened and - T

[made less rhetorfcal, but more defgpitive in tts ‘objectYves

statement and in the medns toward ectives achievement. .
Some of our reasons are set out below. : ' - &"-;;
Need for broader coverage ‘ ' . "
and. clarity =~ ~ ‘ ' S . o

\.
»

The plan is inténded as an overall framework and
wWkthin which to prepare the biennial program' and budget.
However, our analysis shows that about half the regylar
buddet expenditures, .comprising the major part of blennial .
increases, relate to nonprogram costs not addressed in the
plan. These include common services, . administratioh, mone-
tary costs, such’"as inflation .and the dollér-declin , and’
the impact of extrabudgetary programs, all of whichi influence 1
the opérating budget and.member assessments. Thus, although
the program growth rate in the plan may appear 'to be reason-
able and acceptable to the member states, the overall budget

]
s

We recognize the inherept difficulties in formﬁlating
a program plan which deals adequately with all the factors
having budget implications. -Nevertheless, we believe pro-
gram plans -should be realistic in terms of what members can
afford, or are willjng to pay, for agency activities. The
recent depreciation of the U.S. dollar resulte® in-~a $26

million increase in the:;1979-80 budget. In our opihion, . N
this emphasizes the need for establishing some kind of plan .
appropriation limit, considering all costs that member coun- t e

tries willingly assume during the entire.plan perioq. Pro-
gram growth would have® to be cut back or curtailed altogether,
for example, if world économic conditions. produced a higher-
than-anticipated rate of inflation and the member states _ !
sought counterbalancing financial austerity in other areas. .

— Vo2
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- * - Thus, we bel1eVe the plan would be mork effective if,
T .in addition to its program coverage, it addressed the ma]or
' topics likely to have a. significant -impact on the organlza-
tion Opefations--even if they areé commented on only in gen-.
eral terms.. At a mimimum, we think these: topics should
¢ include guidellnes for (1) ‘cost increases in common services
© and adminlstration, (2) recommended treatment of costs stem- .
“ming- from inflation and currency fluctuations, (3)%Yidentifi-
' catlon of - the magnltude and growth of related*ictivities
in other agencies, and (4) the anticipated’ 1mpact of extra-.
budgetary resourcesg. Members need. this data to effectively
evaluate UNESCO work. . - RS T e
. ‘Our review of the plan showed . that parts of it lack the .
. specificity and clarity needed to facilitate amalysis of - .
proposed -actions and permit measurement of program perfor- ’
mance by program managers. The plan objectives proposed by
the Director-General and adopted by the .General Conference
are not accompanied by specific reference points for measur-
ing program or project achievements. Although 1982 targets:’
are set for each,plan objective, many of these targets con-
tain the same general and nonquant1tat1ve°language, precludr’
~ing the possibility of effectlve evaluatlon of program '
results, a . - .
In approving the plan, the General Conference asked- - ) *
the Director-General -to make a greater effort to keep future '
: . planning“and documents more. concrete and actical. 1In par-=
¥ o ticular, the member states stressed the neéd for (1) 1ncreased
_ ..~ . clarity to emphasize the relationshipbetween the means and | ﬁ;
on © -~ ends and (2) better- evaluatlen or.assessment methods of on—-'{fg
* goirig programs. Also ir this connection, the. March 1978 U. N.,
R Jo&ng Inspection Unit. “Report on Programmxng and Evaluatior
v «in the United Nations," stresses the need. for 1dentif1able .
~.7 . and. suff101ently preciseé objectivés and ‘target @ates .in the,
' ¥, medxum-tbrm plan to esgabllsh and ‘measure speciflg output."'f
. - w
TN A dochment proposing limited ad]ustments and suggest- .
T ing a' more detailed format to the medjum-term plan, was: we L
',‘Qpresented to and unanimously appyoved by the 1978 General
- Conference. -The adjustments had the effect of sllghtly
~.  raising-the’program growth rate (by one-gqBarter of 1- per-

" cent) and ‘'showing membershlpfapnggal for the technique of
p

\ L.

.

e ‘detailing “expected results, by thefie, .within each program
objective. Although we regard ¢t roposed new.format to
be a good innobatlon, we found that the language descrlblng-'
' the expected results. was still too vague -
e, . , . -
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Need for closer ihteragency - .
coordination .- - oL ‘

- 'The draft plan was sent to other U.N. organizations in
.April 1976 for ‘coordination. We were told that no other
specialized agency subniitted sych a full plan for review. by

- othex organizations. qustégzgﬁe comments were received -

from™ 10 U.N. orgapizations cqncerning specific fields of - o

~ UNESCO program activity which had relewance to them.. These
" comments,_ todgether with the Director-General's observations, .
were presented to the member states for their consideration
at the fall 4956“GéneraL Conference. We  found that the _
-commduts indicated that the work the agemcies were engaged
. in oSSf{ined in a hymber of-areas. In responding to-these
. ~comments) however,-.the Director—ﬁ?neral acknowledged the
existence of some pxogram similarities” but said that He
viewed them as Qeing) complementary and as presenting opporr~
tunities” for cloger/collaboration with the other agencies.
Notwithstanding the Director-Gereral's comments, we believe

.. that some agency overlap was oc¢curring. In no known instance,

however, did the agency-comments result in any substantive

"__; change to the quSCO draft plan before its adoption.

)

, : . ‘ : . )
' iopies of the draft adjustments to the medium-term ¢
plan were similarly dispatched to all the organizations of

- “the U.N.. system in June 1978 to invite their comments on .the

pragram approagch. According to the UNESCO summary prepared
for the consideration of 1978 General Conference delegates,
‘only 3.of ‘the 14 organizations which had responded by late
. September 1978 made substantive comments. COncerning oné
themé dn which U.N. officials.said there is "clear duplica-
tion of effort," the Director-General replied: . . —

1
) ,

. ‘ : e - . A
"* * * the fact that the Unjted Nations and
UNESCO aneﬁcﬁmmonkobjectiWZS in the field of
youth showld not lead to duplication. On the
contrary,' common objectives show similarity of
views which results. from improved .cooperation
between the two Organizations." '~ :

<
& -

We believe the comments of the other U.N. organizations
demonstrate .a need for closer interagendy coordination on
proposed prdgram activities tp avoid duplicgtion and
increased/vigilance of *the United States and the other mem-
ber states*to prevent their oc¢currente.

The administrative machinery for inter-secretariat
program coordination im the U.N. system exists through the
Administrative Committee on Coordination--composed of the

# '
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heads of the specialized adencies and subordinate working
groups. U.N., offieials in New York, however, told us this
machinery could only identify--but not bring about--program.
changes tb.eliminate overlap between agencies, and that the
member governments should urge management restraint on such
prop8sed agency activities. Thus, in thé end, the initia-
tive for actions .to curtail overlapping activities mist be
taken voluntarjily by the agencies concerned and, in the. case
of UNESCO, we are aware of no program changes be1ng made.

The next medium—term plan

Although sthe medium—-teérm plan’ is“still in an early stage
of implementation, preparations forthe next plan, to take
effect in 1984, have already begun. In considering the next
plan at the 1978 General Conference, the delegates approved, .
in principle, the Director-General's intention to conduct '
long-term studies to assist in deflnlng@future organizational
ob]ect1ves and to prepareéfuture medium-term plans. The dele-
gates, however, urged the Director- General to’rconswlt the mem-
ber states regarding the- plan as soon’as poss1ble. Following
‘the Conference, the Executive Board set August 1, 1980, as the
deadline for the Director-General to submit a preliminary report
on the preparation of the 19%}%@9 plan to the member states.

If the Secretariat is. td adhere to its schedule of pre-
senting member states with a preliminary report on the next
plan by mid-1980, then the process of consultation on it must
cgmmen during 1979. Therefore, we believe it.is mot too
soon for VU.S. officials to begin considering the methodolo-
gical and substantlt*ye changes*they would like to see incor-
porated in this plan.

-

THE PROGRAM BUDGET

8

The UNESCO program budget—-unlike the medium-term plan
"which is primarily, conceptual in natdrée and was developed
much more recently--establishes the framework for the
organization's actual work program. This type of budget
serves to explain, by program component or objective rather
than by the more traditlonaﬁ object of expendlture method, -
how the requested appropriations are planned to be spent.

In addition, because the organization work program is closely
tied to the budget, the latter serves as the Secretariat's
main instrument for interhal control.

. \
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Unique characteristics’

‘ L 4

The UNESCO budget is distinguished from those of the
other U.N. agencies by the manner in which it relates to the
medium-term plan, by its cycle, and by the .broad scope of its
coverage. Rather than allogating resources by program sector
and project as it used to do, UNESCO is currently-in the proc-

ess of converting to a budget format showing costs by program -

objectlve .and sub-objective corresponding to the financial
targets. in the medium-term plan. Because the budgets of
other agencies are not related in a similar way fo resource
indications in their. medlum-term planning, do®uments, the
UNESCO presentatlon is unique 'in that.it allows the member
states to receive better knowledge of the financial commit-
ment. necessary to ‘achieve broad program objectives--and
permits more effective measurement of agency progress and
accomplishments--over several budget periods. This method

.of presentation, while still in the developmental and refin-’
‘ing. stage, - should aid the members in their review and

decisionmaking procqu of whether to continue their support
of new or existing programs.

, lee several other major U.N. organizations, UNESCO
employs a biennial budget’‘cycle. The organizations not
on a biennial cycle uge cycles .ranging om 1 to 4 years.
UNESCO is the only organization, however, ose. budget
commences in odd-numbered years. In addition, the program

 budgets of the various agencies vary in- format. To facili-

tate the comparability needed to make possible effective
inter-organizational cooperation, the Administrative Commit~
tee on Coordination has established guidelines for thé
consistency of program budgets along a common structure
and cycle. Although we foupd that the ONESCO budget already
conforms to the recommended structure, its cycle will not
coincide with the other agencies until it begins in an even-
numbered year in 1984.° This will call for a one-time trien-
nial budget, covering the years 1981-83, or a year beyond
the existing ‘medium-term plar. .
¥ The varied_actigities‘falling within the organizations'
charter are clearly broader than that faced by other spe-
cialized agencies. In recent years, the emergence of
programs--such as human rights, the environment, population,
drug abuse, and vocationalt;dgaation--and the application
of new technology across efonomic and social sectors have
increased the activities which reqular program resources
cover. The Secretariat asked member states to indicate
their views on no less than 193 separate program themes in
connection with the preparation of the 1979~80 draft budget.

'
.
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'Relationship to the

medium-term plan ' o . ) ¢
» ¥ B
v .+ We found that: the work plan and allocation of program ot
resources: in UNESCQ budgets were based on the medium=term
. 'plan, though the '‘budget document is more comprehensive in
. coverage. The budgets provide cost estimates of specific
actions to be taken in conjunction with themeés developed
from each objective in the plan.- The unadjusted real pro-
‘gram growth rate (determined by u51ng constant doLlars and
adjusting separately for inflation) proposed -in the first
two drpft budgets of the plan--4.2 percent in 1977-78. and «
6.35 percent in 1979-80--was in line with 'the guidance pre-
sented in the plan. ‘Further, the budgets were approved
intact’ by both the Executive Board and -the General Conference
“in 1976 and 1978, respectively, Our analysis of the draft
.1979-80 budget showed that the ratio guidelines sét forth
in the medium-term plan (app. II) were observed in many -
instances but that improved adherence to the plan guidelines
was possible. . ‘

e
)

Despite the moderate real growth of. UNESCO program o :
activities, the overall increase in‘the budgets has risen. o)
signiiicantly in recent years. The approved budget fbr ’
1979-80 projects an expenditure level of $303 million, and
an increase of $79 million--or 85 percent-over 1977-78. .

This increase considers the decline in value of.thé dollar -
which added $26 million--or nearly lg\percent—~to the draft ot
. bhudget completed in March 1978. < Assessments.of member '
"g¥ates (%$290.4 millisn) " rSse by 34 peféenf?’comparéﬂ“f8“33~*wummm*&
percent in 1977-78; 40 percent in 1975-76; and 43 percent in

1973-74. Inflation and the decline in the value:of the

dollar are.mainly responsible for the large increases.

Role  of consultation

in drafting the budget

¢ ' . .

t The UNESCO budget éeiling, which is established in the
early stages of the General Conference to facilitate fixing
limits on program expenditures, ‘ostensibly represents a

' compromisé figure reached between the major contributors,
the Third World nations, which comprise the majority of mem-

"bers, and the Secretariat. Generally, the compromise figure,
very closely resembles the one put forward by the Director-
General in the draft program and budget, adjusted for differ-
ences in the ‘exchange rate between the U.S. dollar and the
French franc. Once approved by member states at the General

~ Conference, the budget becomes fully binding on them accord-

ing to their assedsed contr1bution. ?Becamge a large majority
b i sl O # !




" an insight into the complexity of 'the"Secretariat's tadk in

- . . ~ [
(93 percent) of the Organlzation expenditures.was. inéquéd"
in.strong 'currencies, led by the French franc (74 percent)
nd- the ‘U.S.- dollar (17 percent), nearly all contributions
were requlred to be paidfbn/these currencies. <
In draW1ng up the budgétr-the Dlrector—General and his
staff ‘are guided-not only by the medium-term plan but by
their consultation with the member states, other U.N. agen-
cies, and nongovernmental orddnizations. A princ1pal tool
in'this consultationh process leading to the preparation of _
the draft 1979-80 buddet was a questionnaire sent to the * "¢
member states and the others in March and April 1977. Al-,
though the time, allowed for response (4 months) was. uniVer-"
sally~considered too short, and :the form of the question-
naires themselves was cr1t1c1zed, the response did prov1de

establishing. prpgram prioritiegs. Of the 193 themes presented
for ranking by major, moderate, or minor emphasis, more than
87 percent were designated:for major emphasis by a majorlty
of the responding member states.: Because of the skewed
replles, we could not determine what. impact the questlon—
‘naire had on altering resource allocations made in the draft

" budget from those w®uggested by the medium-term plan. We do 1_-

know, however, that several member sE:tes,.including the
United States, expressed concern about the need for improved
methods of program presentation, evaluatlon, and control of
the budget grthh.

’ .. [N

”

In*late October 1978, just before the start of the
General Conference, the Secretariat published the comments

' .made by other organizations of the U.N. system on the .
UNESC® draft 1979-80 budget. In several instances,. these

‘agencies cited the need for close coldaboration to preclude
possible overlap or ‘duplication. Although the comments were
intended -to assist the General Conference delegategs in examin-
ing the draft budget, U.S. officials attending the Conference
ptold us that they were aware of no program changes occurrlng
as'a result of them. - -

o

Secretariat planning and preparation of the budget

normally begins 2 years prior to implementation. Thus, plan-
ning for the proposed one-time triennial budget (1981-83)
necessary to place UNESCO in the same time phase with the
other U.N. agencies has already begun. According to the
timetable' adopted by the Executive Board. following the Gene-
ral Conference, the Secretariat was to begin soliciting the
suggyestions of member states and governmental organiza-
tions by March 1, 1979; submit iminary-preggsals to the

w va n’"" e
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‘ wExecutive Bbard by August 1, 1979; and di e the draft
* ‘budget by March 1, 1980. Suggestions offmember +s te be

considered in the draft budget preparatidn must be submitted
by September 30, 1979.

- ¢ Y
y .

. . )
Because the proposed 1981-83 budget will extend beyond

- the present medium-term plan period, the need for effective

consultation in tHe preparation of this document will be

‘heightened. A group of experts representing 14 member

states, including the United States, met .at UNESCO head- .
quarters in April '1978 to consider future methods of con-
sultation on program and budget matters. These experts
emphasized the need. for timely‘:and selective consultation
with the member states, In commenting on their report, the

Director-General stated his'intention to conduct a simpli- fi
fied form of consultation--without a questionnaire--based .
on igsue be determined. Should this approach be‘adopted, *

th® significance of the Executive Board's oversight respon-

sibility 4o balance the Director-General's influence in _
shaping organization programs will be heightened. ' o

Description and nature of

program actions
.

e description of program actions in the draft 1979-80

budget reflects the organization's broad concerns and varied

activities. Although the proposed- actions are grouped by
theme and cost under each objective and the appendixes provide
details of projected outputs (such as planned publications, .
conferences, and training seminars) we found that the manner
in which they dre presented makes it difficuylt for the

reader to obtain a good understanding of the work or its
value. The descriptions are very general, lacking clarity,
and  cost breakdowns are too broad to permit meant ful .
analysis. Moreover, for continulng activities, in
for measuring progress or rgsults are frequently nofy pro-

vided. Several activities were proposed which (1) wkre given

a low priority ranking by the member states, (2) werd similar
to prOJects being funded by or carried out by other Uy N. - -
agencies, or (3) appeared to represent accommodations)made

to individual member states and program managers with]n the (
Secretariat.

Board. 1Its working group on the budget, after examifiing the
draft 1979-80 document, commended the introduction df ey~
pected results" of program actions as a means of f ;litatgng
the evaluation process. 1It. commented in June 1978, however,




(S

that many of the stdatements were/ambiguously phrased making .
objective analysis .of results difficuylt--if not impossible. .
The-working-group suggested that efforts be made to define

- "expected results" more precisely. : T

®

& - -

Bas;s'ofkpgoggam agtions ' '_' . - ‘ | : N N

@ . . .

® ~The proposed actions program presented ih-the.UNES&O
. draft-budget are-backed by. considerable detail stemming
. from justifications submitted by  the program managers and
‘from adjustments made 'in the apprqul process by the Secre=. .
. tariat's top management. ‘Althoughfthese justificatiofs== -«
' and the manageméent reports from which they are prepared--are’
. not routinely available to the member states as a@matter . '
of agency policy, we were perm tted to examine selected - .~
-reports_for,itlustrative.purposes; ‘We found the internal @ -’
data to be far more ‘explicit  than the language .used in the
draft budget document presented to the member  -states. '
_ ST . . o S .

The draft budget is supported by a series of budget
‘justifications which show the cost breakdown by object of
expenditure for each program element. Staff costs, for
~exaniple, are broken_down by office and man-months. Once¢

the draft budget is approved, the justifications form the
basis for a very comprehensive and detailed operating plan
. referred to as the program activity detail. This is an
‘annually prepared. document of entireiprojébts-~regardless
of funding source--which is used to establish management
céontrol. * The activity detail 'shows specific projected
actions for each year, when they will take place, how much R
_they will cost,“and wHo is regponsible for them.. It is also
used as the-basis for quarterly budgetary status reports . _
which show rates of project imp}ementation, derived by com- .
_paring actual expenditures to the approved budget figures. :
, In examining the status regorts,-we noted that the
‘fidhres used for control purposgs in these reports did not
always match the budget  figures approved by the General Con- -
ference. Although.adjustments were made to seferal indivi- ',
dual projects durihg the 1977-78 budget period, these adjust--
. ments did not appeag to have.a significant impact either on
the total resources applied by program objective or by sector
from the budget version approved by the member states. How-"
ever; the status reports did indicate that--at least for | A
1977--project .implementation was well behind schedule, an’ N
-observation also pade by the Director-General. : -

Further, in his introductory remarks to the draft

1979-80 budget, the Director-General states that the tech-
nigque of using constant. dollar values results in the draft

24 '
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budget estimates for 1979 80 being directL& comparable to

‘the corresponding figures for the approved 1977-78 budget.

We found, however, that the 7-percent real growth rate
calculated for direct program.activities in 1979-80, ‘wgs

"based on ar adjusted (and unexplained) figure-$2.4 million
" higher tha&n was approved in the 1977-78 budget. . If the.

real program growth rate had heen calctulated using the

'.7. approved  1977-78 figures as a base, the-rate of increase

would be 9.4 percent. The format change from showing sec-
tor costs by project (in 1977-78) to a format showing secto
costs by objective (1979~ 80)v—without a complete. reconcilia
tion of how the transfers were’ made--also hampered a budget
. . ‘ : - " e
‘Based ‘on our brief inquiry, we believe the Secretariat
can be more informative in its presentations of draft pro-
gram and budget documents. to the member states. The more

.detailed project descriptions and current implementation.’

data available to the Secretariat would, *if also made
regularly available, to the Executive,Board, permit the
Board ‘to better discharge its advisory function.,

“

ACCOUNTABILIT¥ FOR PROGRAM RESULTS « .

UNESCO program progress or accomplishments are reporte
through periodic impact statements and activities reviews.
We found that because of the difficulty in analyzing this

"data and because of’ timing, meaningful assessments were dif

ficult to determine. We believe the method of reporting on
‘UNESCO programs could be imptoved, and several member state

and UNESCO top management officials share this.view.

A report which could provide the data system needed
for assessment. of results is that issued by the Director-

.General on the activities of the organization. The latest

available document, published in June 1977 for the years.

r

- -

d

S

1975-76, marked the first time this report has covered an __

entire bienflum. However, it was not considered by the
full membership until the fall 1978 General Conference--22
months after theYclose of the period to which'it relates.
Although .the report attempts to meet:Executive Board wishes
for analytical accounts of activities, the time phasing of
the: document repders it pretty much ineffective in this
regard. In addition, because the report refers to a period

.preceding*the present m\dium-term plan, it doés not conform

the plan's structure Thgrefore, in our opinion, it has
m¥re practical value as a historical dgcument than as a

~guide for future programs.
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‘In 1974, at -U.S. instigatﬂbn, the General Conference

_ requested that future draft budgets include statements -
of major impacts, achievements, ‘difficulties, and shortfalls .
foF\each continuing program activity. Because.the early
deadline for preparing the new draft budget precluded much

. ~ substantlive ‘comment one«the existing cycle's program, it was’

« + decided te igsue the statement separately to the Executive
_: * _Board .and General Conference in the fall of even-numbered
. years based on. the first 18 months"* actual experlence.

L]

0T e We. belleve that the statements, whlch are prepared in -
.1 the same format as the medium~term plan and budget, have
merit-as ansevaluation tool. .This potential, however, has’-
not been realized. We found that  the initial version, .
presented in 1976, was flawed by too many generalities and
‘too much avoidance of negative language. . This appears
to be a perfectly natural expectation becausé the document

is prepared by the agency program managers and the office.

responsible for central planning.

Although we founq no

indication that the statement brought about any progtram

changes, the membershlp asked the
submit one again in- 1978. He.did
officials found the document more
discussed in detail at either the

Director-General to -
so, and although U S. -
informative, it was not .«
fall - 1978 Executive - ok

'Board or General Conference..

UNESCO qﬁf1C1als acknowledge that neither -document
referred to above adequately assesses or evaluates current
programs. The activities report and initial impact state-~ -
ment both relate to a iod precéding the existipg'medium~
term plan, and the second impact statement was regarded by
‘the. UNESCO staff as weak. To strengthen the next statement,
the UNESCO staff plans to issue technical guidelines and con-
duct séminars covering the need .for increased specificity.
The  Director-General has cautioned that progress toward
development of a systematic framework for evaluation will
be gradual. He acknowledged that the formulation of objec-
tives and activities based on specific criteria to make
their evaluation possible was only partially fulf1lled
in the- draft 1979-80 budget..

. N T
-Mt {q't

s

CONCLUSIONS - R - ..

We found that UNESCO planning and programlng Qrocesses
are conceptually sound. By’ incorporating financial, projec-
+tions into its _medium-term plan program objectives, the mem-
ber states and others affected by its programs are able to
conSideﬁ multiyear projects in terms of.merit and cost, as

N
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'...term plan,.the effectiveness with which they contribute to -
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wel . Realization of the potential benefits of UNESCO proce-.
edures, however, depends on clearly.defined and meaburable

- objectives, and sufficient detail on‘the means to their accom- |

. plishment ptrovided early enough to respond to the information
needs of members aWd other contributors and agencies, We - .

»found ‘that progress. toward these goals was ‘slow. ' '

‘Although program resources in UNESCO biennial budgets
generally -appear to be allocated to conform with the medium- . ‘o

.stated program objectives cannot be determined

" objectives are'l inot stated in precise or easily understood’

. terms., Cons1stency of the UNESCQ budgét cycle with other
'agencies is scheduled f0r early in the 1980s.

ecause’

In addition, we found that there had not been any per-
ceptible slowdown in the rate of UNESEO budget growth.

' Although the indicated growth rate of 'regular program-
resources was kept within the limits suggested by the plan,-
significant increasesg in nonprogram costs not addressed
by the plan generated continued strong upward pressures on
the budget. We believe these pressurés~-mainly derived from
inflation, currency fluctuations, and overhead--should be
addressed in the plan because of their substantial impact

" on assessments made of member‘governments. Secretariat
attempts to respond to individual wishes of constituent
governments, while maintaining as btoad a presence as its-

.charter and resources permit, appear to be lending some

.credence to critieisms regarding 'scattered efforts, "reduced ™
impact, and overlap w1th other agencxes.

- - ' .
Prellmlnary_work on the next medium-term plan and
budget has already begun. Thus, the period 1mmed1ately
ahead appears to afford U.S. @overnment representatlves
an excellent opportunlty to present their views on desired
objectives and priorities and to urge that objectives and
tasks be stated in clear and precise language, permlttlng
effective evaluation. (See ch. 4. ) i
0 - »

RECOMMENDAT BONS

To bgtter capitalize on improvements made in UNESCO
program planning and budgetlng procedures, we recommend that
the Sec§gt§ry of State instruct those representatives
responsible for managing U.$. interests in UNESCO to enlist .
Executive Board assistance in requiring the Secretariat to

ﬁ 73y
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--describe program objectives and - performance s
targets in the plan and budget in more clear
« . .es and precise terms, énabling assessments ‘of
' program progress and results,

-—address, in thewplan, those nonprogram cost .

. factors-likely to have significant budgetary :

... impact to allow member states a better & .
opportunity to determine, in advance,: the Lo . :
nature and size program which they are T ‘

) willing to support Aong range, and S .

3 --make detailed,program Justification data,’ 4

"performance reports, and financialwmanagement L
data available routinely. to the Executive ' ' .
‘Board for a more timely and effectivek ' ‘

o : of 1ts advisdry function.

‘o

. a
ooltpre AYIRE L AR RN B R IR ]




P A

“improvement.

intgrests in UNESCO.

. ’ -
,  cHAPTER 4
; UsS. ROLE IN UNESCO PROGRAM |
'b\ o PLANNING AND BUDGETING %

Pragram direction and allocation of resources within =

--UNESCO, although ostensibly détermined by ‘the individual mem-

»

ber states through adoption of the program plan, the budget, -
and-hundreds of draft resolutions presented at each Gener 1l
Conference, is .actually determined by the,Directb:-Genqraix
and his staff.  The Secretariat's effective control ‘over

-the organization work.:plan is derived by virtue of its
responsibility to draft the plan. The General Conferenée,.
assisted by the Executive Board, may modify the proposed
-plans and budgets, but the pressures and counterpressures

'resisting change usually make the final products very

similar to the initial Secretariat drafts.” A cdrdingly,
we believe that 1f the United States is. to influence agency
program content and its methods of obtaining .and expending

' resources;, it must make its views known to the Secretariat

early and convincingly in the planning process. ~We found
that this aspect of U.S. relations with UNESCO needed

¥

As-discussed in chapter 3,’the UNESCO- program planning
and budgeting processes~-permit adequate analysig and develop-
ment of alternative stra@tegies although insufficient  and _
untimely reporting limit these opportunities. Once the dratt

- program and budget are circilated for comment, member states

tend to view them as being final documents| Thus, the likeli-
hood of the’GenerLl Conference delegation causing significant
changes of program direction is .slight. In addition, the
Executive Board is seriously handicapped in itsg ability to,.
review draft progr documertts because of timihg considera- -
tions. ' Consequent®y, we found it was the resident Permanent
Delegation who, through dajly contacts with Secretariaf staff
and other dglegqtions (and now, with a more direct link to the
Executive Board), was in the best position to represent U.S.

"4

The ability of the Permanent. Delegation to make effec-
‘tive input into 'the Secretariat's drafting process, however,
depends not only on the ability to track agency program
trends. and results but on obtaining sufficiently early and
definitive .quidance from Washington. We found that Per-

/_manent Delegation input has been hampered by (1) an inade-

quate system for identifying, updating, and implementing
deﬁinitive‘U.S. program objectives and priorities; (2) a

shortage of qualified staff to perform.pud@etqry nalysis

e, .o
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and:provide progranm coverage in the areas of communication

" and human raghté, and (3) inadequate procedures for collect-

. ing and evalnatrng program.data. State Department officials
‘hcknowledged the shortcomlngs, and efforts to provide better
© policy and program direction were underway at the: time of

. our raview. For these efforts to be effeqtlve, however, we
believe U.S.. officials can and should try to do more to hold
the Secretariat officials respon51ble for. closer member con-=
sultation and accountablllty in planning and executlng the
program. :

.

o s ? . .
. ¢ ! - X -

THE U.S. PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE ° Y - ¢

.. The U.S. Permanent Delegatlon is staffed generally

along the functional lines of the UNESCO main program. .

Because of manpower limitations, hbwever, most officers -,

have multiple responsibilities. For example, although ‘ ™

one officer each is assigned full time to educational

and scientific affairs and a th1rd primarily to develop- .

‘ment assistance for all the sectors, the other officers ' o 7

cover more than one .sector’, All offlcers are involved '

to some degree in matters relating to polltlcal issues,

personnel recruitment, and administration. Several staff

members readily acknowledged devoting insufficient atten-

tion, to review of program and budget matters. This lack.of

‘focus on programmatic concerns appeared to us.to be caused L,

"by a lack qf understanding about the main U.S. program i

‘interests and priorities in UNESCO rather than a- -refiection

'of overall staff competency and dedication--both of which we

regard as excellent. One a Bureau official‘told us that .the .
- BESYT AL e CtOTE LN  tand = to Ye t T ENSYrEeNanyed T dre the: soTial e

sciences (including§ human rlghts),(culture and communication.

These areas are neglected not because of political distrac-.

tion but.because the fwo career offlcers lack ekpertise jn

the program areas.

3
Al

‘ ’Programing

@ _
The Permanent Delegation welcomed the proposed policy
analysis action statement on UNESCO'(see ch. 2) as a means
of focusing increased attention on program objectives. 1In
commenting on the exercise, the delegation stressed the need
for a formal goals statement which carefully considers the
~degree of long-range support available from particular
backers, considering the time and energy needed to include
it in UNESCO programlng. In addition, the Permanent
Delegation said that in the past too many U.S. initiatives
failed to accomplish much because they laaked support among *
domestic agencies and, sen81ng so, UNESCO management gave
them only token attention or funding.
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. Carrently, in pressxng fot‘zero-growth budgetang and the
elipdnation of marginal ‘programs, thé United States has .
J~~-oled its*oppos1t10n to increases in real program growth
- *  with the proposal that, UNESCO not adopt new-programs with- ¢
out deletijng exlsting low-priority pro rams of comparable

. size. Otherwlse, the U.S. recommendatlonvof new programs

2, " ‘; would result in even’greater, pressure on the UNESCO budget.
. Although terminating programs once under way is difficult,

'« .  we nevertheless agree -with Bureau officials who contend that-
U.Ss 1nfluedbe regarding the UNESCO program can perhaps. be
more useful if rather than proposing new injtiatives,

. ; greater efforts were made to eliminate old, marginal pro-

. . grams and to counsel ways .to accompllsh more W1th exlstlng
. yesources. . Ly %

In attgmptlng to do t is, however,'we found that the
lPermanent Delegatlon was h¥ndicapped 1n its ability to over-
.‘see prognamrand budget details. because:current management

- " - admindstration was unavailable. UNESCO management did not.
' voluntarlly-dand oftgn was nqQt made to--release re qfts
related to program effectiveness to delegates. The. staff:
, , mostly relied on informal personal contacts in the -Secre-
tariat ‘to stay abreast of program developments. Regarding

er , these contacts, one member said Americans in the Secretariat
" tended to bhe more reticent than other natlonals 1n their
external deallngs. g . . -

+
»

In addition, we found that the Permanent Delegation
™ . serves as a vital communication link with Washlngton on
Secretariat program administration ahd reaction to other
“member'country activities, providing considerable input
into U.S. position papers for the Executive Board and
General Conflerence. Although the Delegation claims credit
~ for being instrumental in accomplishing some minor .shifts
" ‘within existing UNESCO programs, its main program contri-
butions appear to be making the Secretariat more aware of
the need for program évaluation, suggesting elimination of
- marginally valued projects, and .stressing resource consoli*
dationfon programs having prospects for increased impact.

A

///7* .Budgeting arid management

L4 The Delegation has no professional budget analyst on
‘ its staff. Consequently, only a cursory review of the
budget was made. The proposed expenditures for individual
line items in the 1979-80 budget.generally were not ques-
tioned. ‘Because the:cash-flow.problems that have plagued
the organlzation the last several years can be linked
directly to the U.S.~ fallure to pay its pridér- agsessments

“3
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in full or.on time, the United States has maintained a low
proﬁile-with respect to budget matters.

<6

o " Determining the appropriate budget level for an agency
the size 6f UNESCO requires specialized analyticalyand
forecasting skilld. Among the problems encountered in -
evaluating budget proposals are ensuring that = *
, .o . . . a o é

~-there is no,double counting for cost increases, ’

. —-prqject terminations and productivity changes .
.~ . , have been considered,: "™ ) - - e
‘. : D { Lo - ..
' =—ptovisions for excha nge rate fluctuations and’
"~ inflation are rea11 tic, and e .

j @
-—pro;ected real growth’is measured in terms of
new program actividy rather than net budget ‘
increases.

,-4 oDt
At the same- time, we recognize that a full-time budget
analyst on a staff as smalil as the U.S. Mission to UNESCO
may ‘not be warranted. Positioning such an expert in Europe,
to assist the resident staffs at the various U.N. organiza-.
“tions there, could be of significant help, however, in defin-
ing the true budget needs to’implement‘ﬁroposed programs.

3 As it was, a management consultant with a long career
‘in international organizations, but with no previous experi-
! ence in' UNESCO, represented the United States at an April
1978 panel of experts meeting on preparing future UNESCO
- budgets. Although this advisor did not participate 'in the
Executive Board meetings which followed, he returned in the
fall to cover the General Conference commission debates.
involving financial and program management. His service,
lauded by U.S. officials, -was marred in . his own opinion
by a meager agénda and a limited opportunity for issue
- analysis, thus predeterminlng the results of the Conference
' along the lines suggested by the Secretariat.

P ' In particular,- the consulﬁant stressed the need for .
'+ member states to be given an increased participatfve role

in UNESCO® management. His two principal suggestions, were
to (1) make the necessar§ improvements to three existing
‘reports (the medium-term plan, the budget, and the Director-
General's activities report) for use as an integrated,

- _se§uential unit for planning, -programing, budgeting, and
evaluating purposes; and (2) expand and start the process

] " of consultation with member states earlier on management

~ . matters aﬁfecting program and budget decisions at the

General Conference.
32 42
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E Regarding increased attention to management matters,
we 'found that certain disclosures made by the External
Auditor at the 1978 General Conference reinforces the need.
- to pay increased attention ta agency financial management.
For example: ’ ' L

a. The shortfall of extrabudgetary overhead
contributions 4ncreased member states'

. costs though such costs are not supposed
to erode regular budget funds. UNESCO's
overhead costs in support of the United
Nations Development Programme represented
21 percent of project costs, versus a
contribution of 14 percent. Based on
the approved $72.7 million 1977-78 pro-.
gram, this represented am extra charge

- against member states-in the amount of
$5.1 million; '

- b. The Publishing ‘Fund was subsidized by
reqular budget funds amounting to approx-
‘ . imately $10 million during 1977-78,
partly because some of the costs of
printing, author fees, and sales adminis-
“tration of publications intended for sale
were charged to the budget. Although
"revenues to the Fund are supposed to be
. used to offset operating expenses,
. : $800,000 was used, to finance capital
. ' expenditures without reflécting the
. expenditure in the budget approved by !
the General Coqifrence; -
c. Procedures were not adequate to assure
that obligations were correctly charged
to the appropridte fiscal biennium; and

d. Cash on hand. at December 31, 1977, for N
reqular program activities amounted to
$40.2 million, mostly in interest-bearing
accounts, despite net contribution arrear-

\ ages of $15.2 million. At the same time;
the 1977-78 appropriation of $224.4°
million was only 38.9 percent disbursed
and .43.1 percent obligated at the mid- _
-poiM in the budget. :

A member of the U.S. Delegation told us that $23 million

in ‘Arab interest-free loans had netted .UNESCO $2 million
in bank interest which was not disclosed in the Pudge;.

i3
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‘Geneva Group

The Permanent Delegatxd//part101papes with other major '/
donors in a forum called.the BGeneva Group on UNESCO who meet '
to exchange information and seek a consensus on financial,
budgetary, and management issues involving the specialized-
agencies. The group has 12 members, with Sweden and Switzer-
land considered as observers, which collectively contribute
over 60 percent of -the UNESCO assessed budget.

‘We observed rlslng but guarded sentiment' to restrain’
the rapid budget growth of the United Nations and its spe-
C1alized agenciés. As an example, although a U.S. proposal
for a "no.incredse budget" for the 1981-83 triennium is "
said to have brought support from several countries at the
1978 General Conferepnce, such support was not clearly evi-
dent in the action taken on the 1979-80 budget.

. The sentiment toward budget austerity first appeated
- to gain momentum as the result of a French delegate proposal
in June 1976 to place percentage limits on future budget
increases. Although no action was taken on the proposal. at ;
the time, it nevertheless drew widespread support, and group A
members agreed to study the matter further. The UNESCO group "
- became more actlve and, in its deliberations régarding th
' size of the\l979 80 budget, it considered the problem of
“dissuading the Secretariat from assumptions it made in pre-
paring. .the .budget to be too difficult to permit meaningful
technical discussions. Concentrating instead on an absolute
budget ceiling that all group members could support, the
members reached a consemsus that $270 million was this max-
imum figure. The information was presented to the Director-
General in February 1978, a month before the $275.5 million
draft budget was distributed--too late to have any real .
impact. Despite the difference in amount, the group felt
it managed to hold the line to some extent.

Subsequently, because of the decline in the value of
the dollar on the international money market during 1978,
the Director~General proposed, and the Executive Board
accepted, a revised budget estimate of $303 mfllion. No
alternative member state proposals were submitted. - At the
"General Conference, U.S. resistance .to raise .the budget
figure to the $303 million mark was not supported by the .
other members of the group. Although France, Italy, the N
Soviet ‘Union, and several Eastern European countries
abstalned, the United\ States cast the lone vote against
approwing the proposed budget without an explanation.
U.S. delegates were obviously disappointed by the lack
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of;auppOrt the‘Unfﬁed States received in resisting'the:

" budget increase. Conceivably, U.S. opposition to the ' ..

increasé would have generated stronger support if it had
been accompanied by an explanation of those specific
budget components considered to be.objectionable.~

U.S. BACKSTOPPING

. The UNESCO directorate of the Bureau of International
Organization Affairs is the focal poi or U.S. evaluation
of agency programs and for provid U.S. legates with
position papers which seek to r¢flect the consensus views
of American interests. Although a staff of four profes-

. sionals (reduced by two in theJlast year) -does these func-

tions, its attention to politifal problems has lessened its,
ability to monitor agency program actjvities. Given the
size and complexity of the UNESCO programs, the short lead
time available to prepare commehts on the agency draft pro-
gram documents after they are distributed, and the Bureau's
small UNESCO staff, it may well be expecting too much for
Bureau officials. to be able to stay informed on agenly
activities in addition to providing comprehensive, defini-
tive guidance on how the United States views them. Instead,
U.S. efforts may be better spent identifying the existing
national interests which can be served by UNESCO and devis-

"ing strategies for ﬂgcorporting them into the UNESCO program.

Program review

s

graming -can be materially improved. Only limited program
review is performed on the basis of information obtained
informally by the Permanent Delegation before the draft .
program document is published. The more substantive eval--
uation océurs after it is distributed.® The 1979-80 draft

From what we observed, U.S. attention to UNESCO bro-<\\

' program document did not réach Bureau officials until mid-
- April 1978, Because it was slated for discussion at the

agency Executive Board meeting only 3 weeks later, this was

' too laté to perform any in-depth analysis on it. Neverthe-

less, the Bureau did obtain specific review comments and

. preliminary observations from.the U.S. National Commission

for UNESCO and from other segments of the Federal éstablish~-

- ment on which to base the U.S. position papers presented to

the Board in May 1978.

Because“%f the short' timeframe available for review,
it was impossiblerto set priorities or to critically assess
the proposed program based on this publication. We believe

priorities and alternative courses of action could and should -

357.455
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"have been mapped out long before on the basis of the medium-
term plan and current trends. To ‘obtain the information
necessary to be able to fashion realistic priorities, Bureau
officials were drafting instructions at the time of our review

" for the reésident Delegation containing reporting targets,

guidelines for contacts with other, delegations and Secretariat .
staff, etc. ' '( C '
. Because of its size (a 100-member adyisory body plus °

a Secretariat staff) and express function "to advise the
Department of State on U.S. participation in UNESCO," the
U.S. National Commission for UNESCO seems to be in the best
-position to .make a continuing study of agency programs and ..
to determine how U.S. interests are affected. 'hrough its
associatiqn with over 130 national. voluntary organizations
‘and its system of ad hoc task forces and permanent commit- -
tees on key topics--one of which (Man and tpe Biosphere) has

 science participants represented in over 40 universities and.

19 Federal:agencies--the Commission has tHé capability to
significantly help in defining American views and in develop-
ing strategies to be pursued in shaping UNQ§CO;programs.

o The43émmis§ion capacity for rendering effective pro-
‘gram revidw is :not being uséd to any significant‘egxtent. We
found that only a small segment of the Commission membership.
‘'was. involved substantially in examining the organization's
proposed program, preferring instead to séek participation

in or to publicize its present or completed work. Disillu-
sionment with the U.N. ability ito provide miracle solutions
to world problems appears to belat least partly responsible
for a lack of commitment of somé Commission members. Com-
ments generated by the Commission on the draft 1979-80 pro-
gram document tended to be very eReral and of dubious value.
Among its comments on important program areas in the educa-

tion sector, for example, the Commission said: . | ‘o

\

"It would appear to be advantageous to the U.S.
_to participate actively in UNESCO's planned
. studies on the structure and- content of education

during the last quarter of the twentieth century."

. \ . - .

In the natural science sector, the Commission Committee on ,
Science had to meet before the 1979-80 draft program and .
budget document was distributed to provide recommendations .
for use at the spring 1978 Executive Board. T#us, the com-—
mittee was forced to rely on the superseded program document
in formulating its advice. In other sectors, the ambiguous
program document was cited'as the reason for limited review
effectiveness. '

' - | 46‘
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Attempts to broaden the base of U.S. participation in
. UNESCO programing have not been particularly successful. .
An organizational meeting for an interagency working group
on UNESCO was held in the fall of 1977 to which morfe than
. 50 individuals representing all major UNESCO program areas’
were invited. No further meetings of the full working group
have been held. Instead, subcommittees for major agency - \
programs were established. One of theseg¢was science, the '
second largest and most rapidly growing sector which tradi- .
tionally has been the area of greatest U.S. influence. This
subcommittee, too, has met only one time although response
. was good, with. 25 persons attending (14 representing offices
other than the:State Department) and with sentiment being
strong for ¢ontinued meetings.

. For UNESCO programs in which there is an avowed U.S.

interest, qfher committees have been established under

Federal or ‘private auspices to represent special interests.
Increased reliance is being placed on. these smaller, mote A
specialized visits with Federal agency participation.” In

science, for example, such committees represent the fields
of geology, hydrology, ecology, and ocearography. . One g.s.
observer, commenting on government participation, said that

such committees are usgful but cautioned that distorted| - ¢
priorities could result from (1) lack of sponsorship for

those UNESCO program activities which do not fit into the
i intergovernmental council framework and (2) many such-acti-

Ve " wties -result in small technical assistance projects which,

! if not paid atteption to early enough, could result.in sub-

sequent significant programs which the United States would

_ be powerless to head off.

- : ' v
; !
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Other concerns

We noted. some concern that UNESCO may be employing
itsyestablished position of .intellectual leadership -in.the
social and physical sciences—to "buy in" to ever-expanding
study areas, leading to some duplication and superficiality
of effort. Although U.S. officials identified several
projects which they consider lag ely duplicative, and
accorded them low priority i sentations made to the

_ Secretariat, the projects »€main in the program because £
non-U,S.-sgonsorship\gnd support. Techniques(used by U{S.
delegates to show thejr lack of enthusiasm for specifi
projects have include@l-

/‘ .
i >




- =~-guggesting cost-effective evaluations ¢ . . - S
'« (the evaluations to consider what other : oo
%, institutions ot countries were doing P
~in the field); R o

;~urging'éloser"cpoperationjwiihjother
U.N. agencies or institutions engaged

in the same or similar work; and -

. /_.' .
--recommending a narrower fdcus to ¢oncen-
trate resources where they would be used
more productively. f' : C
“In addition, we found that/there~appears to be a gap
between what programs promise to deliver and what they -
actually do deliver. ' For example, the education sedtor
~is the largest UNESCO program sector, accounting for\ about.
40 percent of the regular budget and over 90 percent\of
" itswextrabudgetary resources. In preparations for'the Lo
1979 Year of the Child, the U.S.”and Australian- Executive == -Sfifkix.
Board members undertook a:stugy of children's needs in =~ - _
developing couptries and of the UNESCO approach to .peeting
them. They found that althoygh UNESCO was well equipp ’
to promote the interests .of young children in terms of 'its
mandate and programmatic scope, prodgram execution was not . §
as -well organized. The following.is excerpted from the| : .
report submitted to the Executive Board in September 1978: -
’ !

nk % % it ig possibM to review the tén .
" chapters of UNESCO's Medium-Term Plan for

1977-82, and in every one of them find pos- :

sible applications to the needs of younger S

children in developing countries. But it isg ‘

equally possible to see those needs omitted (-

in the process of programme implementation
.or treated superficially. :

¢ nphe first and pverwhelming impression -
is that it is difficult if not impossible
to' £iAd out precisely what “UNESCO is doing

for the young child. e .

ok C O *

s : o
"Nowhere during the recent eight-country
visit to Africa in connection with this
study was there any evidence of-UNESCO
involvement in pre—sghoSI education,
although in at least two of Ythe countries
‘there was involvement on theRRpgt of UNICEF."
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The report author's principal concern was that UNESCO's pro-
gram preparations lacked a coherent strategy--a framewo for
planning and implementatiqp .

U.S. delegates atténding the 20th General Conference . - -
expressed a need for the United States to devote more atten-
tion to program planning, particularly at senior policy: - s
levels and in the development of strategies early enough in .
the UNESCO programing cycle to be able éﬁ have a good chance .
of getting them favorably considered. believe that for
thlS to happen, U.S. OfflClalS need to agree .on the main
program objectlves and‘must have solicited the support of
like-minded member countries in time for its ‘proposals to
UNESCO when future program documents are drafted. o

In this connection, recent progress has been made with
respect” to obtaining improved consultation between the Secre- .-
tariat and member states on the next program and budget. For
the first, time, the Secretariat is participating in an infor-
mation group, composed of UNESCO member states which are .
also members of the Organlzatlon for Economic Cooperation and
Development to discuss preparation of the 1981-83 program and
budget. In doing so, U.S.. delegation participation is based
on detailed State Department instructions developed in conjunc-
tion with the National Commission and with other government :
agencies. .These discussions, which commenced in .early February
1979«-or .well in advance of any actual drafting of the 1981-83
budget--appear to us to be well-timed for member states to

partlclpate substantively in preparlng the agency program and
~budget. -

‘CONCLUSIONS

{

We belleve the United States, by virtuew~of its pre-
eminence in UNESCO fields of competence and being its
leading f1nan¢1al supporter, can- do more to exert a strong
influence on agency program activities and their cost than
what it is presently doing. To do so, however, its officials
must first decide what American priority interests are .and
how they can best be promoted within the UNESCO framework;
and then set about developing interme#iate to long-range
.plans to attain the'desxggg goals. We found that U.S.
efforts in UNESCO in recént years have.been directed more
’ toward politieal concerns than with the agency programs.
in addition, the United States has proposed fewer new ini-
tiatives and has become more concerned with restricting the
agency's budget growth and number of programs. Regarding

<¢
-
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U S. participation in agency planning and budgeting,.we ‘ .
‘found the following. | y | . -
--Procedures for establ1sh1ng current and
explicit statements of U.S. program. . . y
objectives and priorities in UNESCO were s
inadequate.- _ . ., ,

¥

MR-

" -=The 1.S. mechanisms: establlshed to coordinate
and oversee agency program activities were -
“not sufficiently active or committed in purpose
to assure that American: interests’‘were clearly
defined and communlcated to UNESCO in a tlmely

mannero ) : ‘- Kl . v'
" .

--U.S. budget and program review capabilitles did
" not permit adequate analysis of agency finan=-"
cial management practices or new issue areas.

--U.S. officials ‘responsible for reviewing agency
activities and .representing American interest . °
in UNESCO were handicapped by difficulty in !
obtaining definitive and timely program and o
budget data from the Secretarlat._ : ' i

~~The effectlveness of U.S. representation at’
UNESCO meetings and conferences was reduced §
‘because of frequent turnover and inadequate '
time allowed to prepare 1nexper1enced dele-'
gates for thelr assignments. :

The.preparation of departmental annual '‘policy reviews,
strengthened coordination and Executive. Board representation,
and earlier Secretariat member .gtate consultation on the
‘program and budget should permit more*' effective U.S. part101—
pation in agency programing. We believe that similar improve-
ments could permit the United States to strengthen its
participation in program planning and executlon in other
agencies as well. :

RECOMMENDATIONS

We urge that attention be given to developing and sub-
'mittlng, on a timely basis, the program suggestions.the UNESCO
Director-General requested for the next budget and medium-term
plan. In this connection, and to permlt a stronger partici-
patory role for the United States in UNESCO programing and
budgeting, we believe that the Secretaryjof State should
establish a program policss whxch 1nc1ude

N i %
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L --development of long~range strategies based on
 * expressions of broad-based interest and support,
- consistent with oberall U.S. foreign polic
obeCtives; , _ ‘

—-balancing new U.S. program initiatives against the

< concern that.their,cost would increase the budget

" 'and gearing planning efforts so proposals become
submitfed early enqugh to receive.serious
Secretariat staff attention at the time the -
plan and budget are drafted;

* . —=-more attent Ln on identifying"questionable .
projects afhd promoting those likely to have
significant impact but which do not overlap
the work of other agencies; ' .
—-positioning a budget expert to assist U.S..
.resident staffs at UNESCO and other European-

" based U.N. agencies in defining the resources
needed to implement their proposed programs-
~and

~~appointing General Conference delegates with
J not less than -6-months notice to allow ade-
quate time to prepare for their dssignments.

AGENCY COMMENTS' - \

State Department officials-representing the ‘Bureau of
. International Organization Affairs responded to our invita-
. Jtion to comment bn and discuss the draft report. (See \
" app.. I.) Bureau officials said the report was fair and.
accurate and would help them in their work with.UNESCO.
The report has been revised to reflect their observations
and corrections. The discussions which ensued following
the issuance of our draft report resulted in suggestions
" which we believe were mutually bengeficial. 5
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE
" 'WASHINGTON, DC 20520

March ‘9, 1979

Dear Mr. Pasick . * S . : : :
‘On behalf of ‘the Secretary, I would like to resﬁond
to yqur invitation to comment on .your draft report to. the
'Congress concerning U.S. ‘involvement in UNESCO program- '
. Mming ‘and budgeting..- We appreciate the exE;a days which
¥  your staff granted us in which to providé ‘our written
: comments and the opportunity to discuss the report 1n

-a very useful meeting op March 2nd. }

We would like to commend the report for its fairness,
accuracy and perceptivity. We are confident that the
report wili*help uss to strengthen our performance in
UNESCO. We particularly appreciate the report's con-’
structive propogals for corrective measures and would .

: have wished. for more such suggestions. S
. ‘ \' . - [ 4 . -
¢t our comments, reflecting contributions from the V.S,
Permanent Delegation in Paris and the Secretariat of the
U.S. National Commission for UNESCO, are se% forth in

. the enclosure, which is divided into three sections: ..
first, general observations; second, our views on ‘

spec1f1c, major, ipsues raised by the. report; ‘and finally, A

detailed points regarding factual errors, difFerences of -
.1nterpretation and the like. a
. . We would appreciate it if the enclosure were.treated
as a restricted document. At the same time, of‘course,
"we would hope that our comments will be fully reflected
in the redrafted report.

,//‘ : . ~\\ ' - Sincerely
. ‘ \ .
. RN .

\ 7 Charles Wifliam ilaynes-.
Bureau of International
Organization Affairs
Enclosure .

/
Mr. U. K. Fasick, Director, - .

Internationel Division,
Qnited Suates General Accounting Dffice.
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