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1. Introduction and overall assessment
JPOs play important roles in UNDP’s and UNFPA’s country programmes. They are needed and they are appreciated. The great majority of JPOs are doing good and professional jobs for the UN-system and partners. In a system with very limited resources for employment of long term programme officers and with a small permanent core international staff at country level, JPOs are very often considered as essential and necessary new blood and fresh air. Most JPOs have a reputation for being dedicated workers often ready to do something extra to reach objectives and to get results. 
This is the overall impression after having visited country offices in Vietnam, Cambodia, Kenya and Ethiopia and having discussed the programme with JPOs, supervisors and management representatives. These talks have been supplemented by a number of talks and exchange of mails also with JPOs and representatives from other country offices. The JPO Net has been visited to get an impression of discussions among the JPOs.

The impression from field visits and talks confirms the overall results from the 2003 JPO questionnaire from the JPO Service Centre (JPO SC) which indicates that 78% of JPOs are satisfied with their assignment to a ‘great’ or ‘very great’ extent and only 21% to ‘some’ or to a ‘little’ extent. It is also in accordance with the overall donor satisfaction expressed in the 2003 Donor countries questionnaire.

This being said, however, is not an indication that everything in the programme is well. Big variations exist in the way JPOs work and are being utilised in the different countries and programmes. A number of different problems have been identified, and some of these problems can be summarized as 

· underutilisation and/or inexpedient use of some JPOs  and thereby also a certain waste of resources because of insufficient ‘human resource planning’ at country office level
· the use of short term donor funded staff in ways which at some offices may weaken the long term sustainability of programmes and the organisational memory of the offices
· insufficient attention to the need for long term investments in human resource capacities at some country offices.

Problems are described and identified more in detail in this report and a number of conclusions and recommendations are presented. It is however important to stress not just that there are many variations between country offices but also that conditions are different from country to country. 

The balance between long term and short term employees and between nationals and internationals in a country office is influenced both by the size of core budgets and the available sources for additional funding, and by the availability or non-availability of sufficient qualified professional manpower in the different categories.

One illustrative example is the very marked difference between UNDP’s country offices in Vietnam and Cambodia: Office units in the Hanoi-office are dominated by national programme officers and national supervisors with only one international officer in each unit whereas similar units in the Phnom Penh office are dominated by different types of internationals including JPOs, volunteers, interns and international officers on local contracts and often with only one national programme officer in each unit. The explanation given is that the genocide in Cambodia is still having a marked influence on the manpower situation, making it more difficult to find qualified national professionals.

At the UNDP-office in Ethiopia the role of different foreign funded short term international staff members seems even more prominent. The staff in one unit consisted of one international LEAD-officer as head of unit, one international JPO, one international UNV and one national programme officer who would be leaving the office within a few weeks. Similar problems existed in some other units and several staff members expressed worries regarding the sustainability of programme tasks because of the lack of institutional memory and the inability to hand experience and work tasks over to more permanent staff when leaving.

While these examples show a big difference in the way JPOs are being used to fill gaps the more overall picture is that planning for the arrival of JPOs generally seems to have improved compared to some years back. The role of the JPO service centre is appreciated, and most JPOs tell about a relatively smooth arrival although sometimes with insufficient introduction to local and national work cultures. 
Although this is the general picture, there is, especially in one country office, several examples of JPOs having had to wait for many weeks before they were given sufficient and relevant tasks. Some of the same JPOs,  who felt they were lacking work and introduction at the beginning of their assignments, felt that one year later they had almost too much responsibility and work, but they did also feel that they had to create their own jobs and not always in accordance with ToR’s or job descriptions.

In some cases the office management seems tempted to request JPOs and other “free” staff such as UNV’s and donor financed short term consultants for gap-filling, partly as a result of the fact that it is cheaper for a budget-constrained office management to get “free”, although in reality expensive, international staff than national programme officers, but possibly also in some cases because of insufficient manpower planning and lack of the necessary investments in long term human resources and development of competencies within the offices. 

These overall impressions are being developed further in the report. It is however important here to note that both when JPOs have partly to design and develop their own jobs, and when their jobs are well planned and described by the duty stations, they need in all cases to be able to work fully as professionals very soon after their arrival and they need both the formal academic qualifications and sufficient relevant working experience.
As described in the report there are big variations also in the introduction and supervision of JPOs between different offices and units but the common picture is that the management at the different offices expect the JPOs to be able to perform as professionals very soon after arrival. The introduction and day-to-day training, mostly through learning-by-doing, is not much different from what is given to other staff members. 
It is relevant and important also here to stress, that although JPOs do have much higher salaries and more fringe benefits than national programme officers (and UNV’s), these do not normally create much tension and is not seen as a major problem in the daily work. Tension can however develop when a JPO is seen as not living fully up to professional standards or if it is felt at a country office that the balance between different job categories is not right and too many JPOs are being used in functions where it may have been more relevant to employ national programme officers.   

The ways JPOs are utilised influence the overall performance and working environment at country offices. Well planned utilisation of well qualified JPOs increases the overall quality and performance of a country office. Poor planning and inefficient use can create tensions influencing the whole office negatively.
2. Methodology

The study has been based on the reading of a number of written sources of information (including the two global 2003 surveys for donors and for JPOs), but the main information has been gathered from interviews with

· the management and human resource officers at the JPO service Centre in Copenhagen

· management representatives, supervisors and JPOs at country offices for UNDP and UNFPA in Vietnam, Cambodia, Kenya and Ethiopia.

· Donor representatives have been contacted through mail and phone or a combination.

The four countries were selected because they all have large number of JPOs and represent the two continents with most JPOs. As a result of this choice the study especially reflects the situation at field offices with several JPOs. The situation may be different at other country offices and at headquarters.
Information from the four countries visited, has been supplemented with information from interviews and mail-exchanges with a number of JPOs from other countries, some of them met during a JPO regional workshop in Hanoi in June 2004, and some having responded to more general  information about the study mailed to all presently serving JPOs. Management representatives from UNDP’s country office in Sudan have been interviewed during their stay in Nairobi in August 2004.

Very positive assistance has been received in efforts to try to reach as many JPOs and other relevant staff members as possible in the selected offices, but some have for different reasons been absent. Some not-present JPOs in the four focus countries have commented via mail. One has been interviewed during his period of leave.
21 JPOs from UNDP and UNFPA in the four selected countries were interviewed together with 6 JPOs based in other countries than these four. One UNDP-JPO worked in a regional joint UNDP/ World Bank programme.

15 supervisors (mostly nationals) and 8 international representatives from senior management of UNDP and UNFPA in the four countries were interviewed plus 4 other UN employees in the offices. Two representatives from the management of UNDP’s Sudan country office were also interviewed. The management and the human resource officers at the JPO Service Centre were interviewed. Some of the staff representatives interviewed are former JPOs.
The study is not an evaluation of the JPO Programme or of the performance of individual JPOs. The aim has been to look into the structure and into the different expectations stakeholders have. While it is important to stress differences in conditions in different countries and offices, the idea is not to rank different offices or types of JPOs but to point at possible ways of strengthening the programme.

All involved have been eager to present their observations in a frank and open way to make it possible to develop the best possible overall picture of the programme. Anonymity has in most cases not been asked for but is nevertheless the principle in the report. It has not been possible to check and countercheck all information and the idea of the study is not to focus on individuals, being persons, programmes or offices, but to look into possibilities for strengthening the programme.
The report is structured around some of the main issues brought up during discussions. The observations in section 3 are mostly based on interviews with JPOs and UN-staff. Donor-views are included in section 3 in an attempt to see where it is possible to reconcile ideas and viewpoints. Some major donor observations are presented more coherently in section 4.
3. Main issues 

3.1 Professional versus learning positions
UNDP’s Human Resources Strategy (OHR June 2004) is emphasizing that UNDP is a learning organisation with “Learning and Knowledge management” as one of the tools and with the objective of making appropriate learning opportunities available for all staff, in any country office anywhere in the world.
This is also how the majority of JPOs want to see UNDP and UNFPA, and it reflects how they want to see themselves. They want to be considered full professionals, performing as programme officers like other national and international programme officers but with learning as part of the job function and various types of training as a natural and important part of working as a young programme officer. 
Most supervisors and senior management representatives support this view. Offices lack both funds and staff and need young professionals who are able to perform very soon after arrival. They respect the need for integration of learning and training on the job but consider it very important that JPOs have sufficient working experience already on arrival.   

Donors do all emphasize the learning element and several donors will not like to see a change in the programme towards being more a programme for professionals. At the same time the great majority of donors, however, do stress the need for JPOs having substantial former working experience to be able to perform in the new environment

The perceived reality at many country offices is that there is a shortage of manpower. It is almost like a mantra that the UN-system lacks staff. At some UNDP country-offices JPOs are the only international staff in several programme units or clusters, and if there are other internationals they are United Nation Volunteer’s (UNVs) or other staff on special terms and often short term local contracts. 
Programme management and the development of human resources in well functioning offices are based on a staff policy aimed at creating a natural and positive mix between national and international staff, with national staff securing continuity, sustainability and comprehensive local and national insight and knowledge, while international staff bringing experiences from other work cultures and sometimes new ideas. The result is in the best cases a crossbreeding of ideas and cultures.

But the mix is not in all cases based on what is best for the programmes. Budget considerations and the availability of “free labour” seem in a number of cases more important than long term human resource investment and planning. 

JPOs, being free of cost for the country office, are sometimes used to perform tasks and positions where the real need may be for more permanent staff. In a few cases in the country offices visited whole units are almost fully manned with short term staff, like interns and donor funded JPOs and UNV’s. There is little continuity or organisational memory.
This is a challenge for the JPOs. Most of them are able to live up to the demands, but they need to be fully professional to do so.

The challenges and responsibilities some of the JPOs meet and have to live up to would be very difficult to handle if they came directly from the Universities. Prior working experience is essential for them to be able to act, react and perform in new sometimes difficult working environments. Sufficient prior working experience is therefore part of the necessary professionalism.
Introduction to the local UN-system and to national government structures is only systematised in one of the four countries visited (Vietnam). The norm seems to be that introduction and supervision depends on the individual qualifications of the different supervisors and on the time the supervisors can make available. The individual supervision is in most cases good (See 3.4), but the system gives no guarantee for good introduction or supervision.

Most JPOs have been given tasks in accordance with ToR’s and their work tasks have been planned and/or envisaged before their arrival. But at one country office several individual cases were described in which JPOs had very little work to do the first many weeks after posting because of insufficient planning. And some of them felt they more or less had themselves to develop their job functions. In a few cases job functions did not at all correspond to job descriptions. There are several indications that this problem is not as serious as some years back but it is still a reality at some workplaces. 
Another problem is that management or supervisors at smaller offices do not always fully know the character of the JPO Programme. In a small UNDP-related regional programme the supervisor clearly indicated that the main reason for requesting JPOs was the hope that they would bring additional funding to the programme from bilateral donors. In the same programme a new JPO had no permanent desk seven weeks after arrival. The supervisor was on leave when the JPO arrived.

The general picture is more positive, but JPOs need to be very professional whether they are placed in situations in which they have to create and develop their own job functions or they are almost immediately given responsibilities in job functions based on well prepared work plans. Duty stations do not have time or resources to consider them learners and without earlier relevant work experience they will find it very difficult to settle and to take over the responsibilities they are given or they have to take over.
It seems quite obvious that some country programmes would have to be reduced without the JPOs or other staff with similar qualifications. The quality of the work would most probably also be lower without very professional JPOs. 

The nature and costs of JPOs, including the relatively high salary level, is one more reason why it is necessary to see the JPO Programme as a programme for qualified professionals. In the two African programmes visited, JPOs work in several units in parallel with international UNVs, which have much lower salaries. The difference between JPO-salaries and salaries for national programme officers varies from country to country, but it is normally very high, with JPOs sometimes earning several times the average of national programme officers. The high costs and salaries for JPOs can only be justified if JPOs are considered professional international officers. 
Donors are emphasizing the JPO Programme’s character of being a learning programme. JPOs themselves want to learn and develop but as part of their professional job. Duty stations need professional staff and although supervision can be improved, the reality is that supervision is and will still often be limited. 

The JPO programme needs to take these realities into account. Almost all stakeholders however see the need for substantial practical working experiences before the assignment and it is strongly recommended in relation to all donors that sufficient emphasis is put on at least two years relevant working experience before recruitment.  

The only things distinguishing JPOs from other professionals should be their young age, their special training budget and the shorter term character of their assignments.
Supervision and the fact that JPOs benefit from receiving extra individual funds for training and from being offered participation in different types of more focused general training programmes, workshops etc. can be seen as natural part of the necessary further training needed for young professionals having a future in international development cooperation.

The best performing JPOs today seem to have qualifications based on a relevant combination of academic training and sufficient practical working experience at the time of recruitment. In the related recruitment procedure there has also been sufficient emphasis on their individual qualifications in relation to specific up-to-date job descriptions.
3.1.1. The title: Junior Professional Officer

A junior professional officer is a young professional officer, and there is no contradiction between being young and being professional. But the title JPO is almost never used by JPOs in their daily work. Business card titles are “programme officer” or “programme specialist” or are indicating the relevant area of work in the country programme, but it is not saying “Junior professional officer”. 

This is a reflection of JPOs’ wish to be considered normal professional staff but it also reflects the fact that in some cultures it can create difficulties for an advisor or UN-representative to be considered a junior person or a learning person. To be junior is not a good “brand”.

Country offices and colleagues in general agree with this concern. If the title JPO is being used it is only or primarily in internal communication and not outside the office.

Donors do not seem to have strong opinions about the title and they are used to different titles in the UN-system.

It may be a good idea to change the name of the JPO Programme and the JPOs to avoid some of the problems mentioned. In some other UN Programmes the title is associate programme officers, but there might be even better suggestions.   

3.2 Recruitment procedure and ToR’s:
Different donor demands and conditions do still influence the recruitment procedures with different involvement of foreign ministries and donor agencies in the process and also still with some JPO-candidates applying to and being accepted in national JPO-pools and thereafter posted rather than applying for individual positions on the basis of specific job descriptions.
With these differences and complications, the recruitment in programmes is nevertheless more and more based on concrete Terms of References matching individual JPO-candidates and it is the dominant thinking that individual qualifications need to match specific ToR’s (job descriptions). 
Almost all JPOs and management representatives, however, do also agree that there need to be flexibility in a non static UN-system with changing priorities. JPOs should be and normally are ready to accept adjustment in ToR’s if such adjustments are within their range of qualifications. One JPO described as a positive experience that she was closely involved in cooperating on a necessary adjustment of her ToR’s. 
It is also acceptable that ToR’s are somewhat general, primarily reflecting the high priority areas within the unit requesting the JPO, but interviews and the final selection should make certain that the professional qualifications of the JPO are fully matching the demands in the ToR’s. Each ToR should be up-to-date and reflect the actual work focus and needs of the unit and/or office at the time of arrival of the new JPO. The need for flexibility should not be seen as an excuse for not working seriously with ToR’s.
The majority of JPOs have experienced good or sufficient harmony between their ToR’s and their actual work, but a few have different experiences. 
One JPO, who was doing well and was appreciated by the management, told that there was no real agreement between his ToR’s and the job function he performed, and he added that this mis-match may also have led to a similar mis-match when he was recruited. He felt that another candidate probably would have been selected if the ToR’s had been correct in relation to the work.

In another case a JPO was given detailed and satisfactory ToR’s, but on arrival the job had been taken over by another staff member just before the arrival of the JPO. A third JPO described a situation in which she arrived to a job on the basis of seemingly relevant ToR’s but experienced that she had to work with marginalised non-funded programmes without support from the office and with the feeling that the programmes probably already should have been closed down or phased out.
In a few cases JPOs have never seen Terms of References or they have only been presented with them at the time of arrival or immediately before. 

Good ToR’s are essential, but it is also in quite some cases a real headache for country offices that the time span from the writing of ToR’s and the requesting of a JPO to the actual recruitment and posting in exceptional cases can be so long that ToR’s are outdated when the JPO arrives. This is seen as a problem by management representatives, who like some JPOs can describe specific situations in which an office has been forced to find other solutions to solve a pressing staff problem with the result that a job and functions described in ToR’s for a JPO do not exist when the requested JPO arrives after long delays.

What was considered a delay problem in the recruitment process was especially mentioned during visits to the Asian offices, while several staff members at African offices were of the opinion that they could often rely on having a new JPO 6-8 months after forwarding a request and ToR’s. 

The reality is however different from the perception some offices have. The fact is that JPO SC considers 12 months to be an absolute minimum for recruitment. Requests have to be considered first by donors and later by JPO SC. Donors normally make decisions once a year, between January and March, only, and the JPO SC can only start its procedure thereafter.

Some country offices do also still think that JPOs can be identified through a JPO-roster, but there is no such central roster. And country offices are not entitled to the number of JPOs they want. The actual situation (September 2004) is that the JPO Service Centre has 300 JPO-requests but will only be able to honour a maximum of 85 within the next 12 months. Many country offices will therefore be disappointed.
During the field visits to Asia a country office had just been informed that a JPO had been found, based on ToR’s forwarded with a request two years ago. The office did no longer expect any positive response and the office situation and programmes were different from when the ToR’s were drafted. The office, however, was apparently advised by someone not to make new different ToR’s with the risk that the whole process should re-start. The office was now trying to define a new job function in accordance with old ToR’s
The idea was brought up that if a JPO-request has not resulted in a qualified and relevant recruitment within the normal waiting period the country office should – as a matter of routine – be asked to comment on ToR’s and either adjust them or confirm that they are still valid without being adjusted. The wish was expressed that this should happen already after 6-7 months which is not realistic. It is, however, important to look into how procedures including revisions of ToR’s can minimise problems resulting from JPOs being employed on the basis of outdated ToR’s.  
Before JPOs go to the field, country offices are today asked to confirm that ToR’s are still valid, this procedure, however, does not seem to solve the problem.

Generally the conclusion is that the ToR-situation has improved compared to some years ago, but there is still room for considerable improvement both in the drafting of relevant ToR’s, in speeding up the recruitment procedure, and – when this is not possible – in making sure that ToR’s are updated and relevant at the time of posting, and/or adjusted in cooperation with the JPOs. Flexibility is important but should not be an excuse for non-relevant ToR’s. 
Too general or outdated ToR’s create the risk that donors and duty stations do not get “full value for money”. And JPOs then contribute less than they would like and less than they are normally qualified to do.
3.2.1 Different donor demands and conditions
Donors generally express appreciation of a good cooperation with the JPO programme and JPO SC. It is however quite clear, that different donor priorities and different criteria are making JPO-recruitment more complicated and are also making it more difficult both to speed up and to harmonise the procedure.

Different donor demands can also create problems in posting. In one case a JPO with a very thorough knowledge and working experience from Latin America was posted in Asia much to his own surprise. The justification seems in this case to have been the donor viewpoint that JPOs are in learning positions. The JPO should therefore not be posted in a geographical area he already knows but in a “new continent”.

Some representatives from the management at country offices have also expressed that they find it difficult to be up-to-date about different offers, demands and conditions from donors in relation to the JPO Programmes and they ask whether such information could be made easily available on the webpage of JPOSC. At present information is sent from JPO SC to resident representatives (RR’s) once a year but this information does not always filter out to all relevant staff.

Differences in conditions set by donor agencies include:

· Different minimum and maximum assignment periods,

· Different geographical focus. Some donors are only allowing posting in certain countries, some are only funding JPOs in specific programmes of interest for the donor, 

· Different conditions for types of candidates and their background including different emphasis on working experience. Most donors fund only own nationals, some also candidates from certain other countries, and a few include some candidates from developing countries.

Different criteria and conditions make streamlining more difficult and is also a hindrance for further improvements in the recruitment procedure.

While it is acknowledged that different donors of course have different aims and objectives it is recommended that donors and UN-agencies work for closer harmonization of different criteria for donor funding not least with the aim of improving recruitment procedures further. 

3.2.2 Country office involvement in recruitment

The most important involvement of country offices in JPO-recruitment is through the drafting of ToR’s and forwarding of requests. Country office management can in principle participate in interviews and final selection but it is very resource demanding and it happens only very exceptionally. It is possible for senior management at an office to veto a candidate on the basis of the CV if the candidate is not considered suitable for the job. This happens only in extremely few cases. Country office management consider the JPO-offer more like a “take it or leave it offer” and see this as part of the deal including full donor financing and the fact that the work of the JPO is “given” to the country office free of direct costs.

As part of the debate on the possibility of introducing a cost-sharing system in the JPO Programme with duty stations contributing a share of the total costs (see 3.12), several management representatives mentioned that in the case of such a decision they want possibilities for a more direct country office involvement in the final selection of candidates.    

3.3 Introduction to the work at duty station:
All companies and organisations need routines and guidelines for the introduction of new staff to the work. There is no generally applied standard for how new JPOs or other staff members are introduced to the workplace at the duty station. 
Some country offices have established regular intro-courses for all new staff, others have not. A few JPOs can still tell stories about being placed in an office and asked to read reports for the first month, or by accident being introduced to a programme manual after several weeks of work. More seriously, however, they may sometimes have to start working in a system without quite understanding the system.

JPOs should not be seen as very special in this context. All international staff need introduction to local systems, cultures and structures, national staff need introduction to the international context. All staff members need to know the UN-system and the nature and working environment of the national country office.

One senior management representative expressed it by saying that all new staff in reality need to be introduced to at least two new and different cultures when arriving to a new country office: 

1. The culture and structure of that particular UN-office, and 

2. the formal as well as the informal structures, e. g. government implementation structures, in the country.

Good introduction makes it possible for all staff to perform and to give value for money soon after arrival. Poor or no introduction results in slowdowns and in gaps in the handling of office portfolios. 

Staff-mobility or turn over at duty stations is considerable. JPOs are not the only ones staying for shorter terms, the same is the case for other types of staff, especially other international staff. JPOs may often have supervisors or team leaders which have only worked a few more months at the office than themselves. This is one more reason for the need for regular general introduction briefings at country offices. Such briefings need to deal with the office set-up, working structures, thematic priorities and internal co operative structure as well as with the nature of partner cooperation in the country, including the national implementation structure, government cooperation mode etc. 

Only one of the four visited UNDP-country offices had frequent and regular induction courses for all types of staff. Such courses – maybe only lasting one or two days – however seem to have given a kind of guarantee for a common minimum knowledge and they were appreciated. 

Most JPOs are introduced to the work by their supervisors. Most supervisors are national programme officers, often assistant resident representatives (ARR’s) and at the same time heads of units. In some cases supervisors are international deputy resident representatives (DRR’s) and in a few cases International ARR’s. The quality of introduction differs both depending on the quality of the supervisors, the interest taken and the time available for supervision, but interviews do not indicate any systematic difference in quality of introductions having to do with whether supervisors are nationals or internationals.
In some cases there is a certain contact between the office, most often the supervisor, and the coming JPO before he or she arrives. Such contacts are not as frequent as it could be wished but when they take place it makes introduction to work easier and JPOs may get a chance to prepare themselves prior to posting by getting to know more about their specific coming working situation.

Individual introduction and supervision within a unit or cluster is however not a guarantee of proper introduction to country offices or national cultures, and quite a number of JPOs  feel that introduction is haphazard when it comes to the more overall understanding of the systems. The fact that some supervisors have only slightly more seniority at the office than JPOs contributes to this problem.   

More general induction courses for all types of staff can reduce a number of such problems. The solution with regular general induction courses is probably only realistic at bigger country offices, but introduction can be better systematized also at smaller offices.

3.3.1 Logistics. The Buddy Programme.
Introduction includes also the introduction to the life in a new country and culture, and to finding transport, housing and solving other practical problems. In most cases there are only minor and manageable problems. JPOs are welcomed, taken proper care of and assisted on arrival. The procedure is, with differences, more or less systematised by the bigger country offices.
The Vietnam UNDP-country office, however, has introduced something extra being named a buddy-programme through which a mail contact is established between incoming JPOs and outgoing buddy-JPOs. The incoming JPO gets an individual and personal buddy-contact which prior to the arrival can be used for all kinds of questions both related to the office, work and to practical issues having to do with settling in a new country and finding transport and a place to live. 
The Buddy Programme costs nothing and is appreciated by the incoming JPOs. 
3.4 Supervision
JPOs have many opinions regarding the supervision they receive during their assignment. Most are basically positive, however with a number of complaints about supervisors often being too busy with other tasks. Some individual supervisors are not considered qualified or are not sufficiently involved or interested in the supervision task. Criticism regarding lack of quality is raised and seemed at least in one case to be very relevant, but the general picture is that most supervisors are qualified, working relations are normally good, but lack of time is a problem.

According to the 2003 JPO questionnaire (3.9) 28% of JPOs are “dissatisfied” or “very dissatisfied” with access to and quality of supervision, 21% are “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” and 51% “satisfied” or “very satisfied”. This reflects that dissatisfaction is higher in relation to supervision than in relation to the general assignment which shows that 78% are satisfied to a “great” or “very great” extent. 
Donors are also concerned about supervision because they see good supervision as an important part of developing JPO-skills further. Supervision has been discussed at the regular meetings between donors and UN-agencies, the latest being the meeting in Bonn in 2003. 
Among JPOs there have been different opinions upon whether supervisors should primarily be international UN staff members (as e.g. a DRR) or national programme officers (normally ARRs). There has been a debate on the JPO Net, and a few JPOs have on the net expressed that they feel supervision should be done by international staff. There is, however, generally nothing in the many interviews made during this study which supports this view. Whether supervisors are national or international depends on the actual situation at the office including the size of the office. There is therefore also a difference e. g. between country offices of UNDP and UNFPA, but whether the supervisor is national or international is normally not the main issue.

Some JPOs have more than one supervisor and find that this can be working if the supervisors coordinate and the JPO does not receive too many work tasks at the same time from different supervisors.     

Several JPOs have proposed more general guidelines for supervisors, and a more systematic regular supervision during the first months after posting, when the need for regular meetings and more formal supervision is higher, and when supervision within the relevant unit needs to be supplemented with more general supervision about the functions of the country office and objectives of the country programme. This seems to be in accordance with donor views.
While it is not considered an issue whether the supervisor is national or international, it is a problem that supervision is in some cases dealing only with actual and sometimes narrow work tasks. JPOs feel it is important for their performance that they know the overall tasks of the office and the nature and objectives of the country programme. 
A few JPOs have experienced a negative combination of isolated individual task based supervision, lack of general introduction to the office and country programme, and the lack of an overall feeling of being part of an office with internal coherence. 
A combination of general guidelines for supervisors and country office standards for supervision combined with well planned staff introduction and team-building staff-measures may improve the overall performance at some offices. 

3.5 Duration of JPO-assignment:

Donor countries have different principles for JPO-funding. Donors generally recommend 2 years as the standard length of assignment with different criteria for a possible extension. Many see a third year’s extension as the exception and some only accept the third year if costs are financed or co-financed by the country office as indication of the real need. Not all donors accept extensions, and at least one donor does so only if there is a real prospect of permanent UN-employment after the third year. 

One donor wants JPOs to serve four years, but preferably with two assignments for two years in two different countries.

Though the standard assignment is two years, contracts are based on a one year assignment with near-automatic extension for the second year.
Seen from the point of view of the country offices and in the interest of having JPOs to contribute as much as possible to the programmes, the posting should never be for less than two years. In stead of a one year contract with the possibility for extension it would be preferable to start with a two years contract, which can be terminated in the case of poor JPO-performance. Extension to the third year should be seen as normal in all cases with good professional performance.

Some JPOs are undoubtedly contributing to the programme in a positive way already after a few months in the office. For others it takes longer and it depends on several factors: the individual performance of the JPO, the introduction given, the proper planning from the office and whether there is an overlap with the predecessor or  – as it is more common - a gap which can make the take over more complicated.

Even in the best of cases, both JPOs themselves and the duty stations feel that JPOs contribute more over time. One JPO expressed it this way:

“The first year I worked but I was not good on outreach e. g. at negotiations at ministries.

The second year I felt much more confident and started doing it. And now the third year I will also start sometimes to shake the coconut trees.” 

Whether it is up to JPOs to shake coconut trees or not should maybe not be the JPOs’ own decision but interviews with management representatives and supervisors do clearly indicate that JPOs are given more and more responsibility over time and that they are normally able to live up to the responsibility. In some cases JPOs reach the level of being acting or in very exceptional cases formal heads of units as a result both of their own qualifications and sometimes sudden and unplanned needs of the office.
While it is only natural that it takes some time for a new JPO to fully perform, there are different reasons and explanations for what could be considered delays. 
Some JPOs mention insufficient planning: “I think they had forgotten I was coming just now and the planning only started slowly after my arrival”. 

Management representatives and supervisors are also referring to cases when individual JPOs have been very hesitant to take up their responsibilities and have put too much emphasis on their learning positions. One ARR expressed it in a comment to JPOs he felt were complaining too much by saying that “At one stage you have to take the ball and run with it”. The young professional can not only blame the office for all problems, he or she has also to show initiative.
With differences in the actual assessment, representatives from management and the JPOs themselves generally agree that offices and programmes gradually and over time benefit more and more from the JPOs, with the full benefit reached after 6-12 months depending both on the programmes and tasks and the different JPOs. 

There is no doubt that a cost-benefit analysis similarly will show a growing JPO-dividend over time, in many cases with a positive result already within the first year, but with much more dividend in the second and a possible third year.

It is, however, also the general feeling that JPOs should normally not be extended beyond the third year. They should not be seen as permanent staff at the offices and it is important that human resource planning includes sufficient investment in long term national programme staff. This is also the view of many JPOs who fear sustainability problems at the offices when they are given permanent core office tasks, like when a JPO, social scientist – in an observed job function - was made responsible for budgets and financial payments in a new finance system with no permanent replacement in sight after the termination of the JPO-contract. 
Several management representatives see longer duration of assignments and easier procedures for extension as ways of improving the JPO Programme, but they do also express that there may be better standards and procedures for the termination of assignments in cases when JPOs do not live up to acceptable standards. It is not considered a common problem but in some interviews it has been mentioned that such cases do occur and that country offices are very hesitant to terminate a JPO-contract partly because they do not want to offend donors, partly because it is considered tiresome and unpleasant. (See also 3.12. Cost sharing).  
Donors have different views on extension beyond the second year, but it is recommended that third years extension is considered a normal extension for JPOs considered qualified and fully professional.

3.6 Salary level:

JPOs earn a very high salary compared to salaries of national programme officers and compared to most salaries for other young Western professionals. Conditions and discrepancies are different in different countries, but this is the general picture. Some JPOs feel they have to be excused for their salaries: “We did not negotiate it ourselves” and some don’t like to talk about it: “I feel embarrassed. None of us would like to see the salary reduced, but most of us would have been ready to accept a much lower salary” (Said by a JPO earning 4.000 US dollars tax free a month). 

“I would have accepted half my salary”, said another JPO. One mentioned how this position made it possible for him to make a lot of savings.
Living standards for JPOs differ from country to country and depend also on whether they are single or provide the whole income for a family, but the standard is generally high and also much higher than for international UNV’s sometimes working in similar jobs at the same offices.

It is often discussed whether different conditions for national programme officers and JPOs create social tensions and problems for the working environment at the offices. Interviews in the four countries almost in unison indicate that such problems do only come to the surface in cases when other office problems create serious tensions or if one or more JPOs are not considered performing to the expected standard. If JPOs do well, and if the office in other ways is working well, the JPO-salary standard is accepted, although sometimes talked about among national staff. 
Stories do float about JPOs playing well paid tourists for two years, but most such stories seem to be second-hand and a bit anecdotal.
The salary level however has to be seen in relation to the type of programme and also to the discussion on whether it is a learning programme or a programme for full professionals. It is very difficult to justify the present salary level if the JPO programme is primarily considered a learning programme understood as a “further studies-programme”. 
In a few cases it was mentioned by management representatives and colleagues that JPOs were sometimes given extensions even though they were performing below standard. Reasons given were that offices did not wish to offend donors and the fact the JPOs cost nothing for the country offices which are always lacking staff. None of the cases mentioned were actual cases but illustrative examples used to describe a way of thinking in relation to the programme.
The salary level is one factor making it important to have benchmarks for standards of JPO-performance and for country offices to be able to discontinue contracts in cases of non-performance.   

3.7 JPO Service Centre:

Services from the JPO Service Centre (JPO SC) are generally recognised as having improved the JPO programme considerably. This is the view of UN staff having worked with the programme for some years and having knowledge back in time. But JPOs with no prior knowledge about the programme before their own recruitment are also praising the work done by JPO SC and not least the very quick response to all kinds of questions and enquiries. Donors are also appreciating the good and improved co operation in the JPO-programme and several are crediting the JPO Service Centre.
Only in two cases negative experiences or misunderstanding in communication were mentioned. 

Insufficient knowledge about conditions for serving in Myanmar seems to have led to long delays in the posting of a JPO. The case is not typical but there may be a need for an improved dialogue between JPO SC and duty stations without regular routines for receiving JPOs. In the case of the posting in Myanmar misunderstandings about the formal requirements created frustrating problems both for the JPO and the country office but the result was non-introduction and waste of time.
In another case some kind of mis-communication resulted in a JPO arriving to a programme in Ethiopia at a very inconvenient time for the office. It is not known whether the JPO SC or the programme was responsible for the mis-communication.

While the role and the function of JPO SC is generally much appreciated a number of issues were discussed. Most of them are dealt with in other sections of this report. 
Such issues include:
· improved routines for adjustment and updating of ToR’s when recruitment is delayed (3.2)

· stronger involvement of country offices in final selection (3.2)

· more easily available information about different donor conditions for providing JPOs. (3.2)

3.8 Training options:

JPOs have a duty-related travel and training allowance making it possible for them to participate in relevant seminars, workshops and courses, and they participate in the combined UNDP/UNFPA  Programme Policy and Operations Course in New York with a duration of 2½ weeks.
The system makes it possible for JPOs to organise their own training and specialisation and JPOs see these options as a very positive part of the total JPO package. They are generally happy and satisfied with the training opportunities offered. Donors see the training element as being an important part of the JPO Programme.   

JPOs have divided opinions about The Policy and Operations Course in New York. Some give it good marks, others find it much too general with too many “praise the UN”-standard lectures and they see it as being very costly compared to the output.

Going more in detail, the most positive are those who participate in the New York-course 2-3 months after posting, many feel they get to understand the whole UN-system much better, they get contacts and start networking and see their own position clearer. The more critical JPOs are mostly those having participated only a few weeks after posting (a very small number) and the many who have participated later, maybe 4-8 months after posting. The assessment depends also on the JPO’s individual background and prior working experience and on whether donors have already through national courses introduced them to the UN-system. A considerable number of JPOs feel that too much time is wasted on introducing general knowledge that most JPOs should already have after 3-4 months at the duty station.

What almost all JPOs agree on is that the course should give more concrete working tools. The opportunity to meet with counterparts and relevant specific offices at headquarters is appreciated. Many would however also like to be able to go deeper into practice areas and thematic issues which are relevant for them in their daily work. One JPO expressed it in an example by saying that instead of having two hour’ sessions about each of the different UNDP practice areas it would be much better to have only 1 hour about each and then split up in groups making it possible to work one full day with the practice area most relevant for the individual JPO.

Other comments and wishes are along the same lines: less general UN pep-talks and more work related dialogue including case based group work; more work related tools and specific discussions, e. g. about similarities and differences in implementation of similar programme types in different countries and cultures; a focus on areas where the headquarters perspective on country programme implementation can strengthen the operational capacity. One management representative recommended having former JPOs evaluate the New York course.     

Comments related to specific courses selected by JPOs go along the same lines. The best courses and seminars and workshops are the most focused and work-specific. This is also reflected in comments related to JPO SC workshops. The JPO SC-Hanoi-workshop visited as part of the study was considered very good and relevant by participants because it was concrete and focused and made it possible to discuss issues directly related to the JPOs own work and experience. This made it therefore also possible to benefit from the different JPOs own experiences and efforts at their duty stations.  
The timing especially of the training in New York is very important. In one case a JPO was sent to New York only one week after arriving to the duty station, and in a situation where frustrations were already high because the posting had been unexpectedly delayed due to visa and other logistical problems. In other cases the training has been too late (more than 6 months after posting). Both too early and very late training reduces the value of the course considerably.   

Training makes it possible and necessary for JPOs to be away from the job for quite some time. Jokes are told about JPOs staying only short term and being away much of the time they should be at the duty station. But in general there is acceptance and understanding of the need for training leaves at the level of supervisors and management. 

While national colleagues also generally understand and accept that JPOs are away for training, it is very important that training is not seen as “fringe benefits” for JPOs only. The UNDP strategy of making learning opportunities available for all staff and the actual implementation of the strategy also in relation to national programme officers and assistants is very important. Most national programme officers met feel they have relatively good training opportunities but with considerable variations between country offices regarding the degree of a more systematic integration of training in human resource management.     
3.9 HQ versus country office posting:

Interviews have only included 3 JPOs working at headquarters in New York or at regional headquarters for regional programmes. Observations are therefore few.

Based on the limited material the observation is that the JPO programme including training options seems best tailored for JPOs being posted at country offices and working with national programmes. JPOs at HQ’s may feel a lack of knowledge about “real programmes”. Although JPOs are not grass roots –workers it is important to experience cooperation with local partners and government representatives and to experience the programme content at the level of implementation. The distance between strategies at headquarters and the real world can be too far.

In a few cases HQ-posting is combined with posting at a country office. In such cases the best idea seems to be for the JPO first to be assigned to the country office and later to the head quarter with the possibility of seeing the national work from a headquarters perspective. Generally however country office posting seems preferable.

It may be a special problem that some donors who are putting much emphasis on future permanent UN-employment for JPOs seem to like HQ-postings because they believe the retention rate for JPOs working at headquarters is higher than for JPOs working at the country office level. If this is true, there seems to be a risk that the UN may not always retain JPOs with the best qualifications and duty station experiences.  

3.10 Future job expectations and opportunities:

JPOs have very different ideas about their future careers. Many want to work with some kind of development within the UN, in national governments or with international or national NGO’s, without yet having decided on their own priorities, others clearly want to see the JPO-contract as a first step towards more permanent UN-employment and are considering applying for the LEAD programme.
The retention rate for UNDP JPOs was 16% in the period 1996 - 2000. According to the very latest study it has since increased to 43%. Retention is here defined as JPOs being given a contract of at least 6 months somewhere in the UN-system. It can not automatically be considered permanent or long term employment. 
JPOs naturally are influenced by objectives of the funding donors. Some donor governments state very clearly that JPO Programmes are considered tools to increase the number of national professionals employed by the UN, while others have less specific objectives and may also have objectives of  “producing” experienced young professionals for their own government development agencies or national or international NGO’s involved in development co operation.  

Many JPOs are still in a period of their life in which they consider different opportunities and it is quite typical that very many of those interviewed have not yet made up their mind on what to do although they may be half way through a two years’ standard period.

Some JPOs clearly want to join the UN immediately after the JPO-assignment, but a few expressed the view that although they possibly would like a UN-career, they wanted a break after the JPO-period. They felt that with the strengths and weaknesses of the UN-system it would be useful and even necessary for them to get more experience from working outside the UN. They were a little sceptic about how life long UN-careers affect individuals and their development conceptions.

3.11 A possible programme for national JPOs
During the interviews and dialogues about the lack of manpower at country offices, insufficient budgets for additional staff and also the high indirect costs of international JPOs, the idea of developing a programme for national JPOs was brought up a number of times.
A few donors fund developing country (DC) candidates as JPOs but it is a small minority and it is very difficult for candidates living in developing countries to get to know about the possibilities and to apply. Donor funded international DC’s cost the same as other international JPOs and are normally only recruited among developing country candidates living in developed countries.
Many young graduated professionals in developing countries experience difficulties in finding relevant employment and the unemployment rate for professionals is growing in many countries. 

The UN has a number of different employment categories and it is important to consider how the total workforce at duty stations is combined, the balance between nationals and internationals and also the balance between different types of donor-funded staff on short term employment. 

It is outside the scope of this study to assess how realistic it may be to develop national JPO Programmes for young national professionals and how such programmes may complement or be in conflict with other UN-programmes such as e. g. programmes for national UNVs. 
The idea of national JPOs was, however, brought up as part of some JPOs’ concern for national employment at country offices and also as an idea to make it easier for young national professionals to gain relevant working experience.
While few donors are ready to finance DC JPOs in the present system, it may be possible to establish other programmes supporting and funding the employment of young national professionals within their own countries. One other idea brought up was that donors as part of their bilateral programmes could fund UN-organisations’ employment of young professionals in programme countries. Such programmes could possibly be linked to UNDP and UNFPA country offices or they could make funds available for the direct employment of young nationals.
The ideas mentioned in this section (3.11) have not been discussed with donor representatives.

3.12 Possible cost-sharing of JPOs between donors and the UN:

JPOs are costly members of the UN staff, but duty stations do not have to pay the costs and JPOs are sometimes considered free labour or no cost-labour by the duty stations. This contradiction involves the risk that duty stations are not sufficiently serious in planning how many JPOs they need and how they want to use them. The needs assessment which should always be the basis for staff employment is not always performed before JPOs are requested and some duty stations may request too many JPOs at the cost of investing in more long term manpower development, including in national programme officers. 

Lack of sufficient planning and needs assessments may also result in too little emphasis on ToR’s and on supervision.

One ARR describes the need for JPOs by saying that recruitment of free of cost JPOs is “one of the only sure ways to address the existing gaps in a system with dwindling resources”. The same is being said with other words by many others.
But a DRR said that the use of JPOs “should be based on need, instead of as now based on the availability” and that the tendency is that “we spread our net wide and get even more JPOs than we expect”. The same DRR is of the opinion that there should never be more than a maximum of 4-5 JPOs at one office. If there are more, the risk is that they are not handled properly and also that there will be tensions with national staff. Lack of sustainability may also increase because of insufficient investments in long term capacities.

Other representatives from senior management at country offices disagree: “There is a need for gap filling. Sustainability should be seen in a much longer term perspective”.

The question whether enough new JPOs are available in the present programme is generally not considered a problem by the duty stations. They expect to receive almost all the JPOs they request, and when recruitment of a new JPO is delayed it is mostly seen as an individual problem having to do with difficulties in finding a person with the needed specific qualifications.

The balance between requests for new JPOs and the JPO-systems ability to deliver differs from year to year. At the time of writing (September 2004) the situation, however, is that the system has received 300 requests for new JPOs but it will only be able to provide approximatively 85 over 12 months. This means that a strong prioritisation is in all cases necessary and many requests can not be honoured.  

3.12.1 Stakeholder-views on cost-sharing
JPOs have long discussed what by many is considered the “free labour”-problem. The fact that JPOs are free of cost is in some cases contributing to a lack of ownership of the JPO Programme at duty stations, and different ideas on how to make country offices feel more committed and obligated have been discussed for a long time between JPOs.     

The idea that duty stations should at least pay something has come up, and many of the present JPOs do feel that some kind of cost-sharing in the programme should be recommended. They believe that cost-sharing can increase the feeling of country-office-“ownership” of the JPO Programme and encourage duty stations to improve the preparation for JPO positions including ToR’s and supervision. Some do also consider it a positive development if a kind of cost-sharing can make it more realistic to develop benchmark indicators for JPO-performance.

At senior management level and among supervisors views are much more heterogeneous, but some management representatives see cost-sharing as a possible way to improve planning, to be forced to assess more thoroughly what type of manpower a unit needs and to set benchmarks for JPO-performance – “see whether JPOs are carrying their weight”. They see JPOs as a valuable and needed resource for country office and would not be without JPO-contributions and the JPO ideas and dynamics. But a realistic cost-sharing could possibly be a way of improving programmes. They find it difficult to fully predict the ways cost-sharing will influence the overall programme but can see it as a possible positive step in the right direction. Two important conditions are however mentioned: The share of cost for the duty station needs to be minor because of the budget constraints faced by all country offices and they find that country offices need to be more involved in the final selection of candidates.

Others both in the management and among supervisors are more sceptical. They see a risk that when an office has to make a choice between recruiting short term international JPOs and more long term national programme officers, the choice will be for the long term nationals. They see a risk that gaps will not be filled because of budget constraints. JPOs may also in some cases be replaced by UNV’s and a decision regarding cost-sharing should be coordinated with United Nations Volunteers-programme
One management representative expressed his scepticism through a number of felt fears:

The fear, that lack of funds especially at small offices will be a limiting factor. The fear, that reduced demand for JPOs will result in less crossbreeding and could ultimately kill the programme. The fear, that there will be a lack of new thinking and the needed fresh air in the programme.

Cost-sharing is in line with other newer policies of UNDP and other UN-agencies. Capacity and programmes are linked to resources, all offices work with additional resource mobilisation and more and more systems involve the payment for, or receiving of, overheads. There is logic in setting a price on the services of JPOs.

JPOs are worth a price for the country offices. And in a time of additional resource mobilisation some management representatives even see them as an important “soft” contact possibility in relation to bilateral donors and potential additional funds. 

Donors have not to the same degree been involved in the cost-sharing discussion. A number of  donors are ready to discuss types of cost-sharing if it does not change the nature of the programme as being primarily a donor funded, and they see a possibility that types of cost-sharing can strengthen ownership and planning and therefore also improve the quality of the programme. One donor mentions that the share of country offices could possibly be all training costs for JPOs and that cost sharing possibly could allow donors to fund a greater number of JPOs. In general, donors do not feel they have sufficient information to commit themselves withoug further discussions  
As to the level of the costs to be paid by the duty station ideas and proposals are not very precise from any of the stakeholders. One idea forwarded in several JPO-interviews was that the country office should pay a share comparable to the normal costs of a national programme officer. The difference between costs of national officers and JPOs differs from country to country and other models may be used. The share of the country office should be realistic in relation to budgets and to costs of alternatives.

This would also make it both possible and necessary for duty stations to seriously consider more genuinely what is best for the programme: Which programmes and job functions need young international professionals and which programmes will benefit more from national programme officers. Duty stations will have to make a real choice based on a real analysis of needs.
Almost all management representatives asked, are of the opinion that cost-sharing will result in a certain reduction in UNDP’s and UNFPA’s demand for JPOs but some are ready to pay that price if the positive consequence is a programme with a better balance and mix between national and international staff and an improved use of JPOs in the programmes. In some cases it may be considered a positive development if a country office has less JPOs and is forced to solve some long term tasks through local long term recruitment.
- Those in management who are against cost-sharing fear that a cost-sharing policy will be harmful both for the JPO Programme and for the country programmes and that UNDP will receive less fresh blood and new ideas. 
- Those in management who are in favour see a possibility for developing a better planned programme with less waste of resources and a much better management of talent with a better matching of organisations needs with available individual qualifications.

A cost-sharing programme should be developed in a way not resulting in situations where JPOs will need work permits from the governments because part of the salary has to be paid from the country programme budget.  

3.12.2 Conclusions regarding cost-sharing 
If cost-sharing is introduced at a level realistic for the country offices, the real case-by-case choices duty stations will have to make can be summarised as follows:
· Is it best for the country office to look for a national programme officer with knowledge and experience from the national system to fill a vacant position or does the programme need external input from a young professional international programme officer in this position and programme unit? 

· Is the mix between national and international staff already best possible or could it be improved? The same has to be considered in relation to the balance between long term and short term staff. 
· Should emphasis be on the development of capacity and competence for young national programme officers with possible permanent employment, or on having young professional international JPOs with different competences and temporary employment? 

· Can JPOs contribute to overall competence and capacity development in the programme units in question or may (too many) JPOs create sustainability problems? 
· Do national programme officers as learners benefit from working together with JPOs just as JPOs as learners can benefit from working with national PO’s?

There are some risks involved, such as e. g. pressure for increased national ownership through employment of more national staff not based on the assessed needs of the programme. 

The fact that it normally takes much less time to recruit a national programme officer than a JPO may also influence country office choices, and this factor underlines the need for reducing delays in international recruitment.

A third risk is the budget factor. It differs how many extra-budgetary resources different UN-country offices have access to, and although the costs of JPOs and national PO’s will be easier to compare through cost-sharing there will still be economic considerations.

The overall conclusion, however, is that most observations point in the direction of establishing a cost sharing system based on country offices paying a minor part of the costs of JPOs  It can contribute in a positive way to increased ownership and better accountability within the JPO Programme. In a situation with more requests for JPOs than new JPOs available, it will also improve planning and prioritisation at duty stations.

It will make it easier to set realistic benchmarks for JPO performances, and it will give a better and more professional background for decisions on whether to request JPOs or other type of staff at country offices. 

4. Donor observations
Different donors support JPO programmes in a number of different UN-organisations. Donor funding is to a certain degree based on different principles for funding and there are variations in objectives (See 3.2). Each country however tries to apply the same or very similar principles to funding of all types of JPOs and associate experts (APOs) throughout the UN-system.

Donors funding JPOs in the UNDP and UNFPA-programme have, as part of the study, been contacted first through a standard mail to all donors and later by individual mails to a selection of donors. Comments have been received through mail or telephone. JPO SC has provided general information about conditions of service in relation to different funding sources. Eight donors: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Japan, the Netherlands, Sweden and the United Kingdom have given individual comments in relation to the JPO Programme and to some of the questions raised in this study.

Donors do all emphasize the importance of the programme being a learning programme but they do so in a number of different ways, and in relation to the question of the balance in the programme being both a learning programme and a programme for professionals many do stress that they find it very important for the candidates to have a few years of working experience to “be able to easier cope with an international environment”. But one donor is stressing that JPOs in spite of this working experience should not be considered professionals, and one of the arguments is that JPOs need a supervisor “who can lead and guide the young person to be able to develop and work independently during the assignment”.

A reference is made by a donor to the 2003 Bonn conference between the National Recruitment Services and UN organisations and the discussions and decisions upon certain criteria for the supervision and supervisors. In the opinion of the donor there is still room for improvement in relation to supervision at field offices. 

A number of donors emphasize that they are strict in their demands for candidates having considerable and relevant working experience, often defined as at least 2 years, and one declares that it is acceptable for her government “to put more emphasis on working experience”. Others do only recommend “some work experience”, and one donor is stressing that JPOs find it increasingly hard to fulfil ToR’s asking for very specific and often year-long working experience. The donor representative adds: “In our view a change in the objective of the programme towards providing fully professional staff to the UN in stead of junior professionals is not desirable, especially since the UN-organisations are under no obligation towards the JPO to provide him/her with a concrete career opportunity at the end of the JPO-assignment”.
Several donors stress the learning part of the programme because they see the JPO-programme as a “producer” of full professionals for the UN-system and as a contributor to the national resource base for development co-operation. In the wording of one donor “the experience shall finally lead to a professional with about five years of working experience to be able to apply for professional posts within the UNDP”. The expectation is “that the JPO will be considered as highly professional when applying to regular posts”. 

It is clear, that donors as decisive stakeholders in the programme see the programmes character of being a learning programme as very essential, but sufficient and relevant working experiences is increasingly accepted as a necessary prerequisite for new JPOs.
A number of donors express readiness to discuss a cost-sharing programme and see that cost-sharing may strengthen the programme in some ways, but they all need more details. One is mentioning that the costs covered by country offices could be extended training, including the JPO-training and travel allowance. It is also mentioned that cost-sharing could possibly allow donors to fund a greater number of JPOs. None of the donors are ready to commit themselves to a possible cost-sharing programme without further discussions.

Regarding the name or “branding” of the programme the most important donor demand is that the programme is and remains a programme for young graduates. It is considered less important what titles are being used in the field. A number of similar programmes use the term: associate programme officers (APOs).

5. Best practices employed in implementing the JPO Programme 
Most JPOs describe their time as junior professionals in positive terms. They see themselves as contributing to the country programme and the work of UN organisations, and they see the JPO Programme and country experiences contributing to their own personal and professional development. 

It is quite clear from the study that the quality of dealing with JPOs differs from office to office and can be improved a lot at some offices, but elements or components of what may be considered best practices can be seen at different offices and none of the offices have everything in place.

Best practices seen in relation to the placement and working cycle of an individual JPO could possibly be described as follows on the basis of the present system and the JPO Programme:
1. Request. The forwarding of a request for a JPO based on a relevant assessment of needs through which it is concluded that a JPO is needed and is the best choice for the job function and not a national programme officer or another job category. ToR’s are developed as part of the process. ToR’s should be up-to-date and job specific but with in-built flexibility.

2. Recruitment. A recruitment procedure as far as possible based on individual applications and individual assessment of candidates in relation to specific ToR’s. Involvement of country offices in cases of lack of clear job descriptions. Adjustment or confirmation of ToR’s by the country office as a matter of routine when recruitment takes more than a year.
3. Before posting. Dialogue via e-mail between the country office and the incoming JPO before the arrival. Ideally: Supervisor contact in relation to the programme. Buddy JPO-contact in relation to the JPO-life in the country. General Services Unit contact in relation to practicalities on arrival etc.
4. Arrival.  Arrival-assistance. Introduction both A) to the duty station and staff, the country programme and government structure and B) to the unit or cluster and concrete job function. At bigger country offices regular induction courses for all new staff. Regular and well planned supervision in the work situation especially in the first months after arrival. Involvement of JPOs in cases when ToR’s have to be adjusted or changed after arrival.
5. Working. A working environment with a good balance between nationals and internationals, as well as between long term and short term employed staff. A workforce composition and a leadership which makes cultural crossbreeding and the development of synergies possible and gives stimulus to extra JPO-efforts. Well described responsibilities with the possibility of expanding and changing the JPO-function over time in accordance with the needs of the country programme.
6. Training. Relevant training providing the JPO with good working tools. Training should be as work related, specific and focused as possible. Planning for training should involve the office regarding timing and create a minimum of problems in the work due to training leaves.
7. Before leaving.  JPO-involvement in planning the possible succession at the office and in the unit. A new assessment of needs which could often involve the JPO: a new JPO-request or the employment of a national programme officer or nothing or something else? A well planned transfer of knowledge and responsibilities to the office. Possible overlapping and introduction of a successor.
A number of the above mentioned points are in accordance with the existing JPO orientation checklist for the duty stations, but with more emphasis on the process before the duty stations forward requests for JPOs and also on the longer time perspective after arrival. It includes also new proposals such as e.g. routines for up-dating of ToR’s.

6. Conclusions and recommendations
The programmes of UNDP and UNFPA benefit from the JPO Programme and JPOs benefit from being part of the programme. The great majority of JPOs are qualified and contribute in a positive and professional way to the work at duty stations. They are in some ways the new blood and the fresh air needed in programmes with very limited resources and limited permanent core staff.

It is however also clear, that JPOs are not always used in the best possible way. Some offices have too many JPOs and other types of “free labour” compared to the core staff and number of national programme officers. There is at some offices a contradiction between the great number of JPOs being requested and the somewhat haphazard introduction and supervision they are sometimes given. If the great number of JPOs requested is a reflection of a real assessment of needs one should imagine that planning and introduction would also be thorough to make sure that the office would benefit as much as possible from the extra manpower, but this is not always the case.

A number of JPOs and some management representatives feel that JPOs are sometimes primarily requested because they are available for gap filling in programmes suffering from budget constraints. It should be considered to decide on a limit or ceiling for the number of JPOs at one country office. 
The work situation at country offices is such that JPOs need to be able to shoulder substantial responsibilities. In offices with good planning and well prepared job descriptions JPOs are given good introduction and supervision but they are also expected to be able to perform and deliver shortly after arrival. In offices where planning is poor and there is a lack of introduction JPOs need to be sufficiently professional to establish and develop their own job functions. There is in both cases a need for professionalism and for sufficient relevant prior working experience.

There is agreement that JPOs realistically will only be able to perform to the maximum after 6-12 months, but to do so they need already on arrival to be mature and experienced to get a good start. For offices to benefit as much as possible from JPOs the standard contract should not be less than two years with easy access to extension for qualified JPOs.
Donors emphasize the JPO Programmes’ character of being a learning programme for young professionals and JPOs do learn a lot during their assignments. For JPOs to do so in a positive way and not to experience defeats at the personal level they need to be well prepared.

The JPO Programme should still be considered a programme through which young professional graduates with some working experience learn more about development cooperation and the UN-system while at the same time developing their own skills. But the reality at the country office level is such that for them to do so it is very important that sufficient working experience is demanded as a condition for recruitment.

It is at the same time very important to find ways to set minimum standards for country offices best use of JPOs. It is primarily a question of needs assessments and planning before requesting JPOs; improved introductions for all types of new staff; and a more systematic supervision especially in the period immediately after arrival (See 5.Best practises). Such minimum standards will make life easier for JPOs but more importantly they will also improve the work of the offices and at some offices create a better balance between temporary international and more permanent national staff. 
The right type of cost-sharing in the JPO Programme can probably contribute to improved planning and better human resource management at country offices. Country offices are increasingly concerned with additional resource mobilisation. They are used to demanding overheads and to price the value of services and should be considered natural that all different types of manpower have a price. Cost-sharing of JPOs will also make it easier and more realistic for country offices to set benchmarks for performance and to react in the few cases when a JPO does not live up to professional standards. 

The share has to be realistic in relation to country offices budget situation. One proposal has been to make the share comparable to the level of a salary for a national programme officer in the country office, another only to demand that the office pays the full training and travel allowance including the cost of the Programme Policy and Orientation course.

Any type of cost-sharing will most likely lead to a certain reduction in the number of JPOs requested by some country offices, but this may not be negative, especially not in a situation with more requests than available new JPOs and if the reduction is a reflection of efforts to have a more real choice e.g. between national programme officers and JPOs at some positions.     

6.1 Recommendations:
It is recommended
· that donors and JPO SC demand a minimum of two years’ relevant working experience for JPO-candidates. The programme should be a programme for young professional graduates with sufficient relevant working experience. The learning component will still be there but on a more realistic basis reflecting the real situation at country offices.
· that donors and UN-agencies work for closer harmonization of different criteria for donor funding not least with the aim of improving the recruitment procedure further.

· that UNDP and JPO SC consider setting an upper limit or ceiling indicating the maximum number of JPOs at one country office.
· that UNDP and UNFPA change the name of the JPO Programme to a more appropriate name not emphasizing the junior character of the professionals.
· that JPOs are employed for a two years’ initial period with a possible third year’s standard extension  when the performance is satisfactory. The two years’ contract can be terminated in exceptional cases of below standard performance. 

· that cost-sharing is introduced in the programme in a way being realistic in relation to UNFPA and UNDP country budgets but at the same time being an incentive for improved planning and more thorough needs assessments before the forwarding of JPO-requests.

· that it is discussed with donors to find ways to increase support and funding for the employment of young developing country professionals within their own countries. Initiatives could possibly be linked to donor countries bilateral programmes in cooperation with the UN (3.11).
· that “Best practices employed” (section 5) are implemented in a more systematic way as part of human resource management in UNDP and UNFPA and especially at country office level. 
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