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Executive summary

For all stakeholders, it is ‘time to meet the moment’ 
through smart investments and financing for 
sustainable development, prevention and emergency 
preparedness, while at the same time managing the 
COVID-19 pandemic. On top of this, the larger 
challenge calls for investments addressing climate 
resilience; the deep inequalities and injustices laid 
bare by the pandemic; and – through investing in 
prevention, peacebuilding and sustaining peace – 
the root causes of conflict.

Scope of the report
In 2019, Member States, regional organisations and the  
private sector allocated US$ 57 billion to the UN 
system. Part One of the report breaks down who is 
providing funding, who is being funded, and how. 
It also provides a bird’s eye view of UN spending, 
following the money as it relates to the UN’s 
geographic and thematic priorities. Finally, it includes 
two contributions from the United Nations Children’s 
Fund (UNICEF) on individual giving and innovative 
financing, as well as a contribution from the UN 
System Chief Executives Board for Coordination 
(CEB) on data standards for UN system-wide 
reporting of financial data.

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, 150 countries will 
be faced with lower gross domestic product (GDP) per 
capita levels in 2021 compared to 2019. Part Two of 
the report provides tangible recommendations as to 
how Member States can mitigate the disastrous impact 
of the pandemic and reset for a more sustainable and 
equitable future, while simultaneously strengthening 
conflict prevention, resilience building and emergency 
preparedness. Each contribution strives to connect 
the dots between, on the one hand, the quality 
and quantity of financial flows and, on the other, 
sustainable development results. They also point 
to several areas where Member States can support 
knowledge creation and institutional reform, including 
with regard to the international financial system.

The COVID-19 pandemic has reversed development 
gains across the world. In 2020, the global extreme 
poverty rate rose for the first time in over 20 years, 
with hundreds of millions of people pushed back 
into extreme poverty and chronic hunger.1 Member 
States and UN entities have a mutual responsibility to 
demonstrate proactive and transformational leadership 
in ensuring an adequate multilateral response, while 
also looking ahead to strengthen global and regional 
risk reduction. Such leadership is about investing 
in more integrated approaches and in global public 
goods (GPGs) that go beyond what individual states or 
agencies can achieve.

The Funding Compact, welcomed by both Member 
States and the UN in 2019, offers a potential 
framework for changing funding patterns. If utilised 
to its full potential and empowered by leadership, 
it can deliver the quality of funding – predictable, 
flexible and accountable – that enables UN country 
teams to scale up integrated programming and policy 
support across mandates, thereby accelerating progress 
towards the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). 
Pooled funds, in particular, can catalyse integrated 
programming by establishing transformative criteria 
for joint planning and effective funds allocation based 
on priority needs and comparative advantages.

To improve the quality of funding channeled through 
the UN development system, Member States and UN 
entities are encouraged to deepen strategic funding 
dialogues at global and country levels. In preparing for  
such dialogues at this critical juncture for 
multilateralism, we hope that the seventh edition 
of the Financing the United Nations Development 
System report can help enlighten decision-making 
for a stronger UN. The report not only offers a 
comprehensive and accessible overview of the current 
state of UN funding, but provides a marketplace of 
ideas from thought leaders across Member States, UN 
entities and research institutions.
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Table 2:Total revenue of the UN system by entity and by financing instrument, 2019 (US$ million)

Entity (Entity name) Assessed Voluntary 
core Earmarked

Fees and 
other 

revenue
Total 

UN Secretariat (United Nations Secretariat)  3,010    2,607  733  6,350 

CTBTO (Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization)  127    7  4  138 

DPO (Department of Peace Operations)  6,998    356  108  7,463 

FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations)  489  49  1,108  10  1,656 

IAEA (International Atomic Energy Agency)  411    226  11  648 

IARC (International Agency for Research on Cancer)  25  0  16  2  43 

ICAO (International Civil Aviation Organization)  83    118  26  227 

ICC (International Criminal Court)  162    2  1  165 

IFAD (International Fund for Agricultural Development)    450  134    584 

ILO (International Labour Organization)  386    294  47  727 

IMO (International Maritime Organization)  44    15  21  79 

IOM (International Organization for Migration)  53  29  1,962  83  2,127 

ITC (International Trade Centre)  36  8  78  3  125 

ITLOS (International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea)  11    0    12 

ITU (International Telecommunication Union)  130    18  45  192 

OPCW (Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons)  74    17  3  94 

PAHO (Pan American Health Organization)  112    123  875  1,110 

UNAIDS (Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS)    179  44  7  231 

UNCDF (United Nations Capital Development Fund)    6  137  4  148 

UNDP (United Nations Development Programme)    694  3,779  357  4,829 

UNEP (United Nations Environment Programme)  224  75  481  32  812 

UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization)  256    348  55  659 

UNFCCC (The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change)  33  1  35  16  85 

UNFPA (United Nations Population Fund)    373  991  105  1,470 

UN-HABITAT (United Nations Human Settlements Programme)  15  5  141  23  184 

UNHCR (Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees)  43  713  3,381  46  4,183 

UNICEF (United Nations Children's Fund)    1,170  5,031  211  6,412 

UNIDO (United Nations Industrial Development Organization)  76    165  27  268 

UNITAID (United Nations International Drug Purchase Facility)    230  19    249 

UNITAR (United Nations Institute for Training and Research)    0  37  8  45 

UNODC (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime)  32  5  392  30  458 

UNOPS (United Nations Office for Project Services)        1,212  1,212 

UNRWA (United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees)    605  364  32  1,001 

UNSSC (United Nations System Staff College)    4  9  0  14 

UNU (United Nations University)    34  22  64  120 

UN Women (United Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the 
Empowerment of Women)

 10  143  357  17  527 

UNWTO (World Tourism Organization)  16  0  5  2  23 

UPU (Universal Postal Union)  37    19  21  76 

WFP (World Food Programme)    442  7,557  272  8,272 

WHO (World Health Organization)  490  92  2,489  44  3,116 

WIPO (World intellectual Property Organization)  18    11  440  469 

WMO (World Meteorological Organization)  67  2  22  3  93 

WTO (World Trade Organization)  201  23    5  229 

Total  13,669  5,333  32,918  5,005  56,925 

Source: Chief Executives Board for Coordination (CEB)  
For notes – see page 15
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Looking under the hood of most UN agencies, we find  
incentives, processes and tools geared towards the 
delivery of programmatic activities funded through 
grants. Part Three of the report, however, outlines 
how UN entities can find new ways of better leveraging 
private financial flows for the SDGs. This would require 
UN personnel to both shift mindset and develop 
additional skillsets. Such changes, while major, are 
crucial to supporting Member States attain the SDGs.

Critical GPGs should be available to everyone, 
everywhere. This includes goods with cross-border 
effects, such as long-term climate predictions and 
equitable access to COVID-19 drugs, diagnostics and 
vaccines. However, Member States have struggled to 
reach agreement on the provision of GPGs, in part 
due to the financial implications. Part Three of this 
report outlines how Member States and multilateral 
institutions can more effectively promote the delivery 
of GPGs, including examples of funding mechanisms 
that could be scaled up in support of these initiatives.

Part One:  
United Nations resource flows
Chapter 1:  
How is the United Nations funded?
In 2019, the total revenue for the UN system was 
US$ 56.9 billion, an increase of US$ 0.9 billion compared 
to 2018. Table 2 provides a detailed breakdown of 
total funding for 43 UN entities in 2019 by financial 
instrument. In nominal terms, total UN funding 
has grown steadily over the past decade. In 2010, the 
UN’s total revenue amounted to US$ 39.6 billion. By 
2015, this had grown to US$ 47.9 billion. The figure 
of US$ 56.9 billion for 2019 therefore represents a 
continuation of this trend. While the increase in UN 
funding in 2019 was mainly due to actual growth 
in UN revenue, a small portion can be attributed to 
improved reporting to the CEB.

Earmarked funding continues to represent the largest 
funding source for the UN, amounting to US$ 32.9 
billion in 2019. While this represents a slight increase 
in nominal terms compared to 2018, it shows a decrease 
in the share of total funding, from 59% in 2018 to 
57.8% in 2019. Assessed contributions – which can be 
regarded as the most consistent source of revenue for 
the UN, as they are based on membership fees – only 
represent around one-quarter of the total, or US$ 13.7 
billion. Voluntary core contributions fell to US$ 5.3 
billion, or 9.4% of total UN funding, compared to 
US$ 5.7 billion in 2018. The main change compared 
to previous years is the relatively large increase in fees 
and other revenue, from US$ 4 billion in 2018 to US$ 
5 billion in 2019. This represents a shift from 7.1% of 
total revenue in 2018 to 8.8% in 2019.

Figure 2 illustrates how the composition of UN 
funding has evolved in the period 2010–2019, 
showing the relative shares of the four main financing 
instruments during that time. While assessed and 
voluntary core contributions have remained relatively 
stable over the period in nominal terms, the proportion 
of assessed contributions has fallen due to the growth 
in earmarked funding. Earmarked contributions have 
increased both in nominal terms and as a share of total 
funding, albeit with a slight decrease in 2019.

The UN is largely funded by governments. Almost three- 
quarters (72%) of total UN revenue in 2019 came from 
direct contributions by governments. The share of 
overall UN revenue provided by direct government 
investment in 2019 remained unchanged from 2018. 
In 2019, 58% of the total UN funding originated 
from the 29 UN Member States that are members 
of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development’s Development Assistance Committee 
(OECD-DAC), with a further 14% from non-OECD-
DAC contributors, including China, Russia, Saudi 
Arabia and the United Arab Emirates. In addition,  
15% of total UN revenue in 2019 came from multilateral  
channels. Much of this funding is indirect government 
investment via funds, international financial institutions 
(IFIs) and European Union (EU) institutions.

Taking a closer look at the multilateral channels, EU 
institutions are fully funded by EU member states, 
while 94% of all UN inter-agency pooled funds in 
2019 were also funded by governments. Figure 6 
classifies this type of fund as a multilateral source.2 
Moreover, owners of, or shareholders in, IFIs are in 
general national governments. Furthermore, global 
vertical funds such as the Global Environment Facility 
(GEF) and Gavi, the Vaccine Alliance, receive the 
majority of their resources from national governments 
(although Gavi also receives substantial support from 
the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation).

OECD-DAC countries contribute a higher proportion 
of earmarked funding to the UN system than they do to 
other multilateral institutions, such as EU institutions, 
the World Bank Group and the International Monetary 
Fund (IMF), and regional development banks. The 
proportion of earmarked funding from OECD-DAC 
countries to the UN has also grown substantially since 
2010. In 2019, the UN received nearly US$ 26 billion 
in funding, of which 70% was earmarked, compared to 
61% in 2010, see Figure 22.

Figure 9 shows the ten largest Member State contributors 
to the UN system in 2019, including funding 
channelled through inter-agency pooled funds. In 
addition, the figure relates funding to the size of each 
country’s gross national income (GNI), shown as a 
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Figure 2: Distribution of total UN system funding, by financing instrument, 2010–2019 

Source: see page 15
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Figure 6: Funding sources for the UN system, 2019 
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Figure 22: Channels of total multilateral assistance from OECD-DAC countries, core and 
earmarked, 2010 and 2019 (US$ billion)
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percentage. As mentioned above, the United States is 
by far the largest contributor to the UN in volume. 
However, if we relate contributions to the size of each 
Member State’s economy, countries such as Norway 
and Sweden (both of which provide approximately 
0.3% of their GNI to the UN) stand out. China 
has also emerged as a significant contributor to the 
UN and is now among the five top Member State 
contributors, and the second-biggest contributor of 
assessed contributions to the UN. Despite being a large 
economy, China’s contribution as a percentage of its 
GNI is the lowest among the top ten countries.

Figure 17 shows that by 2019 the share of inter-agency 
pooled funds for development purposes had grown to 
9%. The gap between the share of inter-agency pooled 
funds for development and humanitarian purposes is 
shrinking. A total of 11% of earmarked financing for 
humanitarian assistance was allocated to inter-agency 
pooled funding in 2019.

Chapter 2: Where is UN funding allocated?
UN expenditure is usually divided into four main 
activity areas:

1. Development assistance
2. Humanitarian assistance
3. Peace operations
4. Global agenda (and specialised assistance)

Figure 23 shows the proportion of UN expenditure 
devoted to each of these four areas in 2019 and over the 
past four years. Expenditure on humanitarian assistance 
and development assistance – which together constitute 
what is commonly referred to as UN operational 
activities for development (OAD) – were roughly 
equal in 2016, but by 2019 the UN’s expenditure on 
humanitarian assistance (38% of total expenditure) was 
notably larger than spending on development assistance 
(33%). Nevertheless, OAD accounts for almost three-
quarters of the total expenditure in the UN system.

Source: see page 16
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Figure 9: Top ten Member State donors to the UN system, 2019 (US$ billion and  
percentage share of GNI)

Figure 17: Deposits to UN inter-agency pooled funds 2010–2019 (US$ billion)

Source: see page 15

Source: see page 15
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Peace operations expenditure (17% of total expenditure 
in 2019) includes investments in peacekeeping and 
other UN activities aimed at creating the conditions 
for lasting peace in conflict-affected countries. The 
UN’s peacekeeping activities are implemented through 
a global partnership that brings together the UN 
Secretariat, troop- and police-contributing countries, 
and host governments in a combined effort to maintain 
international peace and security.

Expenditure on the global agenda (and specialised 
assistance) (12% of total expenditure in 2019) covers 
activities such as global norms, standards, policy and 
advocacy that are not directly linked to any of the 
other three functions. It also includes development 
activities in non-UN programme countries. It is still 
difficult to draw conclusions on, for example, the level 
of UN normative work, due to the variety of activities 
included in this category.

Figure 24 shows how the UN’s expenditure on 
humanitarian assistance and development assistance has  
evolved in nominal terms over the past ten years. 
Expenditure on humanitarian assistance has more than 
doubled (135% growth), while development assistance 
has only increased by 17% during the period 2010–2019. 

Humanitarian assistance surpassed development assistance 
in 2016 and 2018, and the gap widened in 2019 when 
humanitarian assistance amounted to US$ 21 billion 
compared to US$ 18.4 billion for development assistance.

The growth in resources allocated to humanitarian 
assistance is mainly connected to expenditure in a 
number of crisis-affected countries, including Lebanon, 
Somalia, South Sudan, Syria and Yemen (see section 
2.4 on page 63). However, it should be noted that the 
historical data presented in Figure 24 have changed due 
to the adoption of the new data standards in 2018. In 
addition, unlike in previous years, the figures for 2019 
include expenditure by the International Organization 
for Migration (IOM).

In 2019, 16 of the 43 UN entities submitting data to 
the CEB reported their expenditure towards the SDGs, 
compared to just 11 entities in 2018. Figure 27 shows 
the aggregated SDG-related expenditure of 17 UN 
entities, including the 16 reporting entities and one 
other entity from which data was collected directly.3 
The total SDG-related expenditure of US$ 28.4 billion 
by these 17 entities in 2019 corresponds to 51% of total 
overall UN expenditure and 70% of all contributions 
to the UN OAD segment.

Figure 23: Expenditure of the UN system-wide activities, 2016–2019

Source: see page 16

Chapter 1
Figure 23

Development assistance

Humanitarian assistance

Peace operations

Global agenda 33%

12%

2019201820172016

10%

13%

15%17%

18%
18%

19%

38%

36%

33%

33%

35%
36%

33%
Ex

ec
ut

iv
e 

su
m

m
ar

yExecutive su
m

m
ary



10 Financing the UN Development System: Time to Meet the Moment

Figure 24: Total expenditure for development and humanitarian-related UN operational 
activities, 2010–2019 (US$ billion)
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Figure 27: Aggregated UN expenditure linked to the SDGs as reported by 17 UN entities,  
2019 (US$ billion)
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Source: see page 16

Figure 30: UN operational and peace-related expenditure in 36 crisis-affected countries, 
2010–2019 (US$ billion)
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Figure 30 shows the different expenditures over 
time in the 36 crisis-affected countries where 2019 
UN expenditure exceeded US$ 100 million. Over 
the 2010–2019 period, the share of humanitarian 
allocations for these countries has grown, mainly from 
2013 onwards, while expenditure on development 
and peace activities have been fairly constant. The 
shift since 2013 was largely due to the effects of the 
escalating crisis in Syria and neighbouring Lebanon 
which, in addition to its own challenges, hosted many 
Syrian refugees. The escalation of the crises in South 
Sudan and Yemen have also contributed to the steady 
growth in humanitarian expenditure. In 2019, Yemen 
surpassed South Sudan as the crisis-affected country 
receiving the most funding. Yemen, South Sudan,  
the Democratic Republic of Congo, Lebanon and 
Somalia remain the top five countries in terms of 
allocated resources, accounting for 21% of all UN 
system-wide expenditure. 

Chapter 3: Progress in improving data quality
Chapter Three is a contribution from the UN System 
Chief Executives Board for Coordination (CEB), which 
is the longest-standing and highest-level coordination 
forum of the UN system. In 2018, under the direction 
of the CEB’s High-level Committee on Management 
(HLCM) and in partnership with the UN Sustainable 
Development Group, the data standards for UN system- 
wide reporting of financial data, or UN Data Cube, 
were developed. The UN Data Cube consists of six 
standards prescribing the requirements for UN system-
wide financial data reporting exercises. From 2022, all  
six data standards will be mandatory, including those 
with a three-year transition period. This means that the  
UN system could, for the first time, have a comprehensive 
view of what is being spent in support of a specific SDG in  
a specific location, with the added dimension of whether 
these outflows refer to development-, humanitarian-, 
peace- or global agenda-related interventions.
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Executive Board has set up a working group to identify 
principles for what should be funded sustainably, how 
much funding should be provided, and who should 
provide this funding.

According to Nada Al-Nashif, human rights constitutes 
another area where the UN faces a substantial mismatch  
between its vast mandate and limited resources. Despite  
the human rights-based approach being integral  
to UN activities in both mission and non-mission 
settings, in 2021 only 4% of the regular UN budget 
(excluding Humanitarian Affairs) was allocated 
to the human rights pillar. Improving on this situation 
is essential if the UN is to implement crucial human 
rights activities and fulfil the shared promise of protecting 
and advancing human rights.

In the following piece, Jake Sherman argues that 
Member States may consider reinvesting a portion  
of the savings generated by the ongoing downsizing 
of peacekeeping into the UN’s conflict, prevention 
and peacebuilding capabilities. Despite preventing 
and ending conflict being a primary motivation for the 
establishment of the UN, the organisation’s existing 
capacities in support of this goal – particularly outside 
of peacekeeping environments – rely on a mix of 
unpredictable funding mechanisms. Much of this 
capacity is either voluntarily funded or dependent on 
the size and number of peacekeeping operations.

Finally, Christoph Heusgen, former Permanent 
Representative of Germany to the UN, emphasises that 
it is essential to complement traditional funding 
for peacebuilding with blended finance, which 
in turn can support employment generation, 
economic inclusion and more equitable access 
to social services. As such, it is important that new 
options are explored at the upcoming High-Level 
Meeting on Financing for Peace, and that efforts towards  
adequate and predictable funding for peace are renewed.

Part Three:  
Renewal of multilateralism
Part Three builds on Part Two’s broad analysis to take 
a deep dive into two spheres that have often been 
highlighted in previous editions of this report: UN 
renewal and UN leverage at the country level, and the  
re-emergence of global public goods (GPGs).

Part Three begins with a contribution by John Hendra 
and Per Knutsson, who take stock of progress on joint 
strategic planning among UN agencies at the country 
level, and whether this is leveraging both a more 
dynamic UN offer and more effective UN funding at 
the country level. With the Secretary-General's UN 
development system reform, a new UN Sustainable 

Part Two:  
Financing of the Sustainable 
Development Goals
Part Two takes a big picture approach to the financing 
required to achieve the SDGs, manage human 
impacts on the Earth’s ecosystems, and respond to 
the COVID-19 pandemic.

In the first piece, Homi Kharas and Meagan 
Dooley emphasise that progress towards the SDGs 
has faltered, and that 150 countries will see 
lower GDP per capita levels in 2021 compared 
to 2019. Moreover, the COVID-19 pandemic has 
aggravated existing inequalities between high- and 
low-income countries due to their differing capacities 
when it comes to providing adequate fiscal responses. 
To get the SDG agenda back on track in 2022, the 
International Financial System is encouraged to 
provide more ambitious lending, additional liquidity, 
and renewed support for much-needed reforms of the 
international financial architecture.

Next, Pedro Conceição describes how human action  
is impacting the biosphere and ecosystems in the  
Anthropocene. A concept that was initially proposed  
as a new geologic epoch in which human activity is 
changing processes at the planetary scale, the Anthropocene 
is now increasingly being used to describe our current 
reality. More knowledge is needed on how to account 
for the risks of the Anthropocene, as well as the value 
of the biosphere as a service provider. This knowledge 
should inform the development of indicators that 
can be used by financial actors and their supervisory 
authorities to ensure that financing is fit for purpose in 
the Anthropocene.

Directing our attention to the COVID-19 pandemic, 
Bruce Aylward stresses that the pandemic has exposed  
serious shortfalls in global emergency preparedness. 
Currently, multiple virus variants are emerging 
and there are insufficient funds to scale up 
COVID-19 tools and vaccination programmes, 
particularly in low- and middle-income countries. 
Although US$ 14.1 billion has so far been made available, 
another US$ 19 billion will be required in 2021, in 
addition to long-term sustainable investments in national 
health systems.

Against this background, Leen Meulenbergs and  
Brian Elliott reveal that the World Health 
Organization (WHO) is facing a serious shortfall 
in funding for its 2022–23 programme budget, 
with less than 45% of the resources forecast 
as being required to be made available. At the 
same time, the proportion of flexible and assessed 
contributions has shrunk to only 17% of the total 
programme budget. To address these issues, the WHO 
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Development Cooperation Framework has been 
introduced to promote shared analysis and planning, 
as well as a clearer value proposition. Nonetheless, a 
discrepancy remains between UN country team 
joint planning at the strategic level, and the high 
proportion of single-agency funding provided by 
Member States at the project level.

Next, the Dag Hammarskjöld Foundation notes 
that the UN has the potential to unlock catalytic 
capital for peacebuilding through engagement with  
the private sector. Nonetheless, the organisation 
may consider developing adequate guidance, 
standards and best practices to ensure positive 
contributions to peace. Towards this ends, the text  
identify five types of private sector funding engagement: 
1) the UN Global Compact and Business for Peace (B4P) 
paradigm; 2) corporate social responsibility (CSR); 3) 
entrepreneurship; 4) socially responsible investments (SRI); 
and 5) innovative tools, such as social impact bonds.

Moving to the country level, Aanchal Bhatia conveys  
lessons learned from a pilot blended finance facility for  
peacebuilding in Colombia. The Resident 
Coordinator’s Office (RCO) designed this project 
alongside the Peacebuilding Fund as the funding 
partner. To scale up this pilot facility with reduced 
transaction costs, the UN may consider developing 
new policies, tools and processes adapted to 
blended financing, including those related to 
conflict analysis, legal agreements, monitoring 
and evaluation, and procurement.

Based on lessons learned from the UN Joint SDG Fund 
and the SDG Partnerships Platform in Kenya, John 
Hendra and Arif Neky argue that the UN could 
leverage its convening power and normative 
mandates to create enabling environments for 
increased private sector investments towards the 
SDGs. Utilising this approach, the SDG Partnerships 
Platform facilitated more than US$ 200 million of 
investments in health care and food security. At the 
global level, the UN Joint SDG Fund is rolling out 
programmes to leverage significant private sector 
financing towards the SDGs.

Next, Part Three proceeds into the partially uncharted 
territory of GPGs, which are commonly defined as 
goods and services that are ‘non-rival’ and ‘non-
excludable’ in consumption – that is, one person’s 
use of the good does not stop another person using 
the good, and one person cannot prevent another 
person from using the good. John Hendra and Silke 
Weinlich emphasise that GPGs are essential to 
mitigate climate change, reduce biodiversity loss 
and prevent global pandemics. They also describe 
how the UN can contribute to the delivery of GPGs.

According to Kanni Wignaraja and Swarnim Waglé,  
universal access remains the fundamental 
challenge facing the global COVID-19 vaccine 
drive. They emphasise that if a substantial number 
of people continue to go unvaccinated, a reservoir 
of hosts will remain within which the virus can 
recoup. Therefore, it is crucial to establish cooperation 
protocols; ensure affordability; maintain an efficient 
logistics system; and take strategic decisions on the 
prioritisation and sequencing of public health and 
public financing policy. These actions will be key to 
ensuring the miracle of vaccine production is matched 
by the miracle of universal reach.

Finally, Johannes F. Linn, Anthony Rea, Markus 
Repnik and Laura Tuck explain how weather and 
climate observations constitute a GPG, with annual 
global benefits that potentially amount to US$ 162 billion.  
To support developing countries in making surface-
based weather observations, the Alliance for Hydromet 
Development has developed a proposal for a new financial 
mechanism: the Systematic Observations Financing 
Facility (SOFF). SOFF may lead to longer-term  
opportunities of GPG financing, as – by providing  
grants in exchange for data of global significance 
– it potentially paves the way for similar funding 
initiatives where data delivery (or other GPG 
contributions) are expected.

 

Footnotes  
1 United Nations, The Sustainable Development Goals Report 2021, 

2021, https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/report/2021/The-Sustainable-
Development-Goals-Report-2021.pdf.

2 Note: Given the vast majority of inter-agency pooled funds 
were being funded by governments in 2018, the 2020 edition of 
Financing the United Nations Development System categorised inter-
agency pooled funds as government funded rather than being 
funded by multilateral sources (as seen in Figure 6).

3 The 17 UN entities that have reported their allocations linked 
to the SDGs are: CTBTO, IARC, IFAD, ILO, OPCW, UNDP, 
UNFCCC, UNFPA, UNHCR, UNICEF, UNIDO, UNITAID, 
UNOPS, UN Women, WFP, WHO, WTO. 

Executive su
m

m
ary Ex

ec
ut

iv
e 

su
m

m
ar

yExecutive su
m

m
ary



14 Financing the UN Development System: Time to Meet the Moment

Endnotes for Part One

General Notes 
I) For Figures 1–11, 18–20, 27–28; Tables 2-5, 8; ‘Chief Executives Board for Coordination (CEB)’ 

refers to data retrieved from the CEB Financial Statistics database. Data downloaded in December 
2020 and available from www.unsceb.org/financial-statistics. This database presents the data for the 
United Nations system.

II) For Figures 12-17; 21, 23–26, 29–31; ‘Report of the Secretary-General (A/76/75-E/2021/57)’ refers 
to data retrieved from the Report of the Secretary-General, ‘Implementation of General Assembly 
resolution 75/233 on the quadrennial comprehensive policy review of operational activities for 
development of the United Nations system’, (A/76/75-E/2021/57, 26 April 2021), statistical annex 
on 2019 funding data. Data was shared with the Multi-Partner Trust Fund Office (MPTFO) in 
April 2021 and is available on the page of the SG’s report on the QCPR: www.un.org/ecosoc/en/
content/2021-secretary-general%E2%80%99s-report-implementation-qcpr. This data comprises the 
funding analysis of the UN development system (UNDS). 

III) For Figures 22, 32–34, ‘Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)’ refers 
to data retrieved from the ‘Creditor Reporting System (CRS)’. The CRS database comprises all 
contributions from OECD Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC) members to developing 
countries or territories eligible for official development assistance (ODA). It presents members’ total 
use of the multilateral system through their multilateral and bilateral aid channelled by multilateral 
organisations. Data is based on individual project and programme disbursements measured on a 
calendar year basis. Data downloaded in May 2021 and available from https://stats.oecd.org.

IV) For Figures 6, 9–11, 13–21, ‘UN Pooled Funds Database’ refers to the database compiled by the UN 
Development Coordination Office (UNDCO) and published on the website of the International Aid 
Transparency Initiative (IATI). It incorporates all contributions to and transfers by UN inter-agency 
pooled funds involving a UN administrative agent. The UN administrative agents included are: 
the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), the International Labour Organization (ILO), the 
International Organization for Migration (IOM), the Multi-Partner Trust Fund Office (MPTFO), 
the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), the UN Entity for Gender 
Equality and the Empowerment of Women (UN Women), the UN Population Fund (UNFPA), the 
UN Children’s Emergency Fund (UNICEF), the UN Office for Project Services (UNOPS) and the 
World Food Programme (WFP). Data available from https://iatiregistry.org/dataset/unpf-2015. 

V) ‘UN Data Standards’ refers to the data standards developed through a joint initiative of the UN 
Sustainable Development Group (UNSDG) and the CEB’s High-Level Committee on Management 
(HLCM), documented in ‘Data Standards for United Nations System-wide Reporting of Financial 
Data’. The latest version is available at https://unsceb.org/sites/default/files/2021-04/UN_
DataStandards_Digital_20210420.pdf.

VI) Following the revision of the peace and security pillar within the UN peacebuilding architecture and 
the adoption of Resolution A/RES/72/262 C (available at https://undocs.org/A/RES/72/262C), 
from 1 January 2019 the Department of Political Affairs (DPA) and the Peacebuilding Support 
Office (PBSO) formed the new Department of Political and Peacebuilding Affairs (DPPA), while the 
Department of Peacekeeping Operations became the Department of Peace Operations (DPO). For 
consistency, previous data series under the label DPKO have been renamed DPO and previous data 
series under the label DPA have been renamed DPPA.

VII) Contributions and expenditures are expressed in current United States dollars, unless otherwise stated.

http://www.unsceb.org/financial-statistics
http://www.un.org/ecosoc/en/content/2021-secretary-general%E2%80%99s-report-implementation-qcpr
http://www.un.org/ecosoc/en/content/2021-secretary-general%E2%80%99s-report-implementation-qcpr
https://stats.oecd.org
https://iatiregistry.org/dataset/unpf-2015
https://unsceb.org/sites/default/files/2021-04/UN_DataStandards_Digital_20210420.pdf
https://unsceb.org/sites/default/files/2021-04/UN_DataStandards_Digital_20210420.pdf
https://undocs.org/A/RES/72/262C
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Tables 

Table 2: Total revenue of the UN system by entity and by financing instrument, 2019 (US$ million) 
I) The UN system is defined as all the UN entities included in UN Data Standard I ‘UN entity’ (see 

note V of the General Notes).

II) 2019 data from CEB Financial Statistics database, series ‘Revenue by Entity’, available from  
https://unsceb.org/fs-revenue-agency.

III) Amounts have been rounded up. Data below US$ 1 million dollars are shown as 0 in the table (eg 
voluntary core contributions for the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) and the 
World Tourism Organization (UNWTO)). 

IV) Total amounts ref lect the sum of all UN entities’ revenues that form part of the UN system. 

Figures 

Figure 2: Distribution of total UN system funding, by financing instrument, 2010–2019
I) Data from CEB Financial Statistics database, series ‘Revenue by Entity’, available from  

https://unsceb.org/fs-revenue-agency. 

II) All UN entities reporting to the CEB for the 2019 data collection are indicated in Table 2.

III) The International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea (ITLOS) reported their data to the CEB for the 
first time as part of the 2019 data collection exercise. 

IV) The data from the UN Research Institute for Social Development (UNRISD) was reported 
separately to the CEB for the 2017 and 2018 data collection exercise. However, for 2019 their data is 
reported within the UN Secretariat.

V) The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC); the Organisation for the Prohibition of 
Chemical Weapons (OPCW); and UNITAID: Innovation in Global Health reported their data to 
the CEB for the first time as part of the 2018 data collection exercise.

VI) The Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty Organization (CTBTO); the International Criminal 
Court (ICC); the UN Capital Development Fund (UNCDF); the UN Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC); and the UN system Staff College (UNSSC) reported their data to the 
CEB for the first time as part of the 2017 data collection exercise. 

VII) The UN Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women (UN Women) reported its 
data to the CEB for the first time as part of the 2011 data collection exercise.

Figure 6: Funding sources for the UN system, 2019 
I) Data from CEB Financial Statistics database, series ‘Revenue by Government donor’, ‘Revenue by 

Non-government donor’, available at https://unsceb.org/fs-revenue-government-donor, and  
https://unsceb.org/fs-revenue-non-government-donor, respectively. Additional data received from 
the CEB secretariat.

II) The 8% not classif ied represents the share of the difference between the 2019 total funding  
(US$ 56,925 million) and the total revenue linked to a contributor type in the 2019 data reported 
to the CEB (US$ 51,939 million).

III) European Union (EU) institutions are listed separately, based on UN Data Standard VI ‘Reporting 
on revenue by contributor’. 

IV) The category ‘other’ in the multilateral funding includes resources from ‘UN organizations excluding  
pooled funds’ and ‘other multilateral institutions’. Within the 5% non-state funding there are included 
resources from ‘academic, training and research institutions’ and ‘public private partnerships’.

Figure 9: Top ten Member State donors to the UN system, 2019 (US$ billion and percentage 
share of GNI)
I) Member State contributions from the CEB Financial Statistics database, series ‘Revenue by 

Government donor’, available at https://unsceb.org/fs-revenue-government-donor.

II) Inter-agency UN Pooled Funds data from the UN Pooled Funds Database (see note IV of the General Notes).

III) GNI data from the UN Statistics Division, available at http://data.un.org/.

Figure 17: Deposits to UN Inter-agency pooled funds 2010–2019 (US$ billion)
I) Total development and humanitarian assistance data from the Report of the Secretary-General 

(A/76/75-E/2021/57), Table A-3 (see first note for Figure 13).

II) Inter-agency pooled funds contributions data from the UN Pooled Funds Database (see note IV of 
the General Notes).

III) The ‘development assistance’ category aggregates the ‘development’, ‘climate’ and ‘transition’ categories.
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Figure 22: Channels of total multilateral assistance from OECD-DAC countries, core and 
earmarked, 2010 and 2019 (US$ billion)
I) DAC members’ contributions to the regular budgets of the multilateral institutions from 2011 to 2019 

was retrieved from the OECD-CRS statistics database, ‘Members’ total use of the multilateral system’ 
segments. (See note III of the General Notes). 2010 data received from the OECD. 

II) Values are gross disbursements at 2018 constant prices. 

III) OECD-DAC countries are defined as members of the Development Assistance Committee. The list 
of OECD-DAC members is available from www.oecd.org/dac/development-assistance-committee. 

IV) The CRS database presents the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank Group as 
separate categories. For this figure, their data has been combined into a single category.

V) In the CRS database the World Trade Organization is presented as a channel of multilateral assistance 
separate from the ‘UN development system’. For this figure, both are combined under the latter category. 

Figure 23: Expenditure of the UN system-wide activities 2016–2019
I) Data from various Reports of the Secretary-General: (A/76/75-E/2021/57), (A/75/79-E/2020/55), 

(A/74/73-E/2019/4), (A/73/63-E/2018/8). Table B-2, ‘Expenditures on operational activities for 
development by recipient, type of activity (development- and humanitarian assistance-related) and 
type of funding (core and non-core)’. 

II) Details on the distinction between the different functions are available under UN Data Standard II 
‘UN system function’, p. 11 (see note V of the General Notes).

III) Global agenda and specialized assistance are activities that (1) address global and regional challenges 
without a direct link to development and humanitarian assistance, and peace operations; or (2) 
support sustainable development with the focus on long term impact in non-UN programming 
countries. For 2016 and 2017 this category was ‘global norms, standards, policy and advocacy’.

Figure 24: Total expenditure for development and humanitarian-related UN operational 
activities, 2010-2019 (US$ billion)
I) 2019 data from the Report of the Secretary-General (A/76/75-E/2021/57), Table B-2 (see first note 

for Figure 23). Historical data was received from the UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs 
(UN DESA). 

II) Details on the distinction between the different functions is available under UN Data Standard II 
‘UN system function’, p. 11. (see note V of the General Notes).

Figure 27: Aggregated UN expenditure linked to the SDGs as reported by 17 UN entities, 2019 
(US$ billion) and Figure 28: Expenditure by SDG for five select UN agencies, 2019 (US$ million)
I) Data from CEB Financial Statistics database, series ‘Expenses by SDG’, available at  

https://unsceb.org/expenses-sdg. Additional data was received from the UNDP.

II) The SDGs are a call for action by all countries to promote prosperity while protecting the planet. 
The SDGs recognise that ending poverty must go hand-in-hand with strategies that build economic 
growth and address a range of social needs including education, health, social protection and job 
opportunities, while tackling climate change and environmental protection. They are included in a 
UN Resolution called the 2030 ‘Agenda: Transforming our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development’ (A/RES/70/1).

III) There is a transitionary period for full implementation of this standard until 31 December 2021, 
reporting under this standard will be mandatory for all organisations in 2022.

IV) Not all entities mapped 100% of their expenditure to the SDGs. 

Figure 30: UN operational and peace-related expenditure in 36 crisis-affected countries, 2010–
2019 (US$ billion)
I) See note V of Figure 26 for the selection criteria of crisis-affected countries. Depicted in this 

figure are the 2019 crisis-affected countries with expenditures above US$ 100 million. The UN 
programming countries classif ied as crisis-affected in 2019 that are not portrayed in this figure are: 
Bosnia Herzegovina, Côte d’Ivoire, Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, El Salvador, Eritrea, 
Gambia, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Honduras, Kosovo, Kyrgyzstan, Lesotho, Liberia, Mauritania, 
Papua New Guinea, Sri Lanka and Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of ).

II) Humanitarian and development assistance data from various Reports of the Secretary-General: 
(A/76/75-E/2021/57), (A/75/79-E/2020/55), (A/74/73-E/2019/4), (A/73/63-E/2018/8), 
(A/72/61-E/2017/4), (A/71/63–E/2016/8), (A/70/62–E/2015/4), (A/69/63–E/2014/10), (A/68/97– 
E/2013/87), (A/67/93-E/2012/79). These data exclude expenditure from: 1) UNDS entities that did 
not report disaggregated country expenditures to the CEB for that calendar year; and 2) those UN-
related organisations that are not included in UN DESA’s definition of UNDS for that calendar year. 

N
ot

es
 t

o 
fi

gu
re

s 
an

d 
ta

bl
es

 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/development-assistance-committee
https://unsceb.org/expenses-sdg


III) Data from the DPO were extracted from UN Peacekeeping Operations financial reports and audited 
financial statements, Report of the Board of Auditors, General Assembly official records, (A/75/5 
(Vol. II)), (A/74/5 (Vol. II)), (A/73/5 (Vol. II)), (A/72/5 (Vol. II)), (A/71/5 (Vol. II)), (A/70/5 (Vol. 
II)), (A/69/5 (Vol. II)), (A/68/5 (Vol. II)), (A/67/5 (Vol. II)), (A/66/5 (Vol. II)). Available at www.
un.org/en/auditors/board/auditors-reports.shtml. 

IV) Data from the DPPA for 2019 from Report of the Secretary-General, ‘Proposed programme 
budget for 2021, political affairs’, A/75/6 (Sect.3)/Add.1 (A/73/352), available at https://undocs.
org/pdf?symbol=en/A/75/6%20(SECT.%203)/ADD.1. Data for previous years from Report of the 
Secretary-General, ‘Estimates in respect of special political missions, good offices and other political 
initiatives authorized by the General Assembly and/or the Security Council’, (A/74/6 (Sect. 3)/
Add.1), (A/73/352), (A/72/371), (A/71/365), (A/70/348), (A/69/363), (A/68/327), (A/67/346), 
(A/66/354), (A/65/328). Available from UN Official Document System at https://documents.un.org/
prod/ods.nsf/home.xsp. 

V) From the DPO missions, the African Union–UN Hybrid Operation in Darfur (UNAMID) 
expenditure was allocated to Sudan; the UN Disengagement Observer Force (UNDOF) expenditure 
was allocated to Syria, and the UN Organization Interim Security Force for Abyei (UNISFA) 
expenditure was allocated equally to South Sudan and Sudan. The expenditure in the UN 
Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus is not presented because Cyprus is not a UN programming country. 
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Dag Hammarskjöld Foundation 
The Dag Hammarskjöld Foundation is a non-governmental organisation  
established in memory of the second Secretary-General of the United Nations.  
The Foundation aims to advance dialogue and policy for sustainable development, 
multilateralism and peace. ace.

www.daghammarskjold.se

Multi-Partner Trust Fund Office 
The Multi-Partner Trust Fund Office is the UN centre of expertise on pooled  
financing mechanisms. Hosted by UNDP, it provides fund design and fund  
administration services to the UN system, national governments and  
non-governmental partners. The MPTF Office operates in over 120 countries  
and manages a total portfolio of US$ 16 billion in pooled funds, involving  
more than 160 contributors and over 100 participating organisations.

mptf.undp.org
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This seventh edition of the Financing the United Nations Development System report arrives 
at a moment when the UN system is facing unprecedented challenges. Climate change, the 
effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, increasing inequality, and armed conflicts are placing 
inimitable demands on the multilateral system. For the international community, then, it is  
Time to Meet the Moment through quality financing of multilateral approaches to development.  
Only then can a shared aim of promoting prevention, mitigation, resilience building and 
emergency preparedness be met.

Mobilising the quality, unearmarked multilateral finance needed to address these challenges 
calls for clarity and transparency. Towards this end, the financial data explored in the first  
part of this report aims to demystify the complex funding dynamics of the UN development 
system and how they feed into financing flows for the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.

Building on this, the report presents a comprehensive selection of contributions from 
experts – including UN professionals (present and former), and representatives of think 
tanks and Member States – reflecting on the emerging trends, risks and opportunities 
apparent in multilateral financing. In doing so, the report provides a point of departure for 
forward-looking conversations both on how the UN system ought to be funded and how it 
could leverage this finance towards meeting global needs and goods, all the while building 
back better from the COVID-19 pandemic.

http://www.daghammarskjold.se
http://mptf.undp.org

