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Background



 The development of constituents’ capacity is the core of much of the ILO’s 
activities. The Social Justice Declaration of 2008 focused on strengthening ILO’s 
support to its member States so that they could achieve ILO’s strategic objectives 
of employment, social protection, social dialogue and rights at work. 

 Capacity development is defined as the development of knowledgeable and 
able people to ensure that there is an appropriate organizational structure that 
supports them. Capacity development supports changes in the capacity and 
performance of constituents in an effort to enhance their work on policies, 
programmes, and initiatives that contribute to decent work for all.

 The capacity development of constituents is a component in all of the ILO’s global 
thematic areas and outcomes, including regional and country programmes. 

Capacity development in ILO



Scope and objectives



 The high-level evaluation reviewed the ILO’s support for capacity 
development of its constituents during the period 2010-2017. The findings 
will inform the capacity development strategy that emerged from 2016 
resolution on Social Justice Declaration, due in March 2019. 

 The evaluation reviewed interventions with a primary or integrated 
objective of delivering capacity development with a focus on the 
difference made to the tripartite constituents; 

 The evaluation also sought to define and operationalise capacity 
development as both a strategic concept and a crucial requirement to 
deliver ILO’s objectives.

 The Governing Body approved the evaluation’s results during its 334th

Session (October 2018) and requested the recommendations to be 
reflected in the new Programme and Budget for 2020-21 and in the new 
capacity development strategy to be developed. 

About the evaluation



Methodology
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• Synthesis 
review of a 
sample of 40 
project 
evaluations 
(2010-2017)

• Information 
from missions 
in 7 countries

• Desk reviews 
of country 
experience in 
Arab States 
(Jordan) and 
Europe 
(Greece)
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• Survey to a 
sample of ILO 
staff (331 
respondents)

• Survey to a 
sample of
constituents 
(423 
responses)
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• Tripartite 
constituents 
at country 
level

• ILO staff in 
headquarters
and in 9 field
offices

• Staff and 
beneficiaries
in ITC-ILO

• Stakeholders
at country-
level
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• 7 countries 
visited:

- Kenya 
- Senegal
- Colombia
- Honduras
- Indonesia
- Timor Leste
- Viet Nam



Findings



Relevance 

1. Capacity development activities supported by the ILO are mostly relevant
to constituents’ needs and priorities.
2. Capacity development efforts were often tied to activities and particular
projects; they were frequently not linked to an analysis and understanding of
the most strategic interventions, a systematic assessment of constituents’
needs, an analysis of comparative advantage, or a strategic setting of
priorities to meet demands.
3.Stakeholders equate capacity development with individual training. The
organizational and system levels of capacity development received less
attention. However, when analysing concrete projects, the three levels of
capacity development (individual training, organizational development, and
policy advocacy/interventions) are often included, indicating that a
comprehensive understanding of, and approach to, capacity development
does exist.
4.Constituents could do more to promote the role and involvement of women
in leadership positions, including the creation of progression routes with
training and mentoring at entry and middle level positions.



Coherence

1. There is no dedicated strategy covering capacity development throughout the ILO’s 
result-based framework and resources with conceptual and operational definitions for 
planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation. The current approach is more ad 
hoc than strategic, although for some outcomes there is a strategic basis. 

2. It is recognized that all constituents need capacity development, with some guidance 
in its design, but it is not always clear how this support will make them more effective in 
the areas of social dialogue and national policy development and implementation. 
Therefore, the ILO should begin with clarifying how constituents’ capacity is linked to the 
delivery of ILO’s  objectives.

3. The ITC-ILO provides ILO constituents’ personnel with high quality training: it is 
addressed primarily to the tripartite constituents, but also to ILO staff. The centre is an 
important, but not sufficient provider of capacity development services to the 
organization.



Effectiveness

1. The capacity development indicators (policy outcomes on workers’ 
and employers’ organizations, social dialogue, international labour 
standards, social protection, and effective advocacy for decent work) 
showed that 70 per cent of them met or exceeded targets in all three 
biennia. 

2. Projects and programmes are generally effective in building aspects 
of capacity; however, it is not always clear that capacity development 
activities are part of a broader picture, designed to deliver the ILO’s 
strategic objective.



Efficiency
1. Resource allocation for capacity development cannot be fully tracked in 
existing implementation reports. It is thus difficult to assess the extent to which 
the ILO gives it overall priority: whether there is an increase or decrease over 
time, and where the strategic focus is in relation to the results framework. 

2. Capacity-related outcomes and indicators appears to attract a higher 
proportion of non-earmarked funding (Regular Budget Supplementary 
Allocation - RBSA). The allocation of regular budget funding for development 
cooperation (RBTC) for the same outcomes is higher, suggesting a correlation 
between the ILO’s authority in allocating funding and the focus on capacity 
development. 

3. Capacity development is a cross-cutting issue, but responsibility in the ILO is 
not clearly situated within the organizational structure other than for the social 
partners: the Bureau for Employers’ Activities (ACT/ EMP) and the Bureau for 
Workers’ Activities (ACTRAV). There is no ILO custodian that coordinates 
capacity for government agencies in terms of policy development, knowledge 
management, implementation support, guidance, and supervision. 



Impact and Sustainability

1. The sustainability of the outcomes and impacts of the Decent Work Country 
Programmes (DWCP) – as well as the financial sustainability of interventions – are 
major issues of concern among ILO staff and among tripartite constituents. 
2. The critical question is the extent to which the ILO has contributed to 
strengthening sustained capacity in policy advocacy and institutional changes. 
The challenge of capacity sustainability is to be incorporated into 
programmes/projects, so that constituents are sufficiently engaged to strengthen 
their own capacity as part of a broader strategy of organizational development.
3. Most of programme and budget results reported focused on activities and 
outputs. Therefore, systematic reporting and solid data is scarce to non-existent  
on the extent to which there has been a change in capacity – and ultimately, in 
performance and long-term effects  
4. There is a growing recognition of the need to focus on results at the level of 
outcomes (changes in knowledge, attitudes, and behaviour) and to collect 
more systematic information about long-term impact, including advocacy and 
capacity strengthening. 



Recommendations



A. Capacity development should be identified as a more distinct results area within the policy 
outcomes of ILO’s P&B on which capacity development for each constituency and social 
dialogue can be planned, assessed and reported. 
Social dialogue is based on the capacity development of all three constituents, but this is 
currently lost among several outcomes with the result that strengthening of the constituents to 
engage in effective social dialogue seems to have diminished in importance compared to 
other activities

B. ILO should ensure that the consolidated capacity development strategy provides 
conceptual and operational definitions for the planning, implementation, monitoring, and 
evaluation of capacity strengthening, including as explicit results in all policy outcomes. 
The strategy should consider issues such as: partnerships on capacity development building 
on the ILO’s specific role, focusing on replication and up scaling; identifying and further 
developing models and approaches that can – or have contributed to – the strengthening 
of sustained capacity; and identifying ways to  measure capacity development activities 
that allow for an incremental approach, building upon previous developed scarcity.

C. The planning of capacity development should clearly prioritize the most strategic interventions 
based on systematic assessment of needs, analysis of comparative advantage of ILO, strategic 
selectivity at country level and available resources, and regular consultation and close 
cooperation with the other major external organizations.
This should be linked to the work on typologies of countries and a portfolio of intervention models. 
This is highlighted in the ILO independent evaluations on technical cooperation and the field 
operations and structures.

Recommendations on capacity development strategy



D. Support to the implementation of the capacity development strategy should include required 
instruments and tools.   
This support should include amongst other initiatives: guidelines and instructions to ensure that 
capacity development is included in all programmes; practical tools and guidance on capacity 
strengthening to operationalize and support programmes at country level, building on any existing 
guidance (but updated and made comprehensive as required); earmarked funds for particular 
capacity development purposes, in particular the strengthening of constituent organizations; and 
support and follow-up from senior management to anchor and sustain the focus on capacity 
development within the Organization. 

E. ILO should establish a custodian and network of focal points for capacity development 
covering all constituents (including government agencies) building on ACTRAV and ACT/EMP 
current roles and the role of thematic focal points in Policy Departments and the Regions. 
This would be a dedicated network with defined roles, responsibilities, and accountabilities. This 
would also be the case for the implementation of the strategy on capacity development, so as 
to lead to more coordinated, focused, and systematic capacity strengthening in their respective 
constituencies and areas of work.

Recommendations on supporting the implementation of the
capacity development strategy



F. The International Training Centre in Turin should be encouraged: (a) to serve as a global laboratory 
for innovation and testing of capacity development interventions and curriculum development; and 
(b) to scale up and increase coverage through support to national and regional training 
institutions. 
Increased use of training programmes through South-South and triangular cooperation – including 
peer training/exchange/mentoring in twinning arrangements – should be pursued; this would 
complement the current global training mode with the engagement of the International Training 
Centre of the ILO (ITC-ILO). A clear approach to tracing and tracking beneficiaries to document 
their contribution to the ILO’s capacity development results would also be a useful addition to the 
Organization’s measuring and reporting of capacity development.

Recommendations on supporting the implementation of the
capacity development strategy



G. The financial support to capacity development should be costed and measured 
based on different types and categories of capacity development to be included in 
the ILO’s results-based framework, and monitoring and reporting system. 
The ongoing work of the ILO’s internal results-based management (RBM) task force on 
strategic budgeting would be an ideal framework for this; the availability of that 
information would enhance efficient and effective capacity development in line with 
the established priorities and needs.

H. Monitoring of capacity development should more explicitly combine 
qualitative and quantitative indicators and include: (a) narrative analyses 
and assessments; and (b) quantitative indicators that are measurable. 
These indicators should be developed as part the strategy for capacity 
development and be part of the ILO results framework (in line with the 
implementation of Recommendation 1). 

I. Evaluations should more explicitly assess capacity development interventions and 
levels, including at the impact level.
These would be at the levels of: (a) the medium- and long-term effects of individual 
training; (b) organizational assessments/diagnosis of strengthening of constituent 
partners; and (c) policy advocacy and development at national/regional and 
global levels. This will require the development and inclusion of relevant indicators 
and measurement frameworks for assessing capacity development in the ILO’s 
projects and programme frameworks. 

Recommendations on measuring, reporting and 
evaluation capacity development in ILO



Conclusions



1. All constituents need capacity development

Based on the analysis of comparative advantage and strategic setting of priorities, there is a much 
weaker understanding of the extent to which ILO supports the most strategic interventions. The 
needs in many countries are unending and ILO has limited human and financial resources. 
Strategic selectivity is required to avoid fragmentation and dilution of efforts. 

2. The strategy is coherent, but implementation does not always reflect the strategy 

The evaluation found no clear and shared understanding in the ILO of the core of capacity 
development and its delimitations. The relevant strategic documents were not known and used 
for planning purposes. Capacity development is seen as an integral objective and activity in all 
policy outcomes and related programmes. In the current P&B only policy Outcome 10 –
strengthening workers’ and employers’ organizations – has capacity development as an objective 
in its own right. Nevertheless, there are also programmes with major and explicit capacity 
development objectives.



3. Provision of capacity development is effective - to a degree 

The overall finding from evaluations, annual reports, country interviews and selected projects 
reviewed in particular for this evaluation is that most interventions in capacity development 
progress well – activities are implemented, and outputs delivered as planned and short-term 
objectives to a large extent achieved – even if there are examples of projects which have had 
less impact, but no evaluations reach a very negative conclusion or identify critical failures.

4. Provision of capacity development is efficient – to a degree

The lack of financial data on how much ILO invests in capacity development makes it 
impossible to assess to what extent ILO gives priority to capacity development and 
whether it increases/decreases over time. Hence, principles of results-based budgeting 
do not apply to capacity development, which means that the allocation of budgets is 
not linked to results/performance. 



5. More effort is required to build-in sustainability

The sustainability of the outcomes and impacts of the DWCPs, as well as the financial 
sustainability of interventions, are major issues of concern among the ILO and project 
staff as well as among the tripartite constituents. Achieving and sustaining impact 
present serious challenges for the ILO. Sustainability is less of a challenge where ILO 
outputs are reflected in changes in policy, legislation and regulations, and 
accompanied by effective individual and, especially, institutional capacity 
strengthening.

6. Capacity development delivers impact, but there is limited assessment of 
impact

Most reports focus on activities and outputs. There is much less data and systematic 
reporting on medium and long-term impact. However, there is growing recognition of 
the need to focus on results at the level of outcomes and systematic information about 
long-term impact including advocacy and capacity strengthening.



Lessons learned and good practices 
 The most sustainable achievements are obtained where ILO provides 

comprehensive and coherent support to organizations, drafting legislation, 
facilitating policy dialogue and training staff.

 Capacity development requires an approach to evaluation and a way of 
thinking about success, failure, progress, and good practices that is different 
from projects delivering services. The relationship between the work done as 
part of a capacity development effort, and the results or signs of progress is 
complex and non-linear. 

 It is difficult to accurately attribute the outcome of any capacity development 
project in the ILO since much of capacity development success or failure may 
be due to the presence or absence of spillovers from other areas and actors. 

 A measurement and reporting system based on indicators only is insufficient to 
explain capacity development results. 
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