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The Beyond Accra conference fostered an invigorating exchange of experiences and
knowledge regarding the role of Accountability and Ownership in national development
strategy decision-making and implementation. Within the international development debate,
Ownership — the Paris Declaration’s first principle — was acknowledged as an overarching
principle of development. However, the key question of how to grasp and apply the concept
in a practical context remained open. Ownership processes are embedded in the unigue and
complex political setting of the respective country, as well as in the national and international
networks of the interested parties. Insights into the nature of these relationships — such as
those between cooperating development partners and their roles and responsibilities — were
provided at the conference. The papers in this collection served as the basis for the
discussions at the conference, which were separated into 6 thematical groups.
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“Mind the gap!”
Ownership in Practice

Dr. Ulrich Mller
GTZ

,And | have been learning since that time to exercise a practice, which |
have not parted with: to always think the practice. Thinking the practice of
today is indeed not only an efficient way to improve the practice of tomorrow
but it is also the effective way of learning to think right."”

(Paulo Freire in conversation with Frei Betto and the journalist Ricardo Kotscho in: ,Essa
escola chamada vida. Depoimentos ao repérter Ricardo Kotscho* p. 9)

1. Introduction

Within the international development debate, ownership — the Paris Declaration’s first princi-
ple — is acknowledged as an overarching principle of development. However, the key ques-
tion of how to grasp and apply the concept in a practical context remains open. Finding pos-
sible answers to that question and fostering an invigorating exchange of experiences and
knowledge on the practical implications of ownership and accountability in the decisions re-
garding and the implementation of development strategies were the main objectives of an
international conference held in London from 22-24 of April 2009. The conference was jointly
prepared and hosted by the London School of Economics (LSE), Swiss Development Coop-
eration (SDC) and the German Technical Cooperation (GTZ). It gave room for 46 participants
from 24 countries to present and discuss the conclusions of their work within government
organisations, NGOs, research institutes and cooperation agencies.

Given the vital importance of the ownership principle, the debate during the London confer-
ence led to conclusions regarding not only the understanding of ownership but also on
development in general and on the role and effectiveness of development cooperation.
In the following some essential findings will be highlighted and enriched with references to
the contributions by the participants.

2. Ownership - a process for partnership
The concept of ownership

The concept of ownership is not new in development cooperation. It is a product of several
decades of learning within the development community that reaches from dependency theory
over concepts of self help and participation to the current debate on aid effectiveness.

Ownership can be defined as the idea that societies as well as persons assume the re-
sponsibility for their own development. It is an expression of self-confidence that allows
them to cooperate with each other. Ownership thus creates favourable conditions for a
partnership, in which both parties share the same rights and recognition.

1. e . ) N o

Original: “E fui aprendendo, desde aquela época, a exercer uma pratica de que ndo me afastei até hoje: a de pensar sempre
a pratica. De fato, pensar a pratica de hoje ndo é apenas um caminho eficiente para melhorar a pratica de amanha, mas
também a forma eficaz de aprender a pensar certo.”



With its reference to self-determination the concept of ownership is deeply rooted in the
ideas of modernity. In Europe the approach of personal responsibility and self-
determination was formed over a long period of time that reaches from renaissance and
enlightenment to modernity. Other continents do not share that specific intellectual history
and may consider ideas from the European tradition as foreign and imported. Nevertheless
the concept of ownership itself opens a possibility to overcome these problems, since it rec-
ognizes in relations between societies, the existing differences in cultural, political and eco-
nomical traditions and practices by appreciating both sides equally.

Within societies ownership encompasses leadership of governments as well as participa-
tion of stakeholders. This double notion of ownership is expressed in terms like country
ownership or democratic ownership. Linking leadership and participation, ownership is the
result of the interaction of several societal groups that try to define development objectives
for the society as whole and strategies for their implementation. In their interaction they need
to find a balance between the consensus on policies - for which a government can have
leadership - and the acceptance of differing opinions, objectives and practices, which is
constitutive for participation. This balance has to be found without forcing agreement or per-
mitting anything. Dissent forms a constitutional element of that process and is productive for
finding the necessary level of consensus. The existence of oppositional approaches opens
the possibility to discuss such differences and come to an approximation of the varying
points of view (Miller/ Leutner/ Jager/ Kenngott 2008).

A simple model that expresses ownership in the sense has been developed in a small GTZ
Working Group (Mdller/ Leutner/ Jager/ Kenngott 2008). The model was also used in 2008 in
an analysis of the decentralisation process in Bolivia (Muller/ Kramer 2009). In this model,
the ownership process is represented as a scale. One tray of the scale carries the consensus
achieved on policies and the actions to be taken. The other tray carries the dissent between
conflicting interests and opinions. If the scale drops too low on the side of the consensus
there will be repression, because no other opinion would be allowed. If the balance inclines
towards the side of the dissent the ultimate result will be chaos where coordinated action is
impossible. Meanwhile, if both trays are more or less balanced favourable conditions for re-
form, social change, and development are present.

Figure 1: Dynamic Ownership Model

Consensus dimensions: Relationship-axis:

- values - government, civil society and private sector

- System - central, regional and local government

- Institutions - decision makers and administration
Social Capital

as an organiser of
diverging interests

negotiation of acceptance
coNnsensus of dissent

repression chaos

Muller/ Leutner/ Jager/ Kenngott 2008 and Mdller/ Kramer 2009



Ownership, a process

One thing all country cases presented and discussed during the conference have in common
is that ownership is not stable over time and needs to be restored and redefined con-
tinuously. Many participants thus stated during the conference — for instance Tony Tujan
and Christoph Beier in their speeches during the public lecture in LSE’s Hongkong Theatre —
that ownership needs to be understood as a process. In this sense the understanding of
ownership in the Paris Declaration (indicator 1: existence of operational development
strategies) is too narrow, as explained by Paolo de Renzio.

In the model presented in figure 1 the character of ownership as a process is represented
through the mobility of the scale. The scale works well, when it is able to move. Thus the
instability of ownership should not be considered a defect or nuisance, but rather as a con-
stitutive attribute of ownership, since process volatility with its ‘ups and downs’, as Jorg
Faust mentioned, is always present.

Ownership needs to change in order to adapt to changing circumstances. This is, for
example, the case, for instance after a change of government — as seen in the country case
of Malawi, presented by Andrew Tench — or under modifications of power relations - like
those highlighted in the case of Bolivia referred to by Susana Erostegui, Katia Uriona and
Carola Kenngott together with Elena Lopez-Gunn and Patricia Venegas.

Ownership also changes when policies advance from design to decision making and
from decision making to implementation. Tilmann Altenburgs contribution on Indian bio-
fuel policies (prepared together with Kathrin Seelige) made it clear that ownership in the design
of policies does not follow the same rationale as ownership in their implementation.

There is a possibility of ownership developing and increasing, as can be seen in the
case of Vietnam presented by Le Viet Thai. But there is no culmination point when owner-
ship is finally reached once and for all.

Allowing ownership to adapt to the ups and downs of volatile processes is an expression of
the sovereignty that powerful actors have in refraining from trying to control everything. Dur-
ing the LSE public lecture held in conjunction with the conference, Henry Moriya defended
the notion that government should not try to control cooperation and rather allow that
there is also cooperation with opposition groups.

In the same way donors should not fall into the temptation of trying to control partner coun-
tries’ ownership. It appears that holding the scale continuously stable with a strong grip, even
if this is done with the best intentions, is more likely to destroy ownership. Ownership, as
Tony Tujan put it, is not something you prescribe. The risk of donor control dominating
the partnership was frequently mentioned during the conference - for example by Kate
Meagher in her inaugural address to the conference. There is a risk is that donors and part-
ner governments might deceive themselves into assuming a permanent ownership, a per-
ception that can only been maintained by ignoring the inconvenient realities. Paolo De Ren-
zio showed in his presentation on Mozambique how these self-deceptive mechanisms work
in practice.

Instead of holding ownership stable, the scale model allows for the temporary measure-
ment of ownership at predetermined points during the policy process - for example at the
point of general elections in the country or the signing of a memorandum of understanding
between partners and donors. These moments objective is to check whether there is still
sufficient government leadership and stakeholder support and whether the policy process
can successfully continue. The measurement will then be considered successful if the scale
is more or less balanced and there is still is room to move on both sides- i.e. flexibility. On



the other hand one would notice a problem if the scale has dropped on the side of repres-
sion, or on the side of chaos.

The movement of the balance between both extremes, repression and chaos, can be visual-
ised as a zigzagging path between two crash barriers that is moving forward towards
reform, social change, and development (figure 2). While the pass does not bump into
one of the crash barriers this movement forms the straightest possible way to the desired
objectives. The fact that some actors start to fear a collision, when the path comes to close to
one of the barriers, gives a healthy push for changing its direction.

Figure 2: The ownership-way towards development

REFORM

SOCIAL CHANGE
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Draft by the author

When seen in this light, the question of who should be involved when we talk about owner-
ship takes a new direction. It is less a question of listing important actors (government,
NGO, think tanks etc.) and more one of understanding how these actors interact and re-
late to each other that strengthens ownership. There are many examples where govern-
ments, as Teddy Brett highlighted, are not necessarily pro-poor. On the other hand Talaat
Abdel Malek made it clear that the actions of civil society organisations, who may feel “holier
than thou” vis a vis governments, can also lead to counterproductive results. In this sense a
key factor is domestic accountability. Rather than asking whether leadership or participation
is more important, one should concentrate on how both are exercised. Rogerio Mororo has
shown that even very participative instruments may be abused for manipulating the public
opinion, while Uwe Mummert highlighted and analysed the importance of benevolent leader-
ship.

In the scale model we distinguished between three relationship-axes (Mduller, Kenngott,
Leutner, Jager 2008):

a) government — civil society — private sector,

b) government at different levels (hational, regional, local),

c) political decision makers — administration.
The ways how actors interact on these relationship axes is specific for each country. Open-
ness of governments, the grade of organisation of civil society, clarity of competence attribu-



tions between government levels, independency of bureaucracies from political influences,
administrative career systems are some of the factors that influence how the balance moves
and how ownership is formed and restored on these relationship-axes.

Another important aspect in the ownership discussion relates to the content of consensus.
Ownership for certain policies cannot be seen isolated from the overall political context. Apart
from sectoral aspects, consensus on values, system, and instruments can be distin-
guished from one another. There is a risk of discussing instruments (regulations, institutions,
reforms) without considering the values lying behind them. Susana Erostegui, Katia Uriona,
and Afua Ansre elaborated on these underlying aspects by emphasising the importance of
the rights of indigenous people and women.

Within the complexity of relationship-axes and consensus levels Jorg Faust presented the
idea of democratic governance as an experimental process. This led him to the conclusion,
confirmed by many others during the whole conference (for instance Tony Tujan and Chris-
toph Beier) that ownership is rather an objective than a precondition for development.

Ownership itself needs to be developed and worked on constantly. This is something
that requires time, as Pungky Sumadi and Henry Moriya insisted during the conference: Do-
nors need to leave their partners time to develop their own development policies. Donors
need to adapt to their partners rhythm and time requirements

According to Teddy Brett, the most promising way of developing ownership is through the
long term investment in political capacity, the formation of political organisations, and
through organisers who are representative of the different interest groups and are able to
mediate between them. This coincides with the question asked by Jorg Faust about who can
serve as organisers of the encompassing interest in emerging democracies. Transferred
to the balancing scale model this argument means that in societies where functioning political
organisations (e.g. political parties) exist and encompassing interests are articulated and
communicated, the scale moves slower because the existing social capital (understood as
institutionalized mechanisms of communication between collective actors) creates an ambi-
ence less susceptive for repression and chaos.

Ownership and partnership

Finally, ownership not only refers to partner countries but always involves donors. Donors
cannot avoid being political actors in the partner country. Questions on aid-
effectiveness in a donor country were brought forward by Raquel Gomes with reference to
the case of the United States of America.

There is no ownership-neutral external intervention, hence any intervention should be
ownership sensitive, or ideally ownership enhancing. For a good partnership, both partner
and donor countries need to have ownership for their part of the joint action. This is also a
basic element of mutual accountability, the fifth aid effectiveness principle in the Paris Dec-
laration. An overview on the concept of mutual accountability and its’ relevance in practice
was given by Liesbet Steer.

Ownership also includes the ability and possibility to say “no” to offers or demands. This
refers to partner countries (see presentation of Pungky Sumadi and country case Bolivia), as
well as to donors (see presentation of Paolo de Renzio).

Partner countries and donors should enter into dialogue about their respective under-
standing of ownership, their ideas about values, systems and instruments — and thus over-
come the rather donor centric notion of ownership, as a concept derived from modernity.
There should be no place for a teleological concept of ownership in which donors are just
looking for partners willing to adopt their prescriptions.
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Donors can actively enhance ownership by supporting political organisations, serving
as facilitators for policy dialogue - according to the recommendations given above -
and by helping to strengthen partner systems and partner institutions. Examples of the
latter have been given by Carlos Figueiredo (Supreme Audit in Mozambique) and Agbota
Codjo Ambroise (Participatory Monitoring in the context of PBA in Benin).

3. Development —the art of bridging the gap

Another striking observation from the discussions in the conference was the frequent men-
tion of the existence of a gap (figure 3). Kate Meagher spoke about a gap between discourse
and practice. This point was taken up by Philippe Besson in his conference conclusions,
quoting the speech of EU-Commissioner Louis Michel at the high level forum in Accra 2008:
“We all know, what we should do, but we are not doing it.” Henry Moriya highlighted the exis-
tence of a gap between rural service providers and the poor rural population at which ser-
vices should be targeted. Neil Hatton drew attention to the difference between knowledge
and learning. Several other contributions, such as those of Johanna Knoess, Tilmann Alten-
burg and Paolo de Renzio showed that there is also often a gap between strategy and im-
plementation. These gaps, rather than the absence of specific means like finance of knowl-
edge, can be considered the main obstacles for development.

Figure 3: How to bridge the development gap

Political
Process
Technical Management
Quality Capacity
Discourse Practice
Strategy dap Implementation
Services People
Knowledge Learning
Draft by the author

The image of a gap leads directly to the question of how it could be bridged. Empirical evi-
dence shows that bridging the gap requires more than just finance or knowledge. Ac-
cordingly Talaat Abdel Malek, in his closing words at the conference, made it clear that no
amount of external funding alone can produce sustainable development. Even if suffi-
cient funds are available, this does not mean that they are used adequately. For this reason,
developing countries sometimes refuse to accept additional financing offers from interna-
tional donors. Pungky Sumadi highlighted that receiving countries often find themselves un-
der a certain pressure to accept external funding. Similarly, if knowledge is available, it
should not be taken for granted that it will be applied for resolving development problems.
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The example of the coordination desks for rural development in Paraguay, presented by
Henry Moriya, illustrates how steps from knowing individually to learning together can be
taken.

It appears that the development debate has concentrated for too long on the question of
what should be brought across the gap - finance or knowledge - with too little focus on the
actual art of bridging. Again in the words of Talaat Abdel Malek: Capacity is the Nr. 1 fac-
tor. But we need to redefine what capacity means. Capacity Development is more than
training and ad-hoc policy advice but also comprises change of institutions and sys-
tems. This also includes the ability to cope with deficiencies instead of permanently lament-
ing about them. As Jorg Faust pointed out in the final discussion of the conference, there will
always be a knowledge gap. The question is rather, how we organize ourselves according to
the existence of that knowledge gap.

Practical experiences, as discussed in London, show that to bridge the gap at least three
pillars are needed: technical skills, political processes, and management competen-
cies. Each of the three factors is necessary, but in itself not sufficient to overcome develop-
ment problems. If there is a unilateral focus on only one of the three factors, the approach
will be too narrow and the gap will not be bridged:

1. One sided attention on technical aspects leads to rather technocratic, expert
based approaches. These tend to underestimate the human and circumstantial fac-
tors: the stakeholders, their daily routines and real life situations, their interests, and
their power. The necessity for local context specific solutions was emphasised by
Janet Gunter, Le Viet Thai, Anne-Sophie Gindroz and Moctar Niantigui Coulibaly.
Technical unilateralism was one of the major problems associated with Bolivian Wa-
ter Politics of the 1990s. Strong civil society groups reacted with mass protests, which
forced substantial policy changes (see contribution of Carola Kenngott, Elena Lopez-
Gunn and Patricia Venegas).

2. Unilateral concentration on political factors on the other hand risks getting lost in
political tactics and power play. In this case technical quality aspects are often not
considered enough and interest in processes stops after the political decisions have
been made without taking enough care on implementation. Perhaps such overem-
phasis on political factors is the root of the extremely over-politicised systems in
some countries, as in such circumstances all attention is focused on maintaining and/
or winning political power. Efforts to establish technically sound structures in political
environments characterised by extreme conflict were presented by Mhadav Ghimire
in his contribution on the Nepal Peace Trust Fund.

3. A unilateral management focus, however, may trigger a form of activism where
development goals, quality standards, and socially rooted values tend to be
neglected. Thus countries may formulate development plans with the only objective
of obtaining international funding. On the other hand donor’s action might be driven
rather by expenditure requirements than by development objectives.

Although the necessity of a systemic approach towards development appears obvious, it is
not easy to apply. Specialists in technical, political, and management matters do not
speak the same language, nor do they share the same ways of thinking. Technicians,
politicians, and managers - even in cases where they are all change oriented - may easily
paralyze each other by pushing for superiority of their own way of thinking. While technicians
often lament over the moral insufficiency of political tactics, politicians frequently complain
about technicians who send messages that are too complicated and/ or lack political will.
Managers see themselves as the only ones able to get the job done, while the others are
studying and talking in vain. Consequently, in addition to the technical skills, political steering
capacity and management competencies, personal qualities are also required, - e.g. open-
ness, modesty, the ability to listen, and the ability to moderate between different opinions and
interests. Johanna Knoess emphasized the importance of the mutual trust that such personal
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qualities are likely to increase, while both she and Madhav Ghimire highlighted the impor-
tance of transparency in this regard.

The concept of a systemic connection between technical skills, political steering, and man-
agement capacity implies that country ownership is a major chance to bring together the dif-
ferent abilities and experiences that are needed to bridge the gap and hence a chance for
successful and sustainable policy implementation. Here again the case of the coordination
tables for rural development in Paraguay gives a good example of the gains that can be
achieved through coordinated action (contribution of Henry Moriya). Pungky Sumadi further
emphasized how good coordination is well complemented by the creation of networks.

The role of development cooperation under these conditions becomes that of a broker
for better networking between different skills, experiences, and capacities. In addition it
may eventually also fill specific gaps that may lie in each of the corners of the development
triangle illustrated above. The profile of development cooperation personnel, Patti O'Neill
suggested in the final discussion of the conference, is consequently less and less that of
specialists and more that of facilitators. Their most important qualities are humility, negotia-
tion, listening and understanding. Technical knowledge meanwhile comes in through special-
ists contracted on a short term basis and give advice that is put in place by the facilitators.

Development cooperation personnel therefore in particular need ownership for as-
suming the role of flexible and professional moderation and brokerage. Advisors who
prefer to work in strictly technical terms under these conditions will often get frustrated. Cor-
respondingly, the instruments for managing aid should fit to these demands and find ways of
supporting more horizontal cooperation and learning processes, rather than sticking to the
‘leadership model’ of strict hierarchies and orders. The contribution of Neil Hatton shows how
the GTZ has taken up that challenge through the design of a new management model (see
Capacity WORKS) that is based on the long term analysis of GTZ's experiences in success-
ful technical cooperation programs. This model has been made obligatory for all GTZ inter-
ventions and marks an important step towards a modern and innovative management of
technical cooperation that is based on shared responsibility in joint learning processes. The
idea of comprehensive strategic methodologies was similarly highlighted by Uwe Mummert,
while Le Viet Thai emphasized the effect of learning processes.

4. Development cooperation — a jazz-combo

With the title “Tidying up Art” the Swiss Artist Ursus Wehrli (figure 4) questions what should
be considered harmonic. This is clear with regards to pieces of music. Transferred to devel-
opment cooperation, the question is whether harmonisation is more likely to be achieved by
organising and streamlining their contributions or by forming an orchestra or jazz-combo with
different instruments. The following reflections taken from my conclusions during the London
Conference serve rather as food for thought, than as definite answers.

The idea of development cooperation as an orchestra or a Jazz-Combo refers to a partner-
ship ideal of development cooperation that was demanded in several occasions during
the conference (for instance in the contributions of Christoph Beier, Paolo de Renzio, Kate
Meagher, Teddy Brett, Le Viet Thai, Pungky Sumadi, Madhav Ghimire, Mauricio Figueiredo).
This partnership ideal comprises the following elements:

1. Donors are aware of being part of the system and political actors.

2. Donors and partners are playing together.
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Figure 4: Tidying up Beethoven’s “Fur Elise”
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From: Ursus Wehrli: Tidying up Art

4. The tune they play is a country tune with a country rhythm. The initial melody
could be defined in country to country negotiations. The rest evolves during the exer-
cise of playing together.

5. The different parties involved play different instruments. This enriches the sound.
Nobody asks the other: “Why don't you play the trumpet like | do”.

6. Each player has to dominate his instrument. The different skills and abilities for
playing different instruments are respected.

7. Dynamics allow the quieter instruments to be heard as well. There is no dominance
of the loudest. There are different solos in which certain players are put in the centre
and later retreating into the background, thus giving room to others.

8. The players listen to each other — which transferred to development cooperation
implies; they learn from each other and know the context well.
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The idea of development cooperation as an orchestra or a Jazz-Combo also better reflects
the fact that donors and partner seldom interact alone. The increasing attention given to
south-south cooperation - an aspect introduced to the conference by the contribution of
Mai-Lis Follér - and the emergence of new donors indicate the need for cooperation concepts
where new players may continuously be stepping in without spoiling the functioning and ef-
fectiveness of the whole.
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The Anti-Governance Machine:
Ownership and Accountability in the New Aid Regime

Kate Meagher
DESTIN, LSE
Contribution to Beyond Accra: Practical Implications of Ownership and
Accountability in National Development
31 December 2008

Introduction

The focus of the contemporary aid regime on local ownership and accountability represents
a positive step beyond the contentious days of aid conditionality. The emphasis on local
involvement signals a shift toward efforts to increase the leadership of recipient countries in
the design and implementation of externally funded development strategies. Equally
importantly, fostering local ownership offer a means of promoting greater national
commitment to the implementation of development policies, providing for the more effective
use of donor resources. Unfortunately, these encouraging developments have been
accompanied by a growing gap between discourse and practice, often twisting the meanings
of new commitments to local involvement beyond recognition. A growing lack of
transparency has come to surround notions of ownership and accountability, involving the
embedding of a range of unaccountable and manipulative practices within the structure of
the new aid regime. In the process, it has become increasingly unclear what developing
countries are being asked to own, and to whom they are urged to be accountable. Instead
of enhancing cooperation between donors and recipient governments, the new aid regime is
generating a growing range of contradictions in development policy which are perverting
rather than promoting responsible resource use and ‘good governance’, turning development
aid into an ‘anti-governance machine’.

This short contribution will explore how contradictions embedded in the promotion of
ownership and accountability in international development policy are distorting rather than
reforming governance practices and effective resource use. Concerns about ownership
focus on how policy-makers manage the process of finding a feasible outcome that reflects
the interest of broader societal groups and the balancing of contending priorities. The
decision to choose a particular policy approach is expected to derive from a combination of
executive leadership, parliamentary debate, the application of participatory instruments, and
public debate directed through the mass media. Yet the stated aim of encouraging national
policy makers to choose policy approaches that reflect national priorities, and to engage with
civil society in policy formulation, is constantly being undercut by the managerial techniques,
unequal power relations and neo-liberal policy commitments of donors. At the level of
ownership, contradictions exist between the concept of local ownership and the vetos
exercised by the international financial institutions, as well as between the pro-poor objective
of Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs), and the austerity-oriented neo-liberal
macroeconomic policies that continue to lurk in the background as necessary conditions of
assistance. At the level of accountability, there are mounting contradictions between the
notion of civil society participation, and the routine concealment of information relating to
over-riding macro-economic policy commitments between donors and government. Further
contradictions exist between the very notion of popular accountability and the tendency to
bypass formal institutions of government in the formulation of strategy documents necessary
to qualify for aid. In the process, discourses of ownership and accountability appear more as
Foucauldian ‘techniques of governance’ than genuine efforts to empower recipient countries
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in the design of development policy. Worse still, these contractions not only erode any
potential empowerment of recipient countries, they foster corresponding ‘techniques of
instrumentalization and informalization’ through which recipient countries seek to re-assert
their agency in the policy process. The result is the expansion rather than the reigning in of
clientelism and informal practices, producing increasingly unaccountable forms of
governance.

Contradictions of Ownership and Accountability

The most glaring contradiction of the contemporary aid regime is that between the idea of
national ownership of development policies, and dependence on IFI approval for any access
to donor assistance or concessional finance. Despite claims that aid recipients should be in
the ‘driver’s seat’ in the design of development policies, the IMF and World Bank retain the
right to veto policies that do not conform to their requirements. If PRSPs are not approved
by the IFls, recipient countries will lose access to all other concessional finance and
assistance, creating enormous pressure to meet the policy priorities of IFls, rather than local
policy priorities (ActionAid 2004; Stewart and Wang 2003). Not only can PRSPs be vetoed,
but they can be, and are, sent back by the IFIs for revisions where they deviate from the
donor-driven template, compromising any illusion of ownership (Abrahamsen 2004; Whitfield
2005). As Lindsay Whitfield (2005:652) notes in the case of Ghana, tensions between
ownership and requirements of IFI approval create a situation in which ‘government-donor
relations could be described as government in the driver’'s seat but donors trying to steer the

car.

A second major contradiction is that between the pro-poor agenda of the PRSP, and
underlying lending conditions based on the same repertoire of neo-liberal macro-economic
policies that made up structural adjustment programmes (SAPs). A number of authors have
noted that the new aid regimes are little more than a repackaging of SAPs, reflecting not
only a similar range of macro-economic policies, but a marked lack of variation from country
to country, countering claims about their homegrown character (Whitfield 2004; Stewart and
Wang 2003; Mercer 2003; Abrahamsen 2004). At the same time, commentators both within
and outside the World Bank and the IMF have recognized that structural adjustment policies
failed to address, and in many cases worsened, poverty within developing countries (IMF
1997; Easterly 2001; Rodrik 2002; UNDP 2003). A review of the PRSP process by
ActionAid (2004) noted that anti-poverty policies are routinely subordinated to neo-liberal
macro-economic policy requirements, even where the latter are identified as exacerbating
poverty. This contradiction is hardwired into the Country Policy and Institutional
Assessement (CPIA) report card system used by the IFIs to assess country performance on
an annual basis. CPIA scores, which determine the continuation of donor assistance, reflect
a government’s commitment to neo-liberal policy and institutional reforms, rather than being
based on successful poverty reduction or economic growth. As a result, recipient
governments are caught in a bind between the need to adhere to neo-liberal economic
policies in order to obtain good CPIA scores, while facing a simultaneous requirement to
open up the policy-making process to civil society participation where neo-liberal economic
policies are often seen to conflict with anti-poverty goals.

These contradictions of policy ownership generate further contradictions with regard to
accountability. In the formulation of development strategy papers, there is a growing
contradiction between the emphasis on civil society involvement and the routine
concealment of information about loan conditions and macro-economic policy commitments.
A range of important policy documents regarding development strategy are not made
available to the public until after binding commitments are agreed between the IFls and
borrowing governments. Studies from a range of countries reveal that civil society groups
have repeatedly complained about lack of access to key documents, compromising their
effective participation in PRSP consultations (ActionAid 2004; Woods and Narlikar 2001;
Steward and Wang 2003). While the IMF and World Bank have endeavoured to increase
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their levels of transparency, Wood and Narlikar indicate that a significant amount of secrecy
and control by powerful shareholders continue to compromise true accountability. Indeed,
they argue that ‘Global economic governance now reaches deeply into states directly
affecting specific groups of stakeholders who are inadequately represented in inter-state
institutions and to whom the institutions are insufficiently accountable (Woods and Narlikar
2001:582)." Instead, recipient states are encouraged to manipulate civil society in order to
conceal contradictions between obligatory macro-economic policies and local anti-poverty
priorities. In Tanzania and Cameroun, this was evident in the tendency to cherry pick a
handful of elite NGOs for the consultations process, sidelining marginalized and activist
groups (Mercer 2004; Brown 2004).

Increasing attention has also been drawn to the contradiction between the notion of
accountability and the tendency of the development policy process to bypass the formal
institutions of government. In a study of PRSP process across a range of countries, Stewart
and Wang (2003) note that the formulation of PRSPs and attendant civil society
consultations tends to be entrusted to special task forces, the cabinet, the office of high
officials, or management consultants, rather than passing through institutionalized channels
of government such as parliament and local government. Representative organs of civil
society also tend to be squeezed out in this process, leading to more selective approaches
to civil society involvement in consultations, and the exclusion of poor, marginalized or
activists groups. Pressures of donor haste and IFI pressures to conform to a particular
policy formula contribute to a weakening of institutionalized democratic structures in favour
of ad hoc arrangements geared to delivering a pre-determined outcome. As Whitfield (2005)
and Woods and Narlikar (2001) observe, the goal of accountability is undermined by efforts
to circumvent government institutions and short-circuit due process, thwarting rather than
advancing efforts toward institution-building and democratization.

Techniques of Governance and Techniques of Instrumentalization

The increasing contradictions between discourse and practice risk turning principles of
ownership and accountability into what Dollar and Svensson (2001) refer to as ‘commitment
technologies’, or what Foucault calls ‘techniques of governance’. Rita Abrahamsen (2004)
and others have suggested that discourses of ownership and accountability do not herald
greater inclusiveness in the formulation of development policy, but a more refined form of
power used to force through the same old neo-liberal reform agenda. Behind a facade of
empowerment, these ‘techniques of governance’ serve to embed neo-liberal governance
priorities in the machinery of the state, and in the values of elites as well as civil society (see
also Mercer 2004; Whitfield 2005). Through complex technologies of monitoring, auditing
and accounting, recipient states are tied into forms of accountability based on managerial
enforcement rather than local empowerment, and into forms of ownership based on the
transfer of responsibilities without a concomitant transfer of authority or control.

Analyses of contemporary aid regimes as a shift from coercive conditionalities to more subtle
commitment technologies tend to assume that these new techniques of governance
gradually overwhelm and transform the agency of recipient states. As worrying as this
sounds, the reality is even more problematic. The response to more subtle forms of power is
not submission, but more subtle forms of resistance. Local agency is not transformed by
these new commitment technologies so much as driven underground, creating subterranean
currents within governance processes. While submitting to the requirements of IFls, local
officials increasingly find ways of instrumentalizing donor demands and manoevering around
constraints. Lindsay Whitfield highlights a growing tendency to emphasize process over
substance as governments privilege a nominal fulfilment of requirements, including cursory
consultations and mechanical auditing based on the ticking of boxes without effective
implementation, while attending to their own priorities behind the scenes. Others have noted
opportunistic tendencies among local NGOs who make use of consultations and monitoring
activities to advance their own goals rather than those of their constituencies (Mercer 2004;
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Stewart and Wang 2003). Rather than ownership and accountability, we are facing a
situation in which the donor community, recipient states and civil society are all manoeuvring
to advance their own priorities behind a rhetoric of cooperation and participation.

The overall effect is to reinforce cliental relations, behind-the-scenes deals, and informal
arrangements operating behind the back of formal agreements, procedures and policy
documents. Just as the donors use discourses of agency and accountability to manoeuvre
around local resistance to neo-liberal reform agendas, recipient states use nominal
acquiescence to IFl requirements to access resources while expressing their agency through
informal means. The result is the strengthening of informal arrangements and cliental
processes that bypass the institutionalized exercise of power. Instead of fostering good
governance and democratization, the current aid regime is undermining it by shifting local
expressions of power and agency deeper into the unaccountable informal sphere.

Conclusion

Concerns about how to foster ownership and accountability in recipient country governments
must go back to first principles. Is the objective to empower governments and local people
to exercise leadership in the formulation of development policy, or to manoeuvre them into
owning and carrying out policies devised largely from above? If recipient governments are
to exercise ownership, and to solicit civil society participation, they must be given the right to
pursue their own development priorities, even where this involves deviating from the macro-
economic agenda of the IFls. There can be no real ownership without control of the over-
riding economic agenda. As Dani Rodrik (2001) points out ‘The broader the sway of market
discipline, the narrower the space for democratic governance.... International economic
rules must incorporate ‘opt-out’ or exit clauses [that] allow democracies to reassert their
priorities when these priorities clash with obligations to international economic institutions.
These must not be viewed as ‘derogations’ or ‘violations’ of the rules, but as a generic part of
sustainable international economic arrangements.’

Similarly, accountability can only be fostered in an environment of genuine ownership and
transparency, not in a situation of secrecy, manipulation and coercion, however subtle.
Where accountability degenerates into post-conditionality mechanisms of control, it will tend
to foster a nominal adherence to formal agreements, backed by a retreat into the informal
exercise of power beyond the reach of technical requirements. Instead of transparency,
‘commitment technologies’ will generate accompanying technologies of evasion and
resistance, which undermine effective governance. Until donors pursue genuine policies of
engagement with local needs and priorities, efforts at local ownership and accountability will
continue to exert perverse effects on governance and resource use as local agency
withdraws deeper into unaccountable informal channels.
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Ownership: A Guiding Principle of Development Cooperation

Dr. Christoph Beier (GTZ)
June 2009

1. The Concept of Ownership

Ownership is a concept that lies at the core of development and the international discussion
on aid effectiveness has generally agreed upon the fact that Ownership is essential for
sustainable development. However, there is no unanimously agreed upon definition of the
term, which has led to many different interpretations.

The concept of Ownership stems from the presumption that people or societies can only
develop if they see themselves as subjects of and therefore take responsibility for their own
development. In practice this means that persons within a society identify themselves with
the commonly agreed upon interpretations of problems and with the politically defined
actions to be taken in order to solve them.

The ideas of self determination and self responsibility are deeply rooted in the concept of
modernity, which was mainly developed in Europe and North America. It is thus not
surprising that the Ownership term was first introduced by the donor community rather than
their development partners in Africa, Asia, and Latin America. There is no guarantee that
donors and partners share the same ideas, as to what self-responsibility, self-determination,
sovereignty, and hence Ownership actually mean. Additionally, partners need to be
sufficiently self confident, objective, and clear about their prerequisites for successful
cooperation.

Within a society, however, the idea of overarching consensus is rather an ideal that is hardly
realised in practice. When it is found, it may even be the result of severe repression, rather
than that of the free will of all society’s members. Governments, even if democratically
elected, do not always strive for common wellbeing and particular interests of the
administration are always present. Furthermore, there are often conflicts between ministries
objectives, as well as between central, regional, and local governments, while even the NGO
and private enterprises follow their own particular agendas. Donors, on the other hand have
to balance the many different interests- i.e. the different points advanced by governments,
development agencies, and persons working within the agencies all need to be considered.
Nonetheless, it is essential for Ownership, despite any ideological tendencies that may be
associated with the concept, to be supported, as Ownership represents the heart of
development- whether one defines development in terms of modernity/ consensus or not.

Given the above, Ownership is rather an objective then a prerequisite for development,
however, this role is hot mutually exclusive as the concept is applicable on different levels. It
is a prerequisite for development in the sense that government to government agreements
form the starting point for development cooperation. Thus such formal expressions of the will
of the actors form a required basis for development cooperation - e.g. the signing of a
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contract or agreement. The overarching objective of development cooperation, however, is to
achieve Ownership on a higher level that serves to steer the processes of change within a
country. In this case particular stakeholders continuously need to be won over in order to
sustainably achieve development objectives and measures and identify themselves with the
long term process of development. This paper offers certain perspectives regarding how
Ownership, as a goal, is viewed and supported.

2. Ownership and the aid effectiveness agenda

One of the major strengths of the aid effectiveness agenda has been that it highlighted
Ownership as its first principle in the Paris Declaration (see PD 2005). Nevertheless, the
debate oversimplifies the complex conditions for successful development cooperation. This
can be recognized in various aspects:

- Ownership is more than the existence or absence of national development strategies,
e.g. Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers.

- It is not always the big and comprehensive plans that imply strong Ownership. Such
plans may even reduce Ownership by being too demanding for the available steering
capacities of the partner country.

- There might be further contradictions between Ownership and other principles of the
PD; for instance when donor harmonization leads to strong donor blocks that are
more likely to impose donor recommendations on the partner countries.

- There may also be contradictions between Ownership and the modes of delivery
generally preferred within the aid effectiveness agenda, for instance between
Ownership and conditionalities.

- While the PD can also be interpreted as a strong capacity development agenda,
Ownership is far more than the self-determined administration of funds in the form of
budget support programs. In terms of development cooperation’s (DC) modes of
delivery, this observation highlights the need for a clearer distinction between the
requirements for effectiveness within financial cooperation vs. those within technical
cooperation.

- The concept of Ownership may also lead to the conclusion- on the part of the partner
governments- that they alone, should be the ones to impose their concepts, with the
donor acting as a silent partner. However, development cooperation can only be
successful if there is a partnership between the self determined parts, where both
practice Ownership in terms of their contribution within the cooperation agreement.
Such partnerships build up trust and offer the necessary learning space for a good
adaptation to country specific realities.

Some of these critical aspects have already been taken up in the discussions of the Accra
HLF- for example the importance of including parliament, NGOs and the think tanks. Others-
such as the limitations of a dogmatic fixation on the use of partner systems- need to be
further discussed.
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3. Lessons learnt from German technical cooperation

The German Technical Cooperation (GTZ) has followed a partnership based approach for
many years now where both sides of the cooperation agreement need to practice Ownership.
With regards to Ownership in particular, the major lessons from the work of the GTZ are
summarized in the following subsections.

3.1 Government Ownership and Country Ownership

In accordance with what has been discussed at the Accra HLF, the experience of the
German technical cooperation has been that Ownership should not be reduced to merely
government Ownership. The political will of government is a necessary starting point for
reform, but no policy can be implemented through political will alone. Governments thus,
have to adapt their policies to what people are willing and able to implement, on the one
hand, while they need to convince people to apply the policies on the other hand. Convincing
does, however, start with the government itself- between decision makers, and
administration, between central, regional, and local government, as well as through civil
society and the private sector.

These tasks are not easy, as proceeding from strategy conception to implementation is one
of the most demanding challenges in development. Partners should not be left alone with this
challenge. It appears cynical to provide the means (knowledge and finance), while refraining
from assisting the partners make them effective. Country Ownership in this sense is more
than involving stakeholders in planning and implementation. The central issue is not a
question of which different actors (governments, NGOs, Think Tanks, etc.) should be
considered, but rather how and according to which rules should they interact. Thus,
enhancing country Ownership cannot be achieved by simply creating new projects for Civil
Society or parliament- as discussed at the Accra HLF- but rather by focusing on governance
support that functions according to the way that the relevant state, civil society, and private
sectors work together.

3.2 Ownership as a process

The GTZ experience has shown that Ownership is not something that is simply there or not.
Country Ownership, as well as government Ownership, is constantly changing in spite of the
agreements that may have been made or and/ or signed. Ministries and other high ranking
government functionaries frequently change in partner countries. In addition to this, crises
(natural disaster, external shocks, internal conflict etc.) are common and temporarily occupy
all the attention of the respective governments’ actors. These effects are increased by
prevalent institutional weaknesses.

It is thus critical that country Ownership support is flexible. Complicated arrangements that
need to be negotiated over longer periods of time are, however, in conflict with this necessity.
Donor's modes of delivery should consequently be screened regarding their flexibility and
process orientation, as these must suit the needs of the partner. Donor planning periods are
often out of sync with the time required in partner countries to create the necessary
agreements and put implementation structures in place. There is a need for instruments that
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allow the actors to overcome periods of less intervention, while on the other hand allow for
the speeding up of support provision if windows of opportunity appear.

The instability of Ownership should not be considered as a nuisance but rather incorporated
in the design of programs. There are many examples that demonstrate how the intent to
maintain stable Ownership consumes substantial effort and resources, at the very least.
Furthermore, there is a danger of losing credibility where Ownership is asserted, where it
doesn’t exist.

3.3 Ownership, partnership and mutual accountability

There is no Ownership neutral external cooperation. Any development cooperation, even if
its’ direct activities in the partner country are reduced to a minimum, will have an effect on
Ownership. Development cooperation should thus always act in an Ownership sensitive way,
according to the principle of ‘do no harm’. The idea is not to avoid effects on Ownership, but
to be aware of the effect that any donor may cause due to it inevitably being a political actor
within the partner system.

According to the experience of the GTZ, the best way to do this is in the form of a partnership
approach, where responsibility for development goals is shared and problems are resolved
with major partners in a trustful relationship with face-to-face contact on a daily basis. To
build up trust long term commitments are further required. In such a trustful relationship
Ownership enhancing conditions can be fostered through capacity development; for instance
in decentralization processes that support the inclusion of marginalized groups.

Furthermore, technical cooperation is often asked to mediate in conflicts or serve as a broker
in order to improve the conflictive situation between important stakeholders. It is thus an
illusion to believe that technical cooperation could remain strictly neutral regarding
Ownership, given the roles it assumes. It can, however, maintain equal distance from all
important stakeholders. Here again, it is not a question of avoiding role conflicts, but rather
one of making them transparent and creating a situation where all parties know that the
external actor will take no unilateral steps. At best this role of moderation and social
brokerage can serve as an example for the partners regarding their own political steering.

3.4 Requirements for Management Instruments

Application of an Ownership supporting partnership approach in development cooperation
has consequences concerning the management of development projects. As these projects
are carried out amongst partners, they cannot be properly managed using instruments that
were designed for application in hierarchical relationships. The GTZ practices these thoughts
and, drawing from their experiences, have developed over-arching instruments for
application in these environments. An example of such an empirically based management
system is Capacity Works, which is designed for application in non-hierarchical settings and
is now applied as standard practice in all projects and programs carried out by the GTZ. This
system of cooperation is Ownership supporting due to its focus on the transparent steering of
strategy, cooperation, architecture, processes, learning, and innovation in a non hierarchical
structure.
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4. Conclusion

Ownership has been internationally accepted as the first principle of development, but it has
been highlighted how Ownership is not something that can be bought or forced upon the
development participants. We realize that Ownership is an ongoing process that needs to be
nurtured at various levels and is best done through the use of a partnership approach.
Furthermore, when Ownership is lacking, it is essentially realised in a lack of
capacity.However, capacity is far more than the abilities or knowledge of individuals. It is
rather expressed as the competent and successful assumption of responsibility regarding the
development by all the relevant groups in the society. The ability to formulate one’s own
interests and negotiate these in a fair process is required in order to realise the society’s
interests collectively. Certain management systems for use in non-hierarchical structures
have been developed to better achieve these goals. We also realize that functional
organisations and institutions are necessities for Ownership.

From GTZ experience, development cooperation is most effective in its support of capacity
development and Ownership when it is organised according to the following five principles
and in accordance with a partnership based process:
1) The respective context must be suitably catered for and adapted to.
2) Within the cooperation context, it must be possible to react in an adequate and
flexible manner to the continuously developing demand in the partner country.
3) The relevant stakeholders must be able to be systematically and successively
included in their own development.
4) The speed and intensity of the intervention should be adapted and orientated
according to the demand in the partner country.
5) Mutual learning should be made possible.

It is according to these five criteria that the modes of delivery in development cooperation
should be measured, as approaches incorporating these criteria are best suited for
developing the capacities that are essential for the sustainable support of Ownership and
consequently development.
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Thank you for your invitation to be part of this important conference. From this morning’s discussion, |
know that | have missed some lively and timely discussions on issues of crucial importance not only to
aid effectiveness but to the impact of the development process as a whole.

| have been asked to make a “final statement”. And | wish to make it clear that what | have to say is by
no means the “final word” on the subject.

Because of my absence in the first two days, | ask you to forgive any repetition or duplication of what
has been contributed earlier on.

My statement consists of ten points that summarize my experience and views on ownership and
accountability. | will first look back to what has been accomplished but quickly look ahead at the
challenges awaiting our collective efforts to resolve:

So, what has experience to-date taught us?

1. It is a mistake to treat ownership and accountability as two separate issues. Efforts enhancing
accountability have not been successful because national ownership was weak or lopsided. By
ownership | refer to inclusive ownership comprising government, civil society, parliament and
private sector, as your papers have stressed. This failure is caused when the executive branch of
government dominates the other two: the judiciary and legislative. This represents a systemic
failure, since we know that government cannot be at once an executor and a judge of its own
performance.

2. A second lesson of experience refers to accountability. Much emphasis has been placed in your
conference on domestic accountability, and rightly so. As | have stated on several occasions,
donors (we prefer to call them development partners) must be careful in approaching
accountability issues as part of their “contribution to development”. Without denying their good
intentions, these approaches have often pointed to serious weaknesses in accountability
systems, and have demanded (politely and sometimes more bluntly) their reform as a
conditionality of extending or continuing aid. Instead of producing the desired result, this
approach has more often backfired! And before we knew what was happening, the dialogue
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between a developing country and its partners turned sour. Does this mean we should avoid
talking about these issues? Absolutely not. How should this be handled then? Let me come back
to this point later on.

3. The third lesson is about the role of civil society in enhancing national ownership and
accountability. | am a firm believer and supporter of a more active role by civil society. Yet again,
witnessing how members of this society behave on a day-to-day basis in my country (as well as
in a few others), civil society in many situations has been its own worst enemy. How? By
adopting a “holier than thou” attitude toward government and private business and by
demonstrating that their top priority is to attract more funding from development partners. We
have to realize that civil society is not a homogeneous group of members, and there are vast
differences in their capabilities, ethical standards and objectives. Bad behavior by some muddies
the waters for most and encourages the sense of suspicion on the part of government — a sense
that | do not necessarily share but is a fact to be reckoned with. Add to this the role of
international NGOs who prefer to work with a few qualified and capable locals than to build
capacity of more!

4. | was told in my briefing that the conference attaches special importance to the PROCESSES of
interaction between various stakeholders regarding ownership and accountability issues. At the
risk of over-generalizing, let me characterize these interactions in terms of power dynamics and
what you have called “steering management”. In a development context, government holds
ultimate power — not parliament! It is government that commands and allocates resources,
directs the implementation machinery of the country, and metes out rewards and punishment,
fairly or unfairly. Where unilateralism dominates, other stakeholders typically do their best to
steer their ways to maximize their benefits in a situation of extreme asymmetry. Remember that
the poor are a dominant majority but possess little power to bring to any negotiating table.
Development partners do not give sufficient attention to this, as they are used to a different
interaction process back home. In situations where sings of plurality are encouraging,
interaction processes look more healthy, with give and take, a dialogue rather than a
monologue, and a gradual sharing of power, in the form of listening more to local priority needs,
allowing meaningful participation in decision making and monitoring of results, etc. our
developing countries represent all shades of gray along the power sharing continuum. Each
situation has to be dealt with on its own merit. No one-size-fits all has been another mistake
that we have learned, and we are gradually — if slowly — moving away to a more promising
approach.

5. This brings me to another important lesson that applies to both ownership and accountability.
The limited success achieved so far in bringing the Paris declaration to apply where it is most
needed, not in Working Party meetings in Paris, nor in the successful Accra Forum, but at the
country level. When we meet, we usually agree (sometimes after rather spirited discussions)
about the principles, objectives and indicators. In Accra, there was endorsement of more than

*These remarks are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Ministry or
the OECD/DAC
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50 actions intended to propel us toward higher levels of aid effectiveness. That is great! But
when we look at the results of the two surveys carried out to monitor progress since Paris, we
realized how little tangible progress on the ground was achieved. There are two sets of
bottlenecks; one set belongs to developing countries and the other to the international aid
community. These bottlenecks have nothing to do with theoretical or methodological
difficulties, but both have much to do with entrenched practices, preconceived ideas and lack of
capacity to deliver. Deliver what? Deliver on promises made. We are of course aware of the
challenges of the change process. .. these challenges are not the monopoly of developing
countries. Essentially, this is the number ONE challenge facing us in meeting the Accra Agenda
for Action.

Before | look ahead, though, | do not wish to give the impression that we have had nothing but
failure since Paris. That would be unwarranted and inaccurate. | am sure some successes have
been reported during the past two days. Let me refer to a few instances: in my country,
accountability is gaining much attention, thanks in no small way to a vigorous independent
national auditing authority that has not spared the government any sharp reprimand for errors
of judgment, misallocation of public funds, poor monitoring and evaluation, and so on. Our
challenge is how to move beyond this stage and get the government to act on these and report
back to Parliament. We have much more work to do but there are promising signs that we are
on the right track. Countries like Uganda, Mozambique, Rwanda, Viet Nam and Cambodia are
other examples where good progress has been made.

The fact remains, as | said earlier, that such progress has been too slow. How can we do better?
In terms of ownership, especially inclusive ownership, progress must come from within. No
amount of external pressure will produce sustainable improvement although some symptoms of
improvement might come about as a result of donor pressure. The key role of development
partners, as | see it, is to work with various local stakeholders to strengthen their capacities to
participate in the development process. This can be done most effectively at the grassroots
level, local communities, by nurturing participatory approaches and supporting local community
leaders, parliamentarians, and civil society. In doing so, we should remind ourselves that this is
a slow process that takes time and sustained support until it develops strong roots.

In terms of accountability, | have two suggestions for proceeding: first, let us avoid a one-sided
approach in which the focus is on weaknesses of a developing country’s system, and instead
adopt a more even handed vision which refers not only to the inadequacies of accountability
systems in developing countries but also to the need to build two-way accountability. This has
been more or less absent in the aid landscape. On more than one occasion, | have suggested
that the fastest road to domestic accountability is to establish a mutual accountability
mechanism. This dictates that both sides have to be accountable to each other in the aid
context. By starting with mutual accountability, we remove or at least minimize a developing
country’s sensitivity and its perception that it is the only culprit. The second suggestion is to pay
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more attention to strengthen the monitoring capacity of government and the information
database (statistical and qualitative). These are serious handicaps.

8. We can also do better by changing our existing practices in capacity building and development,
consisting typically of generous funding allocations for training and some ad hoc policy advice.
All evaluations have agreed that the billions of dollars spent on capacity development over 50-6-
years have produced much less than anticipated. Capacity development, as agreed during the
Bonn workshop on the subject last May, requires an integrated approach that addresses
institutions, human resource skills, operating systems, as well as the enabling (or disabling)
environment in which these institutions and individuals work. Capacity development also has to
be need-based (not supply-based) and driven by developing country leaders; otherwise it will
not succeed.

9. Political leadership is essential. We have to be creative in mobilizing political champions of aid
reform and secure their commitment to support specific actions to enhance ownership and
improve accountability. | have often advocated the use of the “line of least resistance” to these
thorny issues as the best way to make progress and not alienate those in whose hands lie the
difference between success and failure. In any country, if we look carefully enough, we will find
opportunities for change and potential leaders willing and able to lead the process. The trick is
how to make this less threatening and more rewarding. This is not always possible, because of
clashes of interests and of misunderstanding. Let us also remembers that one or two successful
initiatives generate a multiplier effect.

| briefly mention that, based on this belief of a non-confrontational change, a capacity
Development Alliance initiative has been in the making since Accra and will be launched next
month. It consists of a few southern senior aid technocrats, with easy access to policy makers in
their countries, and representatives of a few development partners who will together provide a
southern-driven platform to mobilize southern political leadership to champion capacity
development work. This is a new experiment to support ownership and — through it — mutual
accountability for capacity building. If it succeeds, it will provide something of a model or “good
practice” to follow in addressing other challenges of the Accra Agenda for Action.

10. Finally, ownership and accountability are two sides of the same coin. More important, though, is
that these two ingredients form the basis for sustainable national development. Not until the
man in the street feels that he is participating in the process and has a say in assessing its
outcome that he will become less indifferent and detached from development efforts. It is time
we remembered that genuine development is for the people and by the people. This is a very
pragmatic philosophy to achieve the success that has eluded us so far. National inclusive
ownership of development, rather than externally-driven development will make the difference
we are looking for.

*These remarks are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Ministry or
the OECD/DAC
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| wish to conclude my remarks by stressing the time dimension we should observe in designing and
implementing our interventions. The typical 3-4 year project orientation must be reviewed against
the more realistic requirements of the objectives to be accomplished, whether we refer to
ownership, accountability, capacity development or other pillars of aid effectiveness. It may be
useful to draw the analogy of one of more familiar theories of development, the stages-of-growth
theory. Our interventions need to consider first the pre-take-off stage: Are we asking the right
questions? Are we getting the right answers from the relevant sources (or do we use pre-conceived
ideas of what we think should be done)?, and are we putting the right champions in target countries
in the driver's seat? Second, are we providing the right support during the “take-off” stage:
monitoring progress, dealing with bottlenecks, and giving support to champions? Third, assuming a
successful take-off, how and what type of support (if any) should be most appropriate to help
achieve sustainability once “cruising altitude” has been reached. These stages do suggest the need
to stretch the time horizon to accommodate the requirements of effective interventions to improve
aid effectiveness.

Thank you for your attention.
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The keys to the tractor: A case study from Mozambique on “ownership” and
decentralisation

What follows is a story, or perhaps as it is called in these circles, a case study. It is a story
told in partnership between my development agency, the Catholic Agency for Overseas
Development and the National Peasant Farmers Union (UNAC) in Mozambique. | wish

to thank my co-researchers at the Farmers Union, Mr Julio dos Santos Péssego and Mr
Alifa Aide. | have made an effort to simplify what is indeed a very complex story, and all

of the errors are mine alone.

On December 30, 2007, members of the Malanga Farmers Union were called with little
notice to a ceremony at the District seat of Majune, in northern Mozambique. Among
other agricultural inputs distributed to individuals and associations, a grain mill was
delivered to Malanga Farmers Union. Then in the presence of the Provincial Governor,
Union member Mr. Amadou received the keys to a new tractor. While surprised, as they
had been given no prior warning, he and his peers in the Union assumed the tractor was
being given to them by government from a decentralized fund for local investment. When
Mr. Amadou walked home that afternoon, he was accompanied by a District official who
told him to give the keys back. To the surprise of Mr. Amadou, the tractor was taken
without delay to a government garage. The District Administration asked the Union to
identify their tractor operator, but meanwhile the tractor was seen used elsewhere in the
district. Some claimed on lands of the Governor. Over a year later, a civil servant in
Majune grinned and carefully explained what he called the “fictitious delivery” of the
tractor.

The “ownership” of this tractor reveals some of the liberties taken by District
Administrations within a larger process of decentralisation. Perhaps most importantly, |
argue, the story demonstrates the way in which government policies and approaches to
development play out on the ground in complex webs of power relations.

This paper investigates power dynamics at the district level in the implementation of the
decentralisation process in Mozambique through an ethnographic approach, drawing
from a number of extended stays from 2007 to 2009. After providing a sketch of the local
and national context, the paper tells the story of the Malanga Farmers Union attempting
to engage with district development policy in the age of decentralisation.

| am guided by Eyben (2008) and her argument that relational dynamics, rather than
“technical” skills or capacities, are essential in aid, and in planning and implementing
development policies. Decentralised development processes are grounded in local power
relations and what Mbembe (2001) has called “new languages with which to make claims
on people and wealth”.

During policy implementation, powerful actors (such as wealthy people, local authorities,
political operators, even those perceived to have power in the invisible realm) can
reshape the original aims and objectives of policies and even semantically alter their
meanings. Finally, based on this understanding, the story warns of the risk of seduction
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with a simplistic interpretation of the Paris Declaration concept of “ownership” (or as
rearticulated in Accra: “democratic ownership”) while discussing development planning
and policy as it relates to aid. In fact, in analyzing the decentralisation process in
Mozambique, a country where over 50% of the state budget comes from aid, the main
questions to arise are: exactly who is “owning” plans, policies and budgets, and how?

The local context

The case study is limited to one district in Niassa Province, in the north of the country. It
is an interior province with comparatively low population density, low levels of
infrastructure, private investment and human development. Niassa has a land area
roughly the size of England, and currently no paved roads link its capital directly with
neighbouring provinces. Migration, flux, and conflict characterize the province’s recent
history and should not be ignored in an examination of social relations in Niassa. The
province, and the district of Majune, provide an opportunity to examine the Mozambican
process of decentralisation “at the limit.”

A glance at the colonial literature reveals that Majune barely figured into the Portuguese
late colonial administrative system. Now along one of the province’s few sealed roads,
Majune is only two hours from the provincial capital. With ample ground water and
favourable climatologic conditions, the district has clear, untapped agricultural potential.

In Majune, like in many districts, nearly all of buildings with foundations in the district

seat belong to government. The only exceptions are one or two NGO buildings, some
small constructions in the market, a guesthouse, and the buildings of the Catholic mission
on the main road. The District Administration is the largest building, but still has no
electricity during the working day as of our last visit earlier this year. The District
Administrator and his Secretary are nominated by central government, and as in any other
districts, it is fair to say that the careers of both will be determined by the politics of the
party that has governed Mozambique since independence, Frelimo. The Party is present
and exerts a constant influence on public affairs in Majune.

The private sector in Majune appears to be growing. Mr. Baptista, the most visibly
wealthy individual who owns the guesthouse, restaurant and a number of trading
interests, is not native to the area. Other prominent individuals from the private sector
include the owners of the minibuses and shop owners.

“Traditional” authorities continue to play an active role in legal and social matters.
Invisible forms of power are harder to define given the limitations on our time and our
position as outsiders. Healer-diviners, elders, and those charged with circumcision rituals,
and even sorcerers all exert influence on political matters behind the scenes. Notably,
participants in a recent seminar in Niassa on development lamented a type of “social
governance” that can be influenced by “intimidation, isolation and rumors”.

Civil society of the variety promoted by western donors, exists but is quite new and
unconsolidated. INGOs and national NGOs promote agricultural and civic engagement in
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Majune and agricultural associations proliferated in 2005-6 with expectations around the
resources on offer from the decentralisation process.

The national context: decentralisation and resources

The process of decentralisation over the past decade in Mozambique has been
characterized by government itself as “gradualist.” The legacy of the post-independence
period of socialism in Mozambique was a highly centralized state structure, but the 1990
constitution set the stage for “decentralisation and deconcentration”. Both the
consolidation of new structures and the effective interaction between various parts of
government have come slowly.

Between 2003-5, the laws defined a number of “institutions of participation and
community consultation” from the district level down to the village level. The District
Consultative Council emerged as the most influential participatory institution, one that
could discuss and influence development priorities. The government intended to bring
itself and its services closer to the people and their reality, but as Akesson and Nilsson
(2006) observe, decentralized bodies “observe a principle of integrated, vertical
hierarchy”.

President Guebuza’s public commitment to the “district as the pole of development” has
in fact coincided with a growing interest in the donor community with decentralisation as
an avenue to “good governance.” In the second Poverty Reduction Strategy, it is no
wonder then that good governance, administrative and financial decentralisation are
considered fundamental conditions for the success. The UN and a number of European
donor countries have invested in the decentralisation process since the 1990s.

Currently, in theory, in Mozambique there is a bottom-up planning and budgeting process
that is led by the District and coordinated by offices at the Provincial and Ministerial
levels. District Economic Social Plans and Budgets (PESOD) are developed to address
the challenges and goals of poverty reduction set out in the National Poverty Reduction
Strategy. In practice, recent studies show budgeting and planning can occur out of sync
and ultimately end up affecting the resources available to District government to deliver
key services.

Adding to the complexity at the District level is a new fund dedicated to development,
called the Fund for Local Initiative and Investments, commonly known as the “7 million
[meticais]”. Until 2008, the Fund amounted to about $300,000 per district.

The Fund is intended to be a subsidized credit mechanism managed by the district
Consultative Council and District Administration. As of 2008, its objective is two-fold: to
foment job creation and food production. The evolution of this fund, according to Hanlon
and Smart, “caught many donors and cooperation agencies by surprise”.

As mentioned above, tl@onselho ConsultivfCC) was designed to be the institution for
participation in development planning, and as such was chosen to manage the Fund
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allocations. In Majune members of the Council wexad-picked by the District
Administration. Members come from civil society and the private sector. Importantly,
three members of the Malanga Farmers Union actually sit on the Council.

In the first years in Majune, grotesque and predatory rent-seeking occurred with the Fund,
and local business interests were big winners.

The tractor

With CAFOD'’s support UNAC initiated a pilot project in “policy monitoring” with the
Malanga Farmers Union in 2007. Even prior to the first formal sessions in Majune, it
seemed inevitable that Malanga would be interested in monitoring the budgeting and
implementation of the 7 Million Fund. Members of associations shared that their
“objective in forming this union is to get access to the 7 million that | heard about in the
elections”.

The Malanga Farmers Union, in diagnosing community problems, always seemed to
return to low agricultural production. Production was interrelated with nutrition,

education and the welfare of orphans. One member reported to be feeding and caring for
25 children. Solutions proposed by the group included access to inputs like water pumps
for irrigation, animal or mechanical traction, better access to markets, and warehouse
facilities.

The most immediate challenge for the Union was to gain access to any policy document
related to District finance and planning. The three members of Malanga who sat on the
Consultative Council were evading the group when it started to request documents and
information from the Council’s meetings. Bolder members of the Union went to the

house of one Council member, and were able to copy a couple of lines out of the PESOD.
After months of pressure, the group was able to get their own copy of the 2006 PESOD.
(UNAC facilitated photocopies as there is no public photocopy facility in the District.)

Members suggested they monitor the provision of key agricultural inputs that could
increase production, including water pumps and tractors. Two tractors were listed in the
PESOD, which stated that they would be “acquired and allocated to agricultural
associations.”

Later the group obtained a copy of the listing of approved projects for the 7 million Fund.
Indeed, the tractor wdisted in the 2007 allocations as approved and executed. So it was
both listed in the PESOD and paid for by the Fund.

Minutes from a meeting of the Consultative Council, days before the “fictitious delivery”
state: “The tractor shall be managed by the District Secretariat”.

Members caught on to the opportunistic combination by the district government of the “7

million” Fund and the PESOD. One member asked, “So now the Consultative Council is
an association?”
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A civil servant in Majune told us that, as none of what is written in the PESOD is
“guaranteed”, the members of District government were “idealistic” and requested money
from the Fund for investments. He also explained there was political pressure from the
Governor to symbolically “deliver” the tractor.

The government clearly had its doubts about allowing the Union to manage the tractor.
The District Administrator shared with us that in spite of the great interest in the
decentralized local funds among farmers associations, “the problem is management,
programming and planning.”

By the end of 2008, UNAC and the Union were able to deduce that, from the point of
view of the government, the Union would not be capable of managing the tractor and
would have to make another proposal — presumably a more complete and convincing
one.

The leopard and the rabbit

So who actually owns the tractor? According to the District government the tractor was
purchased with no owner. Who “owns” the PESOD? The Fund? Who owns development
strategies and budgets at the district level? And does “decentralisation” have an owner?

In February 2009, on the drive to Majune, | asked my colleagues from UNAC Niassa
how the concepts of “ownership” were expressed in local languages. Words that
approximated “ownership” appear to abound, all with specific nuances. This conversation
about ownership seemed to have a subconscious impact of UNAC’s Coordinator, who in
a meeting with the Farmers Union later rather spontaneously cited a Makua proverb.

He said yanene tiyaneriewhich means literally, “the owner is (indeed) the own€&hé

proverb comes from a folktale about the clever rabbit and the strong leopard. The
leopard, even though very friendly with the rabbit, decides that he must have the rabbit’s
special pouch. The rabbit has a pouch that never gets full, no matter how much he puts in
it — perfect for long journeys.

Instead of trying to convince the rabbit to give it to him, the leopard ambushes rabbit one
day, leaping at his throat, where the pouch is hanging. He disappears — into the
bottomless pouch! At the leopard’s funeral, the rabbit takes advantage of the moment to
singyanene tiyanene, yosivela werenveélde owner is (indeed) the owner. If you

would like something, you must ask for ilfere brute force is being taught a lesson by

the clever rabbit.

This proverb seemed to capture the decentralisation process for average citizens and
associations, who had to persistently ask for copies of documents. In Majune, the mere
act of consulting a document implies a personal, and sometimes difficult, request. Certain
individuals have the power to limit dissemination of information.
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Yanene tiyaneneas the message of the district official when he referred to the tractor.
When Mbembe refers to the “intimacy” of domination in the postcolonial state, one no
longer based on “surveillance” or “coercion”, | argue he is referring to this close
relationship between the rabbit and the leopard. The Mozambican government exerts
influence and ownership through “conviviality”. These are not relationships necessarily
characterized by binaries of state and civil society, or domination and dominated.

A perfect illustration of this is the role played by the members of the Consultative

Council who were also members of the Malanga Farmers Union. They were privy to a
great deal of information that they rarely shared with the Union or the public. Rank and
file members of the Union showed genuine frustration with them. In a public meeting in
August 2007, already frustration was boiling over and members attempted to name and
shame their member on the Council. One member publically asked why “the money stays
in the drawers, the only person to get a loan is Mr Baptista”.

And yet Union members were careful not to push too far, as their members of the Council
were their best hope of accessing information and getting their projects funded. UNAC
believed that often they would say one thing to Union members and another inside of the
Council -- Mbembe’s use of the word “connivance” comes to mind here.

The Paris Declaration: a moral without a story

Mozambican “ownership” of development strategies, budgets and aid — from the highest
level to the most local — is based on clever appropriation not by force, but instead
resulting from intimate social relations where as Mbembe expresses it, “those who
command and those assumed to obey” are entangled. Policymakers and organisations
working in the areas of participation and social accountability must learn from those who
Mozambican anthropologist Euclides Gongalves (2006) identifies as “local political
entrepreneurs” — the clever ones, who have learned to navigate decentralisation to their
own advantage.

The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness offers a moral — ownership — but without
more attention to the characters and the plot, the moral is empty. “Donors” and “partner
countries” are the characters and the “poverty reduction strategies” and “indicators” the
plot devices. But this is simply not enough. For “ownership” to become a lived and
relevant term, more stories, with all of their complexity and entanglement of characters,
must be told.
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South-South cooperation as a complement to North-South cooperation: Development

aid and AIDS in a Brazilian context
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Box 700, SE-405 30 Géteborg, Sweden

Introduction

This article will focus on the power dynamics that still exist in development cooperation. My
goal is to reveal the nexus between power, knowledge, and politics in “traditional’ North-
South cooperation and also in South-South cooperation. Some of the world’s ‘emerging
economies’, such as Brazil, China, India, Malaysia, South Africa, and Thailand, have recently
increased their trade with and development assistance to other countries in the Global South.
The United Nations has reported on the increasing cooperation between countries in the
South, cooperation that also includes HIV/AIDS treatment assistance and aid to Africa. Brazil
has initiated South-South partnerships and established political, economic, and social
regionalization as an alternative to North-South bilateral aid programs and trade.! What we
see are new forms of development assistance emerging in the fields of health, technology,
energy, and other areas of expertise. Besides the networks established by Brazil, there are
other more overarching constructions, such as the United Nations Development Program
(UNDP), which has set up a South-South Cooperation Fund (www.undp.org) as a special unit.
Since 1989 the Group for South-South Consultation and Coordination (G-15) has been

promoting bilateral South-South cooperation.” These changes might indicate the emergence of
a ‘new’ horizontal communication involving the exchange of technical knowledge and

capacity building. Exchange and cooperation have, however, always existed between

! One example is that Brazil has provided locally manufactured antiretroviral drugs to about 11 other
developing countries such as Bolivia, Burkina Faso, Cape Verde, Colombia, East Timor, El Salvador, Guinea-
Bissau, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Paraguay, and Sdo Tomé and Principe. Brazil coordinates an international
HIV/AIDS technical cooperation network that includes Argentina, China, Cuba, Nigeria, Russia, Thailand, and
the Ukraine. The network aims to facilitate the transfer of technologies for the production of antiretrovirals, and
there are several civil society collaborations between non-governmental organizations (NGOs) in the Global
South.

? There are also assistance programs to eradicate hunger and HIV/AIDS, e.g. the Marrakech Declaration.
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countries in the South, and to discuss a new emerging aid paradigm there must be a

qualitative change in the Kuhnian sense. Whether this has occurred remains to be examined.®

The world is in a constant state of change, and at the end of the Cold War a transformation
of power structures took place to rebuild countries in need of aid for reconstruction. The
global view that sees the world in terms of a dichotomy of developed and underdeveloped
nations has been heavily discussed and questioned, and the need to create a more equal
relationship has been a recurrent theme in the history of development aid. Some landmarks
of the first decade of the 21st century that illustrate these changes are the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs), signed in 2001, and the Paris Declaration on Aid
Effectiveness, March 2005, that followed-up and complemented the MDGs. The latest
summit was the Accra Agenda for Action in 2008. The question is what the rising power and
influence of the newly emerging countries signifies. Is the gap between the Global North and
the Global South diminishing, and do the development goals outlined in the Paris
Declaration constitute something new in relation to development and aid cooperation? The
intentions of the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda for Action are to achieve the
MDGs by 2015. They call for placing more responsibility on the recipient countries and
emphasize the concepts of ‘ownership’ and ‘partnership’, ‘horizontal’ dialogue between
donor and recipient countries, and “‘donor harmonization’. With regard to power structures
the emphasis on the following points is central:

* Greater recipient control over the funds provided.

* More limited influence by the donors.

Apart from the complexity of development policy involving new actors, another shift is
taking place: the growing importance of the bourgeoning world of civil society aid. The
focus of development assistance is moving from the most important aid-recipient being the
State to greater involvement by the market and civil society actors.* What is the role of the
so called “aid industry” in the present globalized world, as one phenomenon among many
influencing and contributing to efforts to eradicate poverty, alleviate pandemics such as
AIDS and other transmittable diseases, eliminate the unjust distribution of power, and create
a more equitable world?

3 T Kuhn discusses the notion of paradigm shift in The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 1962.
* Ottaway, M., T. Carothers (Eds) Funding Virtue: Civil Society Aid and Democracy Promotion, Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, 2000.

45



My contribution will focus on Brazil, as both a donor and a recipient country, in relation to
development aid and AIDS. The global tendency whereby a huge amount of aid, both from
international organizations but also as bilateral country support, is channelled through NGOs
and the State can in some cases be weakening and may even be reversed, which is of interest
in the aid debate. A substantial amount of research has shown that a common denominator
throughout the spectrum of AIDS-donors is a positive attitude towards civil society. In the
‘global fight against AIDS’ the State is not always seen as the main problem solver, which
reflects a changed balance of power between the government and civil society.> Some cases of
collaboration through partnerships including the Brazilian government and civil society

organizations will be presented and examined.

The Background of Brazil’s role in South-South cooperation

Brazil is the world’s 12th largest economy. However, the distribution of wealth in the country
is among the most inequitable in the world. In a world order dividing the globe into North and
South, Brazil and other middle-income countries become invisible. They do not fit into the
system of being either a donor or a recipient country. Instead they are situated at the interface
between the ‘developed’ and the ‘developing’ world. The “Brazilian model” of AIDS
governance is widely viewed as a success story. It was developed in partnership with civil
society AIDS organizations, and through bridge-building with scientists and private
corporations such as the pharmaceutical industry. Brazil wants to export knowledge, capacity,
and domestically produced drugs to other countries through development cooperation
projects, and this has also been incorporated into Brazilian foreign policy. During the 1990s
Brazil received support from the World Bank and international donors to strengthen its AIDS
program, and various forms of assistance continue within the health sector. The implications
of this anomalous hybridity of aid actors and organizations will be discussed, as will the
question of whether Brazil has found its own form of ‘local ownership’, going beyond the

Paris Declaration and Accra, for projects related to public health.

The aid industry
The complexity of the ‘aid industry” can be illustrated with some figures from the UNAIDS

Report The “Three Ones’ in action. These show how a multitude of stakeholders are entering

> Follér, M. and Thorn, H. (Eds.), The Politics of AIDS, Globalization, the State and Civil Society,
Palgrave/Macmillan, 2008.
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countries such as Mozambique.® The South-South donors, among them Brazil, are still in the
minority, but the number of external actors is impressive. China and India are two important
examples, but even Brazil plays a major regional role in Latin America and the Caribbean, as
well as in Africa (primarily in the Portuguese-speaking countries). A tendency can be seen in
which the present world order, dominated by North-South flows of aid, is changing into a
much more multi-polar arrangement with a web of cooperation linking “traditional” donor
countries together with emerging donor countries, and in which civil society organizations
play a growing role in the cooperation. The question is what this greater number of choices —
and greater involvement of civil society — mean for global aid and for the recipient countries?
Does the multiplicity of options in itself give the recipient countries greater control over the

funds provided and thereby limit the donors’ influence?

A Brazilian statement

The official Brazilian view, put forward by the Brazilian delegation at the Accra High Level
Forum on Aid Effectiveness 2—4 September 2008, depicts the Paris Declaration as an
inflexible divide in the world development order. The speech, which was highly critical of the

narrow North-South perspective on the world order, is here cited in part (emphasis mine):

.... In this context, | would like to introduce South-South cooperation [...]. South-South cooperation
has developed its own practices in terms of motivation, negotiation and implementation. These
practices sometimes differ from the ones applied in North-South cooperation or by some IFIs. [...]
The South-South cooperation providers should not be automatically classified as ‘new-donors’, in
the sense that not all of them wish to reproduce the rationale and conduct of DAC-OECD donors.
We believe that there is no single way to achieve more effectiveness in development cooperation.
Having said that, my Government believes that the debate on the effectiveness of development
cooperation continues to be unbalanced. We would like to suggest that some new paragraphs be

inserted in the ‘AAA’ document, as a separated item dealing with South-South cooperation.’

This statement is very critical of the status quo. It demonstrates the existence of a controversy
over power structures and the world order, and elucidates the inequalities still inherent in the
aid relationship. The Brazilian view is that there is still no real ownership, and that a
paradigmatic shift is needed. | interpret the statement as expressing indignation, where

knowledge and practices created in the Global South are not fully recognized as having a

® The “Three Ones’ in action: where we are and where we go from here. UNAIDS, 2005:20.

" This is an excerpt from the Brazilian delegation’s speech. The full speech can be found at:
http://www.mofep.gov.gh/hlf brazil.htm, visited 14 October 2009.
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value equivalent to Western knowledge. But whether South-South cooperation will in the
future pay more attention to local dynamics and social action undertaken in cooperation with
the recipient countries remains to be seen. In my upcoming research I will continue working
with discourse analysis and examining donor document to determine if there are differences
in values between the donors’ and the recipient countries’ views, and to discern power

structures and hidden agendas.

Some Brazilian South-South cooperation initiatives

At the beginning of the 1990s Brazil had the third highest absolute number of people with AIDS in
the world. Today less than 1% of the population is living with HIV/AIDS. Civil society actors
played a key role in bringing about the national AIDS policy that emerged through a process of re-
democratization after twenty years of dictatorship. Civil society organizations have improved
democratic accountability and fulfilled the watchdog function through the principle of social
control, a central principle in the Brazilian Constitution stating that health care is the right of the

citizens and the obligation of the State.

To develop its National AIDS Program Brazil received substantial loans from the World Bank
(WB) distributed 1995-1998 and 1999-2002, and a smaller one 2003-2006. This large
amount of funding was for the most part used to implement prevention programs, services,
and epidemiological monitoring, and to strengthen the health infrastructure. The loans were
questioned, especially by civil society organizations, because of the conditions attached to
them. The WB policies strictly forbade expenditures for antiretrovirals (ARV). The
motivation of the WB was that treatment with ARVs was too costly for developing countries
with limited resources. At the same time, civil society organizations (CSOs) and the
government had a campaign for ‘scaling up AIDS treatment’. The AIDS-NGOs pressured the
government for universal access to treatment, and the campaign was supported by
international organizations including the United Nations and the World Health Organization
(WHO). The WB supported several NGOs working with prevention, but at the same time the
same NGOs received increased governmental support to lobby for expansion of AIDS
treatment. The WB loans achieved their set goals of strengthening the health infrastructure
and improving monitoring. But many unintended goals were also reached. | found this
interesting, as it illustrates the power dynamics and conflicting value systems that exist
between the WB and the Brazilian National AIDS Program including the AIDS movement.
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‘Just as in other policy areas, the WB attempted to shape the Brazilian AIDS program.’® An
open clash between the WB’s emphasis on prevention and the NGOs’ pressure for universal
treatment is expressed. The government worked in close cooperation with the AIDS
movements, and from the point of view of national ownership the loans led (unintentionally)
to a strengthening of the Brazilian AIDS ‘model’. Probably there was a softening of the WB’s
value system in the global discussions on aid and due to the Washington Consensus losing
credibility. During the negotiations with the government, and under strong pressure from civil
society actors, the WB had to deviate from the neo-liberal logic of costs and benefits that
viewed prevention as likely to bring about more economic benefit. Some helpful points that

give cause for optimism about changing power structures in the future are:

* The democratization of the Brazilian society, with its strong civil society.
* A constitution that expressly states ‘everybody’s right to health’ and the citizens’ duty to

exert ‘social control’.

Brazil is still receiving bilateral support from northern countries and international
organizations, even for launching South-South collaborations. I will briefly mention some
examples of these initiatives. One development project was initiated by Brazil through
national AIDS-NGOs in partnership with the Brazilian Ministry of Health and the National
AIDS Program. The recipients of the aid were the Bolivian and Paraguayan national AIDS
programs and their public health institutions. The project was named Access to AIDS
Treatment in Bolivia and Paraguay: International Cooperation and Social Mobilization.’ The
motivation of the civil society for initiating the project was to strengthen ‘universal access to
treatment’ activities in Latin America. The Brazilian government participated in the project
through the donation of AIDS medicines. From the documentation and interviews a picture
emerges of discussions about local ownership, and it is seen that local leaders and NGO
representatives were identified early in the process and recruited to design the workshops.
Representatives of civil society organizations in the recipient countries were present from the
planning stages onward. One criticism from other NGOs was that civil society should not be

the prolonged arm of a governmental program to donate drugs; the importance of the

8 Biehl, J. “‘Pharmaceutical Governance’ in Global Pharmaceuticals, Ethics, Markets, Practices. A. Petryna, A.
Lakoff, A. Kleinman (Eds.), 2007: 213.

9 PIMENTA, Cristina, Veriano Terto Jr., Luciana Kamel, lvia Maksud & Juan Carlos Raxach. 2006. Access to
AIDS treatment in Bolivia and Paraguay. International cooperation and social mobilization. Rio de Janeiro:
ABIA.
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autonomy of civil society organizations and their watchdog role with regard to the

government were highlighted.

Other initiatives were that in 2004 the National AIDS Program, together with UNAIDS,
launched an International Center for Technical Cooperation (CICT).' Besides receiving
support from UNAIDS, this South-South network receives support from the German GTZ and
the UK Department for International Development (DFID). It is also a new hybrid
organization for cooperation and an example of changes in the development aid arena, with
Brazil as a global player. GTZ uses the term “triangular cooperation’, defined as a horizontal
structure to resolve common problems through the exchange of experience and ‘know-how’.
From a GTZ donor document it is obvious that there are some tensions about the contents of
the CICT project and how to implement the aid. There are differing opinions about how to
carry out the project. GTZ has certain ideas about how to proceed, which is evident in the
donor document. CICT has another view, and the question is whether these disagreements can
be solved through negotiations. Does GTZ have to accept the way CICT wants to conduct the
project even if they are critical of it? The issue concerns whether the CICT should have the
last word beyond the Paris and Accra declarations, and that this is the interpretation of a shift

to more national ownership.

Some concluding remarks

Something is happening with regard to the division of the world into a Global North and
Global South as new actors are entering the aid arena. The Brazilian delegation at the Accra
meeting represented a new voice being raised. Brazil is not a passive objects of aid, but an
active agent resisting the conditions set by donors and creating a space for independent
interpretation and action.

The WB imposes strict conditions for receiving loans. But thanks to Brazil’s strong National
AIDS Program and pressure from a pro-active civil society, it has been able to continue on the
path of national ownership and universal access to treatment.

Lessons from Brazil that are relevant to achieving well-functioning local ownership are:

* The level of democracy in the country is vital, including transparency and accountability on
both governmental and civil society levels. The bottom-up pressure on the government from a

pro-active civil society has strengthened the democratization of Brazil.

19 The name in Portuguese is Centro Internacional de Cooperagdo Técnica em HIV/AIDS (CICT/AIDS).
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* The “political will” and commitment of the government are essential.

* The development partnership with Bolivia and Paraguay is still too new to evaluate, but it is
of great interest as it includes ideas of strengthening the region, and cultural aspects are
highlighted.

The question not yet answered is whether Brazil has found its own form of ‘local ownership’
beyond the Paris Declaration and Accra. Brazil’s AIDS policies have a good international
reputation. The model functions in Brazil, and other countries can learn lessons from, but not
copy, the model. Brazil exports knowledge and experience of the donation of AIDS drugs and
capacity building, supporting the construction of pharmaceutical laboratories and factories in
the Global South. The decisions relating to goals are based on their own priorities and they

have strong self-esteem based on effective practical activities.

Do regional cooperation and South-South cooperation imply another rationale or logic in
cooperation projects than the multilateral and bilateral transfer of North-South aid? It is
probably too early to answer this question, but the aid landscape is changing, with new actors
entering the scene; a constructive dialogue between northern and southern donors to achieve
sustainable development and poverty reduction should be in focus. In general terms, the
following things are necessary if changes in the power relations are to take place. The role of
the donors should be limited and be made less interventionist, as local ownership implies a
shift of power. The national plans of the recipient countries should be supported in a more
overt way. The role of the Global North could be to act as a broker or facilitator and pave the
way for dialogue. If the donors wish to set conditions, they must be transparent and open to

negotiation.
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Ownership by ODA- Projectsin Vietham

1. Development of Technical Assistance (TA) projects in Vietham

a. Phase 1 (the beginning of the Reforms: 1988-1995)

In the post war time frame, Vietnam had some development aid projects from
Russia and Eastern European countries. Most of these projects were to help
Vietnam build up its infrastructure and to directly make a partial contribution
to Viethamese people’ essential needs. These projects were in turn completed
in 1980s.

Vietnam’s economic reforms officially began in 1986 when the planned
economy was gradually transformed into a market economy. This is a
completely new change in the development of the world’'s economy’s
underlying models. The most important feature of the change was a shift from
a one-sector economy (state economy) into a multi-sector economy.
Consequently, Vietham'’s problems during the change were different from the
ones market economies normally experienced. In particular, state failure was
paid more attention to than market failure was.

Vietnamese researchers and officers had hardly mastered their knowledge of
the market economy- they had, however, experienced 30 years of planned
economy (1958-1988). One of the most important requisites for success in the
change was to provide researchers and policy-makers with knowledge of the
market economy. Therefore, education was paid much more attention to in this
phase than application was. Accordingly, projects focused on activities such as
training, workshops, knowledge, and experience improvement.

Together with the change in the economy’s underlying economic model,
Vietnam gradually became familiar with ODA projects in general and TA
projects in particular. Most of TA projects were proposed by donors, while
Vietnam did not take an active part in these projects, due to its inexperience. In
economic reforms, the GTZ organization offered a relatively comprehensive
project system including an ‘economic reform support’ project, a ‘state budget
reform’ project, ‘banking reform support’ project, ‘administration reform’
project, an ‘auditing system development’ project, etc. Despite its limited
participation in these projects, Vietham benefited a lot from their provision of
fundamental knowledge which was the major need of Vietnam.
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In this first phase of the reforms, Vietnam also had a big demand for ODA in
all sectors meanwhile donors’ offerings were not diversified enough. As a
result, it was not necessary for Vietnam to select one project but accept almost
all offerings from donors.

b. Phase 2: Extension of TA projects after the removal of US’s ban on
Vietnam (1995-2000)

In this phase, the Vietham Government enhanced open policies, both in
economic and political fields, in order to make the economy change faster at
high growth and gradually integrate into the global trade. Together with the
removal of US’s ban on Vietnam, the Vietham Government's open policies
promoted the development of TA projects. In particular, there were many more
donors and an even larger scale TA projects in many different sectors.

TA projects were mostly implemented in centraly-controlled organizations, due
to the weaknesses in decentralization of state management as well as of TA
project management, and due to the limited experience and knowledge of
provincial officers. Only a small percentage of TA projects were directly
managed by provinces. Some projects to assist provinces to resolve their own
problems were managed and directed by ministries. Therefore, the project
flexibility and effectiveness were not so high.

Meanwhile the number and scale of TA projects were increasing; Vietham’s
experience in usage and exploitation of these projects was not respectively
going up. The projects’ effectiveness in this phase was relatively low due to
weak cooperation between projects and Vietnam’s low activeness and self
management in many TA projects.

c. Phase 3: new stage of the Reforms (since 2000)

Since 2000, the Vietnam Government has enhanced the administration reforms
to come up with higher quality of the economic reforms. This change caused
other changes in technical assistance, as well as in TA project proportion: the
proportion of projects directly and indirectly relating to administration reforms
has been increasing at all levels.

One of the most important issues in the Administration Reforms is to foster the
decentralization in all sectors by which the provincial administration’s rights
and duties increase. Accordingly, donors have actively contacted provincial
administrations and many TA projects have been directly managed by
provinces. However, the implementation of TA projects in provinces is facing
many difficulties and projects’ effectiveness is not so high due to lack of
experience and foreign language skills in TA project management, shortages of
competent officers, as well as poor working conditions.
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There is a difference between activeness or ownership of central leveled and
provincial leveled agencies due to the difference in TA project demand-supply
relations and experience in the implementation of projects at these two levels.
Most of the provinces accept projects proposed by donors, while central
agencies have actually selected the proposed projects and donors. Some
inappropriate projects were rejected or adjusted by Vietnam. Therefore, it is
possible to say that ownership has been set up and developed in TA projects.

2. Obstructions in the implementation of policies, in the activeness and
ownership in TA projects

- Officers’ and management’s limited knowledge of market economy

There were many difficulties in building and implementing the economic
policies, due to lack of market economy knowledge, especially in the first stage
of the reforms. These difficulties were seen in thinking, in policy making, in
analysis as well as in behaviors in the implementation of policies.

- Both long and short term foreign experts’ lack of understanding Vietham

Many foreign experts were not given the chance to study Vietnam’s context
before their assignment in Vietham. The application of African or Asian
experts’ experience to Vietham negatively affected results and effectiveness of
projects in Vietnam. This was due to the fact that donors did not run
appropriate introduction programs about Vietnam or that Vietham agencies
failed in providing experts with essential information- especially TA project-
related information- to help them understand Vietnam’s context.

- Difference in culture and customs of Vietham and other countries of
donors.

The only way to get the highest level of effectiveness out of TA projects is that
two parties (experts and Vietnam agencies) understand each other and are open
enough. One of the most important things to reach the mentioned point is that
the two parties master certain knowledge of each other’s culture, characteristics
and customs. This helps experts come up with feasible and effective
consultancy proposals in decision making.

- Language difference
Language difference stays as a big obstruction in project implementation

especially in provincial projects where not many Vietnamese officers are able
to directly communicate with foreign experts. There are misunderstandings in
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many projects despite the use of interpreters, which may lead to a big negative
Impact on project implementation.

- No ‘bridges’ or business contacts between foreign experts and Vietham
agencies

To resolve the problems of language and cultural differences, there is a demand
for a ‘bridge’ between two parties. Normally, it is a coordinator or an
interpreter who takes the accountability. However, it is a pity that not all
projects have a ‘bridge’ because of the position’s high requirements of
professional knowledge, foreign languages, culture, and customs of Vietnam
and granting countries.

- Short term expert’s poor preparations for Vietnam assignment and post
assignments

Due to some different reasons, some short term experts could not collect
enough information about Vietnam. Consequently, their consultancy was
theoretical, general, and not practical. After the short term contract completion,
there was no contact between short term experts and Vietnam agencies, which
negatively affected effectiveness and stability of bilateral cooperation.

- Corruption and local interest in Vietham

This is a negative impact on not only financial support projects but also TA

projects. Corruption and local interest may lead to mistakes in the definition of

sector, location and beneficiary, which reduces results and effectiveness of TA
projects, raises the threat of the ‘money of poor people in rich countries going
into the pockets of rich people in poor countries’.

3. Proposals to improve TA project effectiveness in poor alleviation process,
especially in rural and mountainous areas

- Cooperate in definition of demand for TA projects, in which proposals by
grantee countries are paid great attention to.

- Foster decentralization as well as support capability enhancement of
provincial officers.

- Provide long term expert with a course of general knowledge of grantee
countries’ culture , customs, etc

- Improve the explicitness of TA project preparation and implementation.

- Clearly state roles, duties of each party in project implementation as well as
certain regulations in project cooperation.

- Strengthen anti-corruption and anti-local interest.
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Democratic ownership in a context of asymmetric powers:
aid to support endogenous development?
Inspired by the case of Mali

. DEMOCRATIC OWNERSHIP: A CONTRASTED PICTURE

In theory...

The Paris Declaration is the response provided by development partners to the rather
courageous acknowledgment in 2004 of the fact that partners from the North (known here as
TFPs: Technical and Financial Partners) were not coordinated and too often dictated the
development agenda to their partners from the South. In order to increase the effectiveness
of official development aid (ODA), certain basic principles were laid down in the Paris
Declaration (PD), which was clearly intended to ensure that ODA would be provided with due
regard to the sovereignty of the beneficiary country, through mechanisms that would make its
management easier for the latter. In that regard, those intentions are quite laudable. The
application of those principles, in particular the principle of ownership, may however be
criticised.

The principle of ownership is supposed to correct some of the practices that were recognised
as a form of interference, and put the government of the recipient State in “the steering seat”.
The Accra Agenda for Action requires this ownership to be demaocratic: it is thus not just
ownership by the central government. The intention is to broaden the base of ownership by
equally involving elected officials, local authorities (LAs), and civil society organisations
(CSOs).

In practice...

It now appears quite clear however that the principle of democratic ownership is rarely ever
translated into concrete action. This is reflected in the importance given to harmonisation and
alignment to the detriment of ownership in reference documents (e.g. national action plans on
aid effectiveness, framework for action of the technical and financial partners, etc.), as well as
the fact that the concept of simple ownership is maintained, with its onlly requirement being
the existence of a PRSP/GPRSP when this had been considered inadequate for indicator in
Accra.

Factors inhibiting democratic ownership: the instruments and modalities are at fault...

Concerning the instruments used in aid to countries of the South, it would be a good idea to
question their relevance in relation to the principle of ownership. In the Paris Declaration, the
indicator for ownership was the existence of a Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP,
converted into GPRSP). Now, it is clear that in order for it to serve as a basis for funding, this
document must be approved by the International Financial Institutions.

Development models and standard formats are imposed. Does this not prove, precisely, that
governments which receive budgetary support lack the required autonomy? Can a
government really decide not to draft a PRSP (Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper) or a
GPRSP (Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper), or decide to base its poverty
reduction activities on something other than economic growth? To what extent is a
government really free to define its own development strategy? Can a government that
aspires to receive financial assistance avoid opening up its markets and privatising its public
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services? What country in the South can expect to develop in present times while protecting
itself from liberalism and subsidising its agriculture? There is a clear problem of asymmetric
powers, which is compounded by the indebtedness of countries of the South. Is it coincidence
that at a time when Europe is seeking to impose Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAS)
on African countries, negotiations on the 10" EDF are also underway?

Many more or less subtle devices and the use of safeguards make it possible to mark the way
and direct priorities: among these are conditionality and triggers, technical assistants and
experts who are closely involved in all phases of the design of reference documents. In order
to ensure that the agenda of partner countries is well aligned on the aid policies of the
principal TFPs, care is taken to place expatriate technical advisers (from the donor countries,
and funded by them) in the ministries concerned, to draft the reference documents that are
supposed to be a reflection of the priorities of the partner country, and which will subsequently
be discussed among the TFPs, amended and approved by the latter. The degree of legitimacy
of these documents is questionable, in particular in the light of democratic principles.
Furthermore, since these technical assistants generally carry out the work directly, in the
place of the civil servants that they are attached to, it is doubtful that there are any results in
terms of capacity building.

As to the modalities of aid, budgetary assistance, which is increasingly promoted under the
aid effectiveness agenda, is neither good nor bad per se. It is just one way of disbursing
funds. It would certainly be an adequate instrument for dealing with a legitimate beneficiary
government equipped with a development policy that is the result of broad-based democratic
debate, and capable of managing aid in a transparent manner. But these three conditions are
hardly ever all met...

Finally, mention must be made here of the need to disburse funds, which the TFPs are
confronted with, since the disbursement rate is often the main performance indicator
(particularly in the case of budgetary support). This need to disburse distorts aid governance
as it leads to some laxity with regard to certain practices, or even skews the assessment of
some development outcomes. This was the case in particular in the assistance provided to
decentralisation in Mali where the attainment of certain objectives (expressed through
manipulated indicators) was highly overestimated in order not to compromise the
disbursement of the variable instalments. This requirement also leads the TFPs to develop the
capacities of their government partners not on the basis of the quality of their policies in
relation to real development outcomes, but by targeting those who disburse the least, as
expressed in the priority action programme of TFPs in Mali.

Development models are also at fault ...

For donor countries, official development aid is one of the components of external policy and
as such, it is not unconnected to the economic interests of the donor country in particular.
There is therefore a field of tension between the apparent objective of aid, which is supposed
to foster the development of recipient countries, and the temptation to use aid as a lever to
guarantee access to commodities in countries of the South; markets for industrialised
products from the North; a favourable environment for establishing businesses from the North;
tax exemption schemes for extractive industries; the return of undesirable migrants, etc.

This reality has led to a certain standardised, dominant model of development that, in
conjunction with aid delivery modalities that tend to reduce the margin for manoeuvre of
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recipient countries, have an impact on the political sovereignty of a government to build its
own vision of development and define the content of its policies.

Although the Accra Agenda for Action highlighted the principle of democratic ownership, it
does not touch on the issues of trade liberalisation or privatisation of public services, which
are often put forward by donors as conditions. Nor is it very ambitious about untying of aid,
which means that donors can continue to tie their aid to the purchase of their goods and
services instead of procuring them in countries of the South and thus supporting local
economies.

These are power plays that undermine national sovereignty...

The dominant development model advocated by development partners has an incidence on
the application of the principle of democratic ownership. Each time dependency is created, it
saps the national sovereignty of a country. And this applies to all sectors: to the social sector,
with the privatisation of energy public services (to the profit of multinational companies); the
economic sector with liberalisation to the detriment of national production, when the country
no longer produces what it consumes or transforms what it produces; the financial sector with
debt and external aid that it is indispensable for paying civil servants, and the cultural sector
where consumption habits change, with people no longer consuming what they produce, etc.

Some recent examples show how the aid tool can be wielded: the AFD (Agence Frangaise de
Développement) has invested in the capital of the multinational company, Veolia. This
operation was presented as a model of public-private partnership that should enable Veolia to
benefit from the experience of the AFD and thus position itself better in the framework of
energy sector privatisation in countries of the South. The case of Mali was cited, where an
agreement with a major French company to privatise the water sector was broken by the
Malian government. Such an example could now be avoided thanks to this type of
partnership. Itis clear just how much the French position has been strengthened: the AFD
funds studies (carried out by French consultants) that recommend the privatisation of public
services in the South (without any accompanying measures to strengthen the local private
sector). It organises the calls for tenders, and Veolia submits a tender. One might wonder if in
fact aid in this instance does not rather serve the interests of businesses from the North that
wish to set up shop in the South and make profits, than the interests of a population that sees
more and more basic social services being managed with a commercial approach...

Another recent example is the adoption of the law on bio-safety in Mali. Mali had resisted the
introduction of GMOs, with pressure from local farmers' movements in particular. Massive aid
was then provided by USAID and invested to accelerate the process of approving the law,
which was initially rejected by the National Assembly. USAID employs two full time staff on
this issue, and funded the drafting of the law by a former Monsanto legal expert, in addition to
supporting very generous activities to educate members of the National Assembly. Now, the
interest of the United States in the market for GMO seeds is quite well known...

... and democracy in recipient countries
These power plays have a direct impact on the quality of democracy and thus on the
dimension of democratic ownership. In Mali, trade unions were obliged to temper their

positions because, on the one hand, the government does not have the margin for manoeuvre
to use its budget as it wishes (wage and salary demands in contradiction to the objectives of
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“putting public finances in order”), and on the other, government made it known that some
demands could compromise the acquisition of funds in other social sectors.

The same process was used during the tripartite review of development progress that was
supposed to involve the main Malian civil society groupings and networks. On the eve of the
tripartite exercise to review the progress made in development, government convened a
meeting of these civil society stakeholders, who had been invited to take part in the exercise,
and asked them not to be overly critical as this could compromise their efforts with donors. At
the time, the Malian government was deploying a strategy to acquire funding.

Finally, we must not forget the fact that money dictates priorities. One such illustration is the
water policy of Mali. The government has acknowledged the urgent need to rehabilitate water-
points as the old state of installations reduces the output rate of pumps. Yet, although
government had made clear commitments to pay for the cost of rehabilitation, the lack of
interest in this issue on the part of donors has relegated it to the background.

Question: How can democratic institutions be strengthened in the context of

asymmetric powers, as characterised by the following?

. Standardised development models that serve the interests of donors, and the fact that
money dictates priorities.

. The persistence of tied aid and conditionality that constitute obstacles to the capacity of
a government to negotiate with its own social movements.

. The use of international consultants and technical assistants appointed to key ministries
to handle development engineering and who take the place of government agents, to
draft development strategies and policies.

The trend would need to be reversed in three ways:

1. Development agencies should truly be driven by a spirit of partnership and cooperation
that respect the sovereignty of countries of the South, and should resist to any attempt to
turn aid into an instrument to promote other political interests.

2. This technocratic approach to development, induced by the Paris Declaration, should be
questioned, and efforts to improve aid effectiveness should target tangible development
effects, rather than focusing on disbursement requirements, contractual and financial
mechanisms.

3. Aid should serve to strengthen democratic forces and their ability to nurture an
endogenous vision of their development that is more entrenched in local realities, and
takes into account the aspirations of the population.

| should like to develop this last point further.

II. REESTABLISHING BALANCE BY STRENGTHENING DEMOCRATIC
INSTITUTIONS

Development cooperation can either strengthen or undermine democratic ownership,
depending on whether it is set up only with and for government actors at the central level, or
whether it opens up to other, non-State actors and the decentralised levels. The idea is not to
make these actors passive “beneficiaries”, but rather to make them real partners, in order to
ensure that the policy orientations of development agendas are aligned with the aspirations of
the people. It also ensures that programmes are set up in such a way as to achieve effective
resource mobilisation by communities, and that progress in development is evaluated more
objectively. Without this, democratic ownership will remain a vain wish...
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Strengthening decentralised local authorities...

Decentralisation is a promising way of responding to growing social inequalities and the
disparities between the central and peripheral levels. Decentralisation must contribute to
consolidating the process of local development as it concentrates on community issues such
as water, sanitation, health, etc. It can enhance the entrenchment of development in local
realities through participatory planning. It can also strengthen the democratisation of public
affairs management, since it brings elected officials closer to their constituents through the
organisation of local question and answer fora. Supporting decentralisation processes is a
viable option for consolidating democratic ownership.

However ...

One major problem encountered in certain countries is that financial resources are
concentrated centrally. This is a spill-over effect of budgetary support when it is established
within the framework of a partnership with central government. Decentralised local authorities
are generally not the partners of those donors who provide general or sector-specific
budgetary support.

In the context of decentralisation, this type of approach can seriously weaken the position of
local authorities, especially if the mechanisms for transferring resources from the central level
to the periphery are not operational. Financial partners align themselves with systems that will
concentrate the funds at central government level, whereas major responsibilities in key
development sectors have been transferred to local authorities. This is particularly the case in
Mali where competencies in the education, health and water sectors have been transferred to
communes, but without the attendant transfer of resources. In spite of this, financial partners
who provide budgetary assistance continue to deal only with the central ministries and to
lodge the funds at central level. The quality of local planning processes has certainly
improved, but they still remain unconnected to national and sector-wide planning. And yet
these are the levels that are funded by donors. This leads to projects that are not in line with
the priorities of the communes being brought in from outside.

Nevertheless ...

It is absolutely necessary for LAs to be part of development policy dialogue, at least for those
areas where responsibility has been transferred to them.

Development partners should ensure that local plans are taken into account, in order to
promote consistency in the various levels of planning.

Programme design should take into account the ability of decentralised bodies to mobilise
funds, and should make effective transfers of resources a cross-cutting indicator in the various
sector programmes.

Within the context of incomplete decentralisation, and pending mechanisms for effective
transfer of resources to the local level actually functioning, budgetary support to decentralised
local authorities (regional funds) should be an option.

Enabling elected officials to play their role...
Elected officials must be involved in developing, monitoring, and evaluating development

policies. Accountability mecanisms should be thought according to the work cycle of
parliamentarians (sessions).
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However ...

Budgetary support that is provided in a fragile democratic environment does have an effect on
the quality of such a democracy. In a system characterized by vote-catching or “stomach”
democracy, budgetary support can result in a weakening of the ability of opposition forces to
play their role of stimulating democratic debate on development choices, proposing
alternatives, and serving as a counterbalance on issues related to monitoring budget
performance, etc. When there is no contradictory debate, when the silence of opposition
members is up for sale, when votes can be purchased, then the very quality of democracy is
tarnished. Finally, it must be acknowledged that financial partners are not unhappy to see a
regime and its leaders remain in power, when they have negotiated and signed financing
agreements with them that stipulate a whole series of mutual commitments. Donors are
apprehensive when governments change following elections because there is always some
concern that the new leaders might go through a phase of questioning some established
agreements. This may be why these same donors turn a blind eye on some practices for
funding election campaigns...

Nevertheless ...

Aid can be used to develop the ability of elected officials to analyse the policies that are
submitted to them; to identify the issues at stake, and to have access to the most
comprehensive and reasoned information possible. In an environment where there is a deficit
of democracy, it is essential to strengthen the media to enable them to stimulate democratic
debates.

The involvement of a country's democratic institutions should be a criterion for assessing the
quality of the process followed to define policies that are funded through budgetary support.
And, finally, the commitments made in Accra, to publish the conditions of aid, as well as
annual commitments and payments made under ODA, must be honoured. Development
partners could also encourage governments to make their budgets public. This is a
prerequisite for any initiative in terms of public monitoring of public financial management.

Involving CSOs in policy dialogue ...

The role of civil society organisations (CSOs) can partially redress the deficit in democracy:
civil society can provide spaces for citizens’ participation in democracy, as a force for
proposing alternatives and calling government to account. Effective public monitoring can
contribute to controlling corruption and preventing certain unsound management practices.

However ...

In order to enable CSOs play their rightful role, appropriate funding mechanisms need to be
put in place. Indeed, there is a need to go beyond the logic of short-term projects and
improve predictability of funding, but above all, there is a need for mechanisms that preserve
flexibility and respect the diversity of CSOs. Most of the instruments that are used today do
not.

Often, CSOs are not a real partner for donors: civil society plays a marginal role, either in
token exercises to validate documents or to give kind of legitimacy to consultation processes.
Thus, the governance action plan of the government of Mali, which was drafted as part of the
incentives for obtaining additional disbursements under budgetary support from the EC, was
never disclosed to civil society because of its “confidential nature”. No information, no way to
monitor progresses...
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Nevertheless ...

There is one interesting experience under way in Mali with the setting up of a capacity building
“baket fund” for civil society.

Discussions have been going on for more than a year to involve CSOs in spaces for policy
dialogue with government partners, but there is still some strong resistance on the part of
certain TFPs in Mali and old habits are not easy to change...

llIl. CONCLUSION

In Accra, it appeared clearly that “more of the same won't be enough”. What is needed is
therefore “better aid”.

Poverty reduction is not quite the same as achieving development. If the objective of reducing
poverty is maintained, it will limit efforts to organise the survival of populations. Furthermore,
we know that development aid alone will not resolve the problem of poverty, since there are
other policies that create poverty. This raises the whole issue of policy consistency or
inconsistency (aid policy, trade policy, policy on migration, etc.).

It is now time to speak not of ownership but of self-determination, if the aim is really to restore
to populations the right to define what kind of societal model they choose to develop and what
future they want to build for their children. The modalities of aid, but also of development,
need to be reconsidered, because the models that focus on economic growth are now
showing their limitations both in the North and in the South. There is a pressing need to find
alternatives. These alternatives must emerge in partner countries. They must be built on an
endogenous vision of development, and must be translated into policies that truly and
sustainably serve the interests of their populations. Alter-development as part of 'selected
globalisation’?

Anne-Sophie GINDROZ

Bamako
February 2009
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PARIS DECLARATION EXPERIENCE IN INDONESIA:
DEVELOPING AND MANAGING PROGRAM OWNERSHIP*

By

Pungky Sumadi, Director of Social Protection and Welfare
National Development Planning Agency (BAPPENAS)
Republic of Indonesia

Background
In the past 40 years Indonesia has experienced substantial changes in its

approach to reduce poverty. Up to mid 90s the Government was active in
providing goods and services to the poor from subsidized agriculture inputs, farm
animals, and small scale credit to tertiary infrastructure. In 1997, the Government
introduced the Kecamatan Development Program (KDP,) the first community-
based anti-poverty program in Indonesia. The role of Government has been
greatly reduced. Rural poor communities have greater role in decision making
process in attacking poverty. A year later, the Government initiated the Urban
Poverty Project (UPP.)? Since then, the Government launched some other
community based projects, supported by major international financial institutions.

The Poverty Reduction Unit

BAPPENAS established the Directorate of Poverty Reduction (the Unit) in
September 2005 as a response to the poverty problems in Indonesia. The
Government believes that a special unit responsible for poverty issues within the
planning office is needed to: (1) formulate better policy and strategies of poverty
reduction (through better monitoring and evaluation), (2) coordinate the
planning and implementations of various poverty programs, and (3) coordinate
resource mobilization from international financial and development institutions.

International Bombardment
Poverty reduction is the most appealing development “sector.” Attacking poverty
is the highest priority of the current Government. Within a few days after the

! This paper was developed from “POVERTY REDUCTION PROGRAM MANAGEMENT” (Sumadi,
2008), a paper presented at the Third Country Training Program on Capacity Building for Poverty
Reduction, the Center for Economic and Social Studies and Japan International Cooperation
Agency (JICA)) Jakarta, 21 August 2008. The paper was made based on the author’s experience as
the Director of Poverty Reduction, from September 2005 — December 2007.

? The KDP was initiated by the World Bank. BAPPENAS designed the UPP. The World Bank has
been financing both projects.
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Unit was formed, the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) offered
technical assistance grant to develop poverty reduction policy. The Asian
Development Bank (ADB) wanted the Unit to work on a USD 1 billion program
loan focusing on accelerating the Millenium Development Goals (MDG)
achievement that had to be prepared within 3 months. The United Nation’s
Development Program (UNDP) offered two projects on MDG and requested that
the management of the Information and Communication Technology for the
Poverty Reduction project be handed over from another unit within BAPPENAS.
The World Bank presented its work on Indonesia’s poverty reduction agenda.
Japan Bank for International Cooperation (JBIC,) JICA, UK’s Department for
International Devlopment (DFID), European Union and some other bilateral
development institutions offered new loans and grants to help Indonesia in
attacking poverty.

Realizing the eagerness of international institutions in helping Indonesia attack
poverty, the Unit decided to selectively work with those who can be its equal
partners, especially in policy dialogue. It decided to work only with the Canadian
International Development Agency (CIDA), ADB on technical assistance grant for
Pro-Poor Planning and Budgeting and the United Nation Development Program
on MDG projects. The Unit rejected the ADB's USD 1 billion program loan.?

Starting from Scratch

In the first few weeks of its establishment, the Unit assessed the available law and
planning documents, and carefully studied the current and on-going poverty
related programs and projects. It identified that too many projects were
executed by too many ministries.* In a workshop to evaluate the largest nine
projects, all claimed to be the most community-empowering and effective in
reducing poverty. Through a series of discussions with each project the Unit
found that the majority of project management teams (and hence the supporting
international funding agencies) do not have adequate understanding of
community empowerment. Types of participation vary from fake participation to
interactive forms, leading to differences in the process of and the quality of
decision that community members are to make. In the end, it affects the
ownership and sustainability of the project.

* More than a year later, the ADB succeeded in persuading the Ministry of Finance and the
Coordinating Ministry of Social Welfare to make the program loan.

* The Coordinating Ministry of Social Welfare later identified there were 60 community based
projects run by 19 ministries with the objective of reducing poverty.
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Having studied the above law, documents and on-going portfolios, the Unit
came up to three things in defining its job: First, be a better social planner. The
work starts with designing general policy, programs and budgeting plan of the
poverty reduction activities, evaluating poverty-related programs and projects,
and establishing poverty data base for future planning, monitoring and
evaluation. Second, work with others. The Unit has to create networks and
synergy with sector ministries, international organizations, local governments,
parliaments and civil society organizations; including the media. Third, train and
retrain the staff. To be able to have an equal dialogue with its international
partners, the Unit believes that it has to improve staff capacity in poverty
reduction subject, technically and conceptually. Within the first year the Unit sent
professional staff to international and domestic conferences, training (especially
in monitoring and evaluation), seminars and workshops.

Making PNPM the National Poverty Reduction Flag

In 2006, having more than 8 years experience with the UPP and the KDP,” the
Government decided to expand the projects nation wide; known as the PNPM
(National Program on Community Empowerment.) By 2006, both projects
covered about 12% of the total of over 76,000 urban and rural villages in
Indonesia. The Government decided to cover all villages by 2009. The
Coordinating Minister of Economy requested BAPPENAS to expand the program.
BAPPENAS decided not only to expand the program but also improve the design.

Several international organizations decided to join the program.® Initially the Unit
was in the familiar situation of a developing country dealing with an international
organization where: (a) the donor or lender tries to drive the Government; (b) no
international institution wants to be coordinated by the other; and (c) each one
tries to influence the Government to be on its side. The following paragraphs
describe how the Unit creates and controls the ownership of PNPM development
strategy.

> The UPP was designed as a means to overcome poverty and unemployment in urban areas due
to the 1997 Asian financial crisis. The project aims to empower local communities by providing
grants, technical assistance and training to poor urban communities. It requires community
members to democratically form a community decision making body that sets up project’s rules
and regulations. It decides—with assistance of community facilitators—who, where, when, what,
why and how community members use the grants.

® In addition to the World Bank, JBIC, the International Food and Agriculture Development, and
the ADB joined in. By August 2008, the Islamic Development Bank, European Union, AusAid, the
governments of the Netherlands and Denmark committed some funds to finance the PNPM.

68



One captain for one ship. The first institution that the Unit asked for close
coordination is the Coordinating Ministry of People’s Welfare (KESRA).” It
decided to have a clear job description: the Coordinating Ministry is responsible
for the overall coordination, and BAPPENAS for the PNPM design. Any discussion
related to the PNPM design should go to BAPPENAS first. It held regular bi-
weekly meeting to discuss PNPM work progress and maintain equal levels of
information.

Define objectives clearly. Having evaluated major community-based projects,
the Unit identified the advantages and disadvantages of each of them. The
PNPM design is drawn from this work. The Unit improved the basic principles
and design of PNPM from every single aspect, e.g., the PNPM empowerment
cycle, baseline data, management information system, monitoring and evaluation
system, size of community grant, program component, stages of geographical
and size expansion and time frame, regulatory framework, donor and lender
coordination, inter-ministerial coordination, etc. The Unit always kept the
Coordinating Ministries informed. It was able to clearly direct the donor and
lender community to follow the Government step, and have them on board from
the very beginning. This approach helped the Unit send a clear picture of PNPM
and mobilize more grant facilities from wider donor communities.

Coordinate well. The Unit held bi-weekly technical meeting, within BAPPENAS,
and with donors and ministries to discuss progress of the design work. It also
established working groups to work out every detail of PNPM, e.g., training, MIS,
complaints handling system, financial management and fiduciary system, etc.
The Unit encouraged ministries to develop further initiatives and keep them
focused on the agreed PNPM objectives. There are times where the Unit made
informal meetings and discussions to overcome difficult problems. By doing so,
the Unit was always in control of the PNPM design, and hence, enhanced the
ownership among existing and potential executing agencies within the
Government.

Use influential figures to have political support. There are times when
BAPPENAS does not have support from the parliament for budget approval, for
certain political reasons. There we occassions that the parliament refused to
approve the proposed budget for clear political reason; just to prove itself that it
cannot be dictated by the Government. In this situation, BAPPENAS often

" The ministry’s responsibility is to coordinate social development policies and programs.
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requests assistance from cabinet members (usually from political parties) to lobby
the parliament.®

Create networks. PNPM is a huge and complex program. It will be gradually
decentralized to provincial and local governments starting 2010. High quality
program management at local level will be a tough objective to meet. To achieve
this objective, BAPPENAS has to create network with at least three institutions.
First, provincial and local governments. The Unit has been active in making
subnational governments understand that in the future the PNPM management
will be in their hands. Second, local universities. The Unit has initiated to
establish poverty curricula in the department of economics of 6 local universities.
These universities are expected to produce graduates that the program needs in
the future as, e.g., community facilitators and consultants. Collaborating with
international community, the Unit held special trainings to improve the
universities’ capacity on monitoring and evaluation. Third, the media. PNPM
socialization is the first agenda in working with the media. People need to know
that there are community-based program for their poor members. The poor
need to be encouraged to participate in the program for a better well-being.
Through this network, we expect to increase the program effectiveness and
sustainability.

End Note

Since the past ten years Indonesia has been substantially improving its economic
management policies, starting from monetary, fiscal and trade policies, to
procurement of goods and services. The main objective, among others, is to
improve the national economy. In the area of foreign aid, the country, through
the Office of the Deputy for Development Financing at BAPPENAS, adopts and
carries out the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda for Action in Indonesia. It
has been working closely with international organizations at the national level to
strengthen aid for development effectiveness. In January 2009 Indonesia made
an agreement—known as Jakarta Commitment—with major multilateral and
bilateral organizations on a roadmap to strengthen aid for development
effectiveness. Indonesia will do its homeworks, among others, in stengtheneing
country ownership over development, improve Government programs and
systems (e.g., procurement, fiscal administration, governance on aid management
and instruments), building more effective and inclusive partnership for
development, and delivering and accounting for development results. As

® Indonesia has a coalition government. BAPPENAS often asks cabinet members (who usually
heads of political parties) to clear up deadlock with the parliament.
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development partners, international organizations will gradually allign themselves
more fully with the Government agenda, programs and systems.

The experience of the Directorate of Poverty Reduction of BAPPENAS is in line
with the Jakarta Commitment. The Unit has been successfully receiving close
cooperation and strong commitments from international development and
financial organizations to support the program. These organizations have agreed
to use Government rules, regulations, modalities and indicators in supporting
Indonesia’s anti-poverty program.
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What would it take for donors genuinely to support ‘country ownership’ in
aid dependent countries? And what does ‘ownership’ actually mean? In the
last decade there has been a significant shift in the paradigm for foreign aid,
embodied in the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness in 2005. At the centre
of this paradigm is the idea of country ownership. Recipient governments are
urged to take ownership of development policies and aid activities in their
country, to establish their own systems for coordinating donors, and only
to accept aid that suits their needs. A few years down the line, however, the
spirit and goals of the Paris Declaration are far from being achieved. There
is still a serious gap between the rhetoric of ownership and practices on the
ground. In many aid dependent African countries donors still dominate
decision-making over which policies are adopted, how aid is spent, and what

conditions are attached to its release. This briefing draws on research from

(SciencesPo) in Paris. eight African countries to analyse the reasons for weak ownership in many
African countries, and to outline ways in which donors can bridge the gap

between rhetoric and practice in supporting recipient country ownership.

The Negotiating Aid Project

Between 2005 and 2007, the Global Economic Governance Programme carried out research on the factors accounting
for the bargaining power in aid negotiations of governments in eight African countries: Ghana, Mali, Mozambique,
Rwanda, Tanzania, Zambia, Ethiopia and Botswana. The case studies assessed the degree of control governments are
able to secure over their development policies. Through the country cases the project sought to understand complex aid
relationships from the viewpoints of recipient governments, investigating what strategies African states have adopted
to advance their objectives in aid negotiations and how successful their efforts have been. The case studies developed
detailed descriptions of the institutions and processes that make up contemporary donor-recipient relations. They
concentrated on the past and present economic, ideological, political and institutional contexts of aid negotiations,
and how these conditions shape the balance of negotiating capital between governments and donors. They then used
specific cases of aid negotiations to move beyond this general picture. The research is published as The Politics of Aid:
African Strategies for Dealing with Donors, (ed.) Lindsay Whitfield, Oxford University Press, forthcoming 2008.
For more details on the project, and copies of a briefing paper with recommendations for African

governments, see www.globaleconomicgovernance.org.

Global Economic Governance Programme

www.globaleconomicgovernance.org
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What does ‘ownership’ mean?

Ownership is often used by donors to mean
commitmentto policies, regardless of how those policies
were chosen. This contrasts with ownership defined
as the degree of control recipient governments are able
to exercise over policy design and implementation.
A first finding from our research is that while many
aid agency officials start out with a commitment to
ownership defined as control over policies, as soon
as there is some disagreement over policy choices
they tend to fall back on a definition of ownership as
commitment to their preferred policies. Our research
draws attention to this inconsistency and highlights
some of its consequences, arguing that ownership
should always be defined as control.

Measuring how much ownership African governments
have is difficult. Discerning what
is government-owned and what is
donor-driven is complicated in aid
dependent countries by the ways
in which aid relationships have
developed over decades, and by

Mozambique’s Former President
Joachim Chissano:

‘...even today many Africans see
the relationship with donors as still
influenced by the colonial past,
where donors “know” what, how
much and when recipients need.
Thus, in some cases, the priorities

of donors and recipients do not . . . .
o instrumental in preparing, financing
match: an example of this is the and

construction of infrastructure in ..

) . ) programmes through the provision
Africa, viewed by the Africans as of
a high priority for their sustainable
development and systematically
dismissed by donors.’

‘Why we should “rethink” aid’, Conference on
‘New Directions in Development Assistance’,
University of Oxford, 10 June 2007.

how the international aid system
has expanded and entrenched itself
in many countries. In so many
cases donor agencies have been

implementing  government
consultants,  training and

logistical support, and through the
use of conditionalities.

From our study of policy-making
in eight African countries, we place
our results on a scale ranging from
strong to weak ownership. At the strong end of the
scale sit Botswana, which has shown the strongest
degree of ownership, and Ethiopia. Rwanda is placed
in the middle, with medium ownership. Over time,
these three countries have managed to preserve some
degree of control over policy-making, thanks to some
key factors, including:
¢ the contexts in which these countries negotiated aid
were relatively favourable and these countries used
their situation effectively to increase their control
over the outcomes of aid negotiations;

* good macroeconomic management was crucial, both
Botswana and Ethiopia avoided macroeconomic
crises in the 1980s, and were therefore able to
approach the Bretton Woods institutions with a
much less subservient posture;

strong state institutions were instrumental in these
countries’ ability to set the policy agenda and
maintain ownership-Botswana and Ethiopia have
professional civil services, capable state institutions,
strong planning systems, and centralized aid
management systems;

geo-strategic importance reinforced the ability of
successive governments in Ethiopia and Rwanda to
project an image of non-negotiability in key policy
areas;

clear development visions were expressed by all
three governments about where their countries were
going, and about the contribution of public policies
to achieving those outcomes;

finally, government confidence was a key factor — the
governments of Ethiopia (since 1991) and Rwanda
(since 1994) have been confident that donors will
not abandon them and are also willing to take the
risk, whereas countries in the weak group are not.

At the weak end of the spectrum are the other five
countries in our study: Ghana, Zambia, Mali,
Tanzania and Mozambique. This is not just because
they receive high levels of aid. Aid dependence per
se does not necessarily entail a loss of ownership, as
the cases of Rwanda and Ethiopia (and Botswana
immediately after independence) clearly show. What
matters is the history of engagement with donors.
Changes in the global economy in the 1970s and
early 1980s led to debt and balance of payments crises
which marked a critical juncture that set the weaker
countries on a different path. Some countries affected
by the crises desperately needed foreign exchange
and could only get it from one source: the Bretton
Woods institutions. In these countries, donors soon
expanded their
policies in the early structural adjustment period,
to almost all policy issues in the 1990s, and then to
the process of policymaking itself by the early 2000s.
Over two decades of continuous engagement with

influence from macroeconomic

aid agencies changed the conditions in which aid
negotiations took place, providing the backdrop for
a loss of ownership.

Strongest

SPECTRUM OF GOVERNMENT CONTROL IN THE COUNTRY STUDIES

Weakest

Botswana Ethiopia

Rwanda P ’éhana, Zambiz\;\:\‘\\

\ Mali, Tanzania,
*~__ Mozambique .-~
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REFORMING FOREIGN AID PRACTICES

How Donors Have Undermined Ownership

Recent donor commitments to respecting and
supporting ‘ownership’ by developing country
governments proceeds on two core assumptions.
The first is that  recipient governments are willing
and able to lead. Yet, the evolution of the aid system
has often prevented countries from taking the lead
or undermined their ability to do so. Second, the
new donor rhetoric implies that when recipient
governments do take the lead, donors will be willing
to trust them and follow suit. Yet our country studies
show that in cases where recipient governments
asserted particular policies and tried to coordinate
donors around them, donor responses have often
not been supportive or coherent with the ownership
discourse. Four elements of the relationship between
donors and recipient governments emerge as corrosive
of ownership.

DONORS DOMINATED POLICY-MAKING

In most aid dependent African countries, a permanent
and pervasive negotiation process has developed over
almost all policies, programs and projects between
donors and government. This puts an immense
burden on African administrative systems and leads
governments to spend most of their time responding
to donor initiatives, trying to work their own priorities
in or waiting until implementation to steer the policy
or project towards their preferences.

DONORS CREATED FRAGMENTED
PLANNING PROCESSES

Donor proliferation has led to widely dispersed
tasks and a vague division of labour within recipient
governments, and to donors negotiating projects
directly with specific ministries. Such fragmented
aid management structures led to weakened
domestic policy-making and budgeting processes,
leaving recipient governments in a weak position to
coordinate aid according to a national development
strategy. Thus, donors often took up the initiative,
coordinating aid amongst themselves and creating
arenas for ‘policy dialogue’ with African governments.
New aid modalities intended to solve the problem of

What Donors Can Do to

Ownership is not something that will result just from
a shift in aid modalities and practices. Respecting
country ownership requires a change in the perspective
of donors and their role in African countries.

Recognize the right 0fA{rican
governments to choose their policies
The historical trajectories of developed and emerging
countries show that successful development processes
can take many different paths. Indeed, even within

parallel and fragmented aid processes (PRSPs, budget
support, etc.) have often created additional problems,
increasing donor intrusion and merging recipient
institutions with donor-driven processes.

AFRICAN GOVERNMENTS RELIED ON AID
TO GENERATE POLITICAL SUPPORT

The dependence of African governments on aid — as
a way to increase their budgets, and to deliver goods
and services or other political promises they have
made to their populations — makes these governments
unwilling to take stronger policy positions or chart
a development strategy outside of the purview of
donors. They are often afraid of risking reductions in
aid that could undermine their political support and/
or cost them the next election.

AID DEPENDENCE HAS
PROMOTED SUBSERVIENCE

The fragile domestic political support
of governments, combined with their
dependence on aid to shore up their
political legitimacy, provides strong
incentives for governments to remain
in a subordinate position to donors.
At the same time, the conditions of
permanent and pervasive negotiation
and of institutional entanglement
and aid fragmentation create strong
disincentives for politicians and civil
servants to alter the terms on which aid

Malawi’s Minister of Finance
Goodall Gondwe: ‘| think it is
possible for us to strengthen
ownership and still meet donor
requirements. One problem is

that donors usually tend to be
cynical about policies that national
governments come up with. On
our part, we tend to feel that
donors cannot buy into our policies
because they do not understand our
situation well enough.’

‘Ownership and Conditionality: a workable
paradox? Insights from Malawi’s experiences’,
presentation at Ownership in Practice
Workshop, Paris, 27-28 September 2007.

is offered to meet their own priorities.

Our research shows that the conception of ownership
enshrined in the Paris Declaration is not likely to
make a real difference to the sovereignty and policy
space enjoyed by aid dependent African countries.
Rather than calling for recipient governments to act
first, there are changes that donors could make in their
approach to giving aid in order to take ownership
more seriously and to change the incentives facing
African governments in the aid relationship.

Respect and Support Ownership

donor countries, governments make mistakes,
and in their aid relations donors themselves have
experimented with different conditionalities on aid,
making mistakes and then secking to redress them.
However, donors seem unwilling to accept the risk
that an aid-receiving government might make its
own mistakes. This unwillingness leaves no space for
domestic political negotiations and the emergence
of national strategies. If donors wish to support
ownership, the most useful role they can play is to
step back from domestic decision-making arenas and
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‘Political independence is both

a promise and a challenge. It is
a promise that as free human
beings living in an independent
country, working together, we can
govern ourselves in a manner
that will serve our aspirations

for personal freedom, economic
opportunity and social justice.

It is a challenge because the
progress and development of our

support a process in which options are put forward
and debated domestically.

Do not attempt to transform African
economies and societies

In the process of giving aid, donors have begun trying
to transform African societies, getting directly involved
in mediating state-society relations. But this role for
donors has perverse consequences, as civil society
organizations in African countries look increasingly to
donors to pressure their governments to adopt certain
policies or be more democratic, instead of engaging
directly with their governments
to build political accountability.
Rather, donors should allow recipient
governments and societies the time
and space to come up with their own
solutions. While it is now commonly
acknowledged in aid circles that
domestic dynamics have to be the
basis for successful development
processes, this acknowledgement
has not yet significantly affected aid
practices.

country rests upon our shoulders

as citizens of this country and no
one else....We can only move
forward if we start to see things
for ourselves and make our own
decisions. We cannot continue
to be dependent on formulas
and programmes decided by
others—who may even be our

competitors—for us.’

Editorial, ‘Sooner or later Zambia will be
successful’, The Post, 03/03/08.

Change donor norms and
attitudes

Donor officials in recipient countries
often doubt the competence and
probity of African civil servants and
politicians, and are therefore reluctant
to let go of their control. Donor
country staff are also constrained
by the incentive structure within
donor agencies compelling them to
‘deliver’ on targets which are often
beyond their influence. Respecting
ownership entails donors gaining a
better understanding of the context in which African
governments operate, and adjusting their norms and
expectations accordingly.

Change the principles, not just the
moda‘gities of aid

Rather than focusing on the Paris Declaration
target for shifting from project to programme aid
modalities, donors should recognize that it is the
underlying principles and incentives of aid which
really matter for ownership. Budget support is not

the only way for donors to align their support with
recipient government plans, and given the degree of
intrusiveness it allows, it may not even be the best
way in all cases. The study of Botswana shows how
project aid can be used very effectively to contribute
to development plans and to allow more government
control over how aid is used.

Reduce conditionalities and
strengthen domestic accountability
Donors should keep conditionalities at a bare
minimum, in order to give recipient governments
more flexibility and control over the policy agenda.
Conditions allowed could include those required by
the donor governments laws and regulations, and
matters arising from shared values agreed by donorand
recipient (such as human rights, transparency, etc.). A
breach of these conditions, defined and spelled out ex-
ante, would result in the withdrawal of aid. Recipient
governments should report to national institutions,
such as parliaments and audit institutions, on the use
of aid funds. Donors would receive such reports and
decide if they want to continue to provide aid or not.
This supports government accountability to domestic
rather than donor constituencies.

Be more transparent

At the moment, little transparency exists on aid flows
at country level. Donors should provide more and
better information on what they are giving aid for,
how much and with what conditions, creating a better
environment for citizens to use such information to
hold their governments accountable.

Get serious about supporting
institutions and capacity building
Donors often come to recipient countries with their
own priorities and projects, in a hurry to meet targets
and disburse money. This isat odds with giving enough
time to recipient country bureaucracies to initiate and
develop policies and plans through national political
and administrative processes. Technical assistance is
often used by donors to ensure the quality of policies
and projects that donors fund, but this undermines
the morale of the civil service. Technical assistance
should be demand-driven and support what recipient
governments say they need. Long-term expatriate
staff should be integrated into government structures
and accountable through normal authority lines.

The Global Economic Governance Programme

The Global Economic Governance Programme was established by Professor Ngaire Woods
at University College in 2003 to foster research and debate into how global markets and
institutions can better serve the needs of people in developing countries. The three core
objectives of the programme are:

to conduct and foster research into international organizations and markets as well as
new public-private governance regimes
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Aid ownership and U.S. foreign aid: From theory to policy reform*

Raquel Gomes
Oxfam America, Aid Effectiveness Team
March 20, 2009

1. Introduction

“Development is primarily the responsibility of the people of developing countries
themselves; US assistance shall be in support of, rather in substitution for, self-help
efforts.” — Foreign Assistance Act of 1961

If the US foreign aid system were true to the vision set out in the 1961 Foreign Assistance
Act, it would look much different than what it’s like today.

The US would be just as generous, but more focused on how it delivers aid — how it
defines its priorities, how it engages with countries, and how it measures success. As a
more customer-driven system, US agencies delivering aid would have more of a mandate
to engage with and be responsive to country governments and citizens, the institutional
flexibility to engage in different ways in different country contexts, and the incentives to
focus on development outcomes (instead of outputs) as measures of success, including
the degree to which aid leaves countries more capable of leading their own development
efforts.

Underlying this vision for US foreign aid is its embrace of ownership: that recipient
countries committed to development decide how foreign aid is used in their countries.
The donor community has embraced the concept of ownership along with indicators to
capture its implementation, particularly the Paris Declaration indicators.> The U.S.
generally performs poorly relative to other donors against these indicators — the US
provides less budget support, ties more aid, and uses more parallel implementation units
than most other OECD donors.

The US, however, is far from a monolithic donor. Over a dozen USG agencies deliver
foreign aid, and even among “the big three” USAID, MCC, and PEPFAR, each agency
has its own mandate for delivering aid, affecting how it operates in Washington and in
the field. When an USAID field mission wants to engage more closely with particular
line ministries or communities, what keeps it from doing so? What makes some
Millennium Challenge Corporation compacts more inclusive of local civil society in
some countries than USAID or PEPFAR? Or what restrains US agencies from using
budget support, pooled funding, or other aid modalities used by other major donors?

! This paper is a summary of a longer paper with the same title, still in progress. Comments on this or the
longer version would be much appreciated. Please contact the author at rgomes@oxfamamerica.org

% The Paris Declaration indicators emerged out of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness of 2005, in
which donors and countries committed to a set of measurable indicators on, among other things,
coordination, alignment, and managing aid for results. The World Bank also has indicators relating to
ownership as part of its Comprehensive Development Framework.
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Answers to these questions involve analyzing how individual US agencies put ownership
in practice. In particular, how different agencies transfer 1) aid information, 2) capacity
building, and 3) control of the aid agenda to country governments and civil society.

This paper briefly discusses why Oxfam America is focusing on aid ownership, presents
a framework for analyzing how donor agencies operationalize ownership, and proposes
related reforms to US foreign aid.?

2. States, citizens, and donors

Poverty reduction and development relies upon effective economic and political
compacts between states and active citizens.* The economic compact is based on social
service provision and taxation (Figure 1). As governments rely on taxpayers for
continued support in the form of taxes and votes, it is motivated to bargain with taxpayers
over how to spend those resources on public goods like supporting a healthy, well
educated population. Taxpayers, in turn, are motivated to hold their governments
accountable for how it uses their hard-earned tax monies. This “revenue bargaining”
around taxes can thus generate a dynamic associated with good governance.’

Figure 1. A virtuous economic compact

The political compact depends upon a politically active citizenry that insists upon rights
realization, demands accountability and performance from their government, and relies
upon democratic processes to realize political aspirations. In turn, the state works to
create an enabling environment for citizens to participate fully in their own and their
countries development.

3 Of course, the U.S. provides a good share of foreign aid for purposes other than development. Our
concern is guiding reforms of development aid, designed to promote long term development.

* See Duncan Green (2008), From Poverty to Power: How active citizens and effective states can change
the world, Oxfam International.

% See Mick Moore (2008), “Between coercion and contract: competing narratives on taxation and
governance,” in Deborah Brautigam, Odd-Helge Fjeldstad, and Mick Moore (eds), Taxation and State-
Building in Developing Countries, Cambridge University Press. Moore distinguishes the positive sum game
of “revenue bargaining” with “coercive taxation,” where taxation is arbitrary and coercive, with no
representation of taxpayers in public policies.



This theory raises a major challenge for foreign aid: aid inherently risks damaging the
economic and political compact between citizens and their state (Figure 2). When a state
receives aid, it no longer depends upon the tax revenue of citizens for domestic revenues,
and therefore may be less accountable to that citizenry.® At the same time, citizens are
less concerned with how the state spends aid because it is not their hard earned tax
money. We are thus left with the “aids-institutions paradox,” where aid can weaken
institutions it aims to strengthen.’

Figure 2. Aid risk weakening state-citizen links
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How can aid strengthen, rather than undermine, this state-society compact? This is where
ownership comes in. If donors want recipient governments to lead their countries
responsibly towards peace, economic growth and political stability, then they must allow
those governments to lead their own state’s development and hold them accountable. At
the same time, they must empower citizens to become more active - taking responsibility
to achieve their own economic, social, political, and civil rights, and demanding
accountability, transparency and performance from their states.

3. Ownership in practice: it’s all about the customer

Aid cannot generate a state-society compact. Governments themselves must commit to a
development agenda, and citizens themselves must demand the forums and means to
influence their governments and hold them accountable for the delivery of public goods
and services. What donors can do, at a minimum, is to ensure that aid does not weaken
the basic incentives and institutions underlying governance.

% Aid, in essence, becomes “strategic rents” for governments, similar to rents from natural resources, which
lower the incentives for governments to be legitimate, effective, and accountable. See Mick Moore (2008),
“Between coercion and contract: competing narratives on taxation and governance,” in Deborah
Brautigam,, Odd-Helge Fjeldstad, and Mick Morre (eds), Taxation and State-Building in Developing
Countries, Cambridge University Press.

" Todd Moss, Gunilla Petterson, and Nicholas van de Walle (2006), “An Aid-Institutions Paradox? A
Review Essay on Aid Dependency and State-Building in Sub-Saharan Afric