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The view that I subscribe to as a scientist is that you try to find out how 
everything works and then to pick and choose what’s useful to society. 
 
Without the basic knowledge, how can you know what’s valuable and 
what isn’t? 
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Abstract 
 

The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness is a new arrangement to manage and deliver foreign 

aid; a project to target and align this aid to institutional reform processes in recipient countries; and 

an exercise in monitoring the effectiveness of those two preceding objectives. The declaration is 

divided between implementation and monitoring of these objectives. 

 

Over a hundred participants including all OECD-DAC members, multilateral institutions, and 60 

partner countries signed up to the declaration in 2005. Each signature agreed to 50 partnership 

commitments organised around five key principles: ownership, alignment, harmonisation, 

managing for results, and mutual accountability. Twelve indictors were outlined to monitor the 

progress toward these commitments. Each indicator has been given a target to stimulate a results-

orientated plan towards aid effectiveness. 

 

This thesis analyses the structure that has been constructed to implement as well as monitor the 

50 commitments, 12 indicators of progress and 12 accompanying targets of the Paris Declaration. 

The thesis is divided in three with a chapter to assess (i) the origins and foundations of the new aid 

policy objectives outlined in the declaration; (ii) the framework(s) that have been developed to 

implement the declaration; and (iii) the monitoring and evaluation process that is design to ensure 

effective results. 
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Introduction 

 

Over the last two decades, developments in the international aid architecture have created a great 

opportunity to improve aid effectiveness. A healthy debate has been raging over best practices in 

international cooperation and development; although, a lack of consensus highlights the continued 

challenges to better cooperation between developed and developing countries. At least most 

actors agree that significant improvements can be made to enhance the impact of foreign aid. 

 

The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness is the visible embodiment of a new thinking on 

development assistance as an international public policy. The declaration targets two distinct policy 

areas to affect efficiencies. Donors pledge to improve the productivity of their development 

assistance through the harmonisation of development policies, practices and procedures and the 

alignment of those reforms to recipient countries that demonstrate an improved ability to govern. 

The lack of harmonisation and alignment of donor goals and guidelines, aid fragmentation, is 

accredited for reducing aid effectiveness. Even so, the principle of cooperation requires reciprocal 

action from partners. Donor action is limited in the absence of improved domestic performance. 

 

A number of reform objectives have been put forwards as the basis for a new international 

consensus on development policy, among them, institutional capacity building of the developing 

state. Improving the capacity of a state to manage national resources and enact socioeconomic 

policy presents the best avenue to generate real development results. The Paris Declaration 

addresses those areas of governance that can be directly linked to the effectiveness of aid. 

 

The World Bank induced the insertion of institutional aspects into the Paris Declaration that 

incorporate a focus on good governance and poverty reduction; the DAC donors championed new 

modalities to deliver more harmonised and aligned assistance to partner country institutions. For 

there part, developing countries have shown increased, if still incomplete, willingness to take 

control of their own development paths whilst civil society organisations have grown in their role as 

advocates for reform of the giver/receiver relationship in addition to their function as a check on 

both developed and developing governments. How much things have changed may at times be 

more cosmetic than real, but the declaration could be a tangible step in the right direction. 

 

This thesis offers, primarily, a structural analysis of the declaration, which entails a detailed 

description of implementation and monitoring activities to enact the 50 commitment by the 
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signatories of the Paris Declaration, which is a new arrangement to manage and deliver foreign aid; 

a project to target and align this aid to reform processes in recipient countries; and an exercise in 

monitoring the effectiveness of those two preceding objectives. The thesis, however, cannot be 

limited to a purely structural analysis given the far reaching effects of the new policy objectives that 

force an analyst to question the systematic nature of the aid relationship, the motivations and goals 

of both givers and receivers in addition to understanding the causal factors of development. 

 

Foreign aid is a policy tool of developed countries the objective of which can vary from political and 

economic self-interest to a cooperative logic that I refer to as developmentalism. Economic 

cooperation and foreign aid have buttressed the economic system between OECD members since 

the end of the Second World War. The current international aid architecture is an extension of that 

logic to the poorest regions of the world. However, this relationship between developed and 

developing countries is asystematical in comparison to post war cooperation exhibited by bilateral 

donors within the OECD. Aid to less developed countries, in the context of the Cold War, was 

political in nature. More recently, the donor logic has swung back toward developmentalism. The 

Paris Declaration addresses some distinctive policy objectives that merge poverty reduction, 

institutional development and good governance into one framework. A central goal of the thesis is 

to analyse the benefits and results of these policy objectives as outlined in the declaration. 

 

The declaration targets reforms of partner countries public financial management system, 

budgetary procedures and national development strategies while on the donor side, the declaration 

aims to align donor activities, practices and aid modalities to these country system reforms in a 

belief that this will create an environment for more effective aid. The declaration is strongly 

grounded in development theory; however, this theoretical base - in which country ownership is a 

key stone with donors in a support role - is still unproven in practice. The declaration offers a set of 

monitorable targets of country reforms and donor aid distribution and management practices, 

providing a structure to test these new objectives of development policy. 

 

I divide the assessment of the Paris Declaration into three chapters. The first chapter uses an 

inductive reasoning to address the question ―what is aid effectiveness?‖ The stated goal of this 

chapter is an assessment of the origins and foundations of the new aid policy objectives outlined in 

the declaration. The chapter attempts to draw in the different policy objectives of foreign aid that 

have been outlined over the years, gathering comparative information on development and foreign 
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aid policy before asking questions of the complementariness, conflicting natures and effectiveness 

of these objectives that affect developing countries in consequential terms. I hope the result is a 

picture not just of aims but effects of aid policy. 

 

The second and third chapters analyse two faces of the same coin – ―how does the declaration 

function in practice? The goal of chapter two is to examine the framework(s) that have been 

developed to implement the declaration. I structure the chapter around the text of the declaration, 

its 50 commitments, 12 indicators of progress and 12 accompanying targets. The implementation 

of the Paris Declaration is tied to the indicators and targets thus a perspective on implementation 

cannot neglect the monitoring process and vice versa. 

 

The final chapter flips the coin to look at the declaration from the monitoring perspective. The goal 

is to assess the monitoring process, which is designed in such a way that a virtuous circle is 

created. Actions to implement the declaration based on targeted outcomes provide a structure to 

analyse results, which are then feds back into policy and implementation processes. The 

declaration is a unique framework to affect change in aid practices and to achieve results. The 

monitoring process runs from 2005 to 2010. 

 

At the onset of scripting this thesis, little in the way of concrete results had been recorded to 

assess the declaration‘s commitments, indicators and targets. An interim assessment of the 

declaration is complicated by the nature of the process. The declaration has been set up as a 

learning exercise that is flexible enough to incorporate the lessons learnt as it goes. So, the 

framework agreed under the Paris institutions today might be altered tomorrow. 

 

Three monitoring rounds assess a narrow number of aid management and delivery indicators 

against Paris compliant ODA. The World Bank assesses separately partner countries public 

financial management, budgetary procedures and national development strategies. The Paris 

indicators monitor global compliance; though, the declaration is implemented in-country. Local 

circumstances direct implementation in each country; however, the thesis simply analyses general 

implementation frameworks and global indicators of aid effectiveness agreed under the declaration. 

As the thesis only draws on data from the first monitoring round, measuring progress towards 

achieving targets is impossible, yet this does not retard an assessment of either the frameworks 

set up to implement the declaration or the monitoring processes to gather aid effectiveness data. 
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1. What is aid effectiveness? 
 
The pervasiveness of poverty has helped to provoke an unprecedented interest in development 

cooperation in recent years. ―[A]round 1 billion people living at the margins of survival on less than 

US$1 a day, with 2.6 billion — 40 percent of the world‘s population — living on less than US$2 a 

day‖ (UNDP, 2007, p.25). Yet, billions of dollars in foreign development assistance have failed to 

deliver economic growth or reduce poverty in many developing countries. Foreign assistance has 

arguably been counter productive to development. Many seasoned foreign aid observers have 

witnessed the distortive effects of aid on the economic, social and political fabric of the developing 

world. Many Less Developed Countries (LDCs) appear to be aid dependent given the proportion of 

national income made up of aid. In response to criticisms, policy makers within the international 

donor community through recent policy reforms and international agreements endeavour to reform 

foreign aid policies and practices with the intention of seeking better development results. 

 

Chapter one is divided in six sections. The opening section traces the historical origins in thought 

and structure of the aid industry. Section two centres on the make up of financial flows to the 

developing world. The intention is to comprehend the role aid plays in the political economy of 

developing countries. This section presents an analysis of the nature and effect of development 

assistance. Section three treats two dominant routes of development policy reforms. The first, 

which I refer to as the development agenda, is represent by the Millennium Declaration; the second, 

which I refer to as the aid effectiveness agenda, is represent by the Paris Declaration on Aid 

Effectiveness. Section four focuses in on the policy foundations and implementation needs of the 

aid effectiveness agenda. The final two sections look at two core pillars that make up the 

scaffolding of this international aid architecture i.e. the primary policy target, Public Financial 

Management (PFM) reform and the central principle, Managing for Results. 

 
1.1 Aid, Growth and Poverty Reduction 
 

1.1.1 The Roots of Development Policy 
 
The political and institutional roots of Official Development Assistance (ODA) date to the creation of 

the United Nations organisations (1942), the establishment of the Bretton Woods‘ institutions 

(1944), and the US aid programme set forth in Point Four of President Truman‘s inaugural speech 

(1949). This corresponds to a change in international relations between developed and developing 



 15 

countries from colonialism to developmentalism (Koponen, 2005), yet this transformation is far from 

being universal or linear. Developmentalism as a theory, model and policy has been a corner stone 

of western capitalism for over half a century, but universal development still appears elusive. 

 

As European empires dissolved, country interrelationships were redefined. This redefinition was 

part of a wide reshaping of world order following the end of the Second World War. The recovering 

European powers, the US and ex-British dominions extended a cooperation model drawing on 

aspects of, and principle from, the Marshal plan, which included the founding of the Organisation 

for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) in 1961. ODA was first used among 

members as wealthier northern European states transferred funds to poorer southern European 

states. As member economies expanded, the OECD turned its attention to ODA transfers to the 

newly independent African and Asian countries as well as the floundering economies of Latin 

America. ODA began to take on a geopolitical pattern, the US transferring ODA to the Americas, 

Europe to ex-colonies, Japan to Asian interests plus Australia and New Zealand to Pacific 

countries. In the 1960s, ODA received international legitimacy through UN General Assembly 

(UNGA) commitments to increase it. A policy of technical assistance and economic aid to 

underdeveloped countries with international institutions was in place. 

 

The new institutions of development became caught up in the structural changes to world order. A 

polarisation of the new order juxtaposed these development institutions to the economic and 

political institutions of the communist bloc. The aid architecture began to solidify in this context. 

The twelve most advanced economies of the OECD began individual overseas development 

programmes. These bilateral donors often operated on a doctrine of national interest tied to a 

western order. As OECD economies advanced, more donors were added. The other pillar of the 

aid architecture comprises the influential multilateral institutions: the World Bank, IMF and regional 

development banks as well as UN organisations like the UN Development Programme (UNDP) 

established in 1965. 

 

Some saw the International Financial Institutions (IFI) as bulwarks to the encroachment of the 

communist system. For others, they embodied the instruments of a universal development policy. 

There is more than altruism to financial support. For many, the evolution of ODA policy from an 

interclub economic tool to a transfer of finance to underdeveloped countries evolved because of 

the Cold War. It is clear that for decades political and economic motives overrode a pure 
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development logic. Maybe, development assistance is, and only can be, a foreign policy instrument, 

integrating economic interest to (inter)national security. 

 

In the early days, the dominant development model viewed ODA as capital investment. It 

intellectual lineage devises from the Harrod-Domar growth model. Output expands on the 

productivity of capital. Output is a function of capital stock. Capital investment equals saving. An 

increase in investment leads to more productive capital. The model implies that ODA can substitute 

for a shortage of internal savings to convert into productive capital, thus filling the ―financial gap‖  

and stimulating growth. Neoclassical economists came to challenge this view on the grounds that 

ODA distorts the economic, social and political fabric of the developing state. A new consensus 

formed, seeing macroeconomic stability as the initial element in the development causality chain. 

 

In the 1970s, macroeconomic stability became the core development policy of multilateral 

institutions. The IMF/WB structural adjustment programmes came into being after the first oil crises 

in 1973. Loans and grants to developing countries were conditioned to macroeconomic policy. 

Bilateral donors would often base their assistance on IMF/WB analysis. Structural adjustment 

programmes can be seen as a trade off between stability and growth in the short-run as stability 

policies can undercut growth 1 . It is possible that the dominance of a fiscal policy outlook 

contributed to the decline in absolute ODA quantities over the subsequent decades. 

 

Aid policy began in 1940s while world order structurally shifted. The 1970s paradigm shift from aid 

as an investment to an incentive for fiscal prudency can be traced to a subtle change in the world 

economy. The end of the Gold Standard drastically changed the monetary system. In its aftermath, 

inflationary pressure was unleashed. The anti-cyclical investment model that had dominated 

economic policy until the mid-seventies appeared to drastically accentuate the recession caused 

by the oil crisis. Developed and developing countries tried to stimulate growth to avoid recession 

despite inflationary pressure. ‗Stagflation‘ followed. Even so, fiscal prudency became the new 

economic mantra. 

 

The recipe for development has never been as simple as filling a financial gap or the provision of 

macroeconomic stability. Aid can be more than a stimulus for investment or an incentive to follow a 

                                                
1
 “[Macroeconomic stability] policies that manage to reduce inflation and restore fiscal balances in developing countries have not 

succeeded in avoiding large swings in economic activity and employment. Quite often such policies induced a „pro-cyclical‟ pattern 

which affects investment and hurts long-term growth” (Gurría and Manning, 2007, p.2) 
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policy formula. A new structural shift is occurring that has forced donors to alter their conception of 

the role of aid. The importance of financial flows from OECD members, whether aid or trade, to 

developing countries has been greatly reduced by the emergence of a number of large middle 

income countries like Brazil, India, South Africa, Russia and China that offer alternative trading and 

source of finance to LDCs. Developing countries, particularly those with abundant natural 

resources, no longer feel like they need to accept ODA under old policy terms. Yet, OECD 

countries do not want to see their political and economic relevance in the developing world wane 

and thus have begun to reform development policy. Another shift in structure has given way to an 

accompanied paradigm shift on policy. While fiscal prudence is important 2 , institutional 

development is now seen as a key stone. 

 

Growth, under the new development paradigm, is dependant on a broad policy mix. Development 

policy covers from microeconomic to macroeconomic policy and from the public sector to private 

sphere. The classical liberal economic analysis that focuses on the enhancement of individual 

economic freedoms as an engine of economic growth has been complemented by an institutional 

analysis that draws on the alternative development experience of middle incomes countries. 

Sustained growth does not happen without significant development of state activities. There is an 

unavoidable social choice in economic policy from public spending on infrastructure, education and 

health to policies that develop economic investment, incentives, enhance opportunities and 

economic freedoms. Likewise, one cannot forget the importance of the quality of institutions inside 

which policies are formed and put into practice. 

 

By the 1990s, bilateral development cooperation was a fragmented process where bilateral aid had 

become at best a conditioned financial flow, subordinating the receiver to donor priorities; at worst 

a tin vale over donors‘ national foreign policy. The subsequent shake up of world order has been 

slowly influencing a redefinition of aid. It is unclear if a continued consensus of development policy 

will be maintained. Much will unfold in the coming years, but one thing is evident: the Paris 

Declaration on Aid Effectiveness has created a new level of supranational economic governance 

above the international development institutions. It will be interesting to see if OECD members can 

reach consensus under this structure as well as bring in other non-members into the mix. 

 

                                                
2
 “We thus welcome the debate that has been taking place in the Development Committee on fiscal policy for growth and development. 

The rediscovery of complementarity, rather than a trade-off, between stability and growth objectives” (Ocampo, 2007) 
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1.1.2 The Aid Effect 
 
ODA as the main tool of development policy has been an institutional constant for decades. ODA 

has retained its durability within development institutions despite continued modifications to its 

analytical underpinnings. The cohesiveness of aid as a policy tool has been tested in a variety of 

ways. Ironically, the expansion of aid goals has splintered the aid policy approach. It may be 

impossible to fuse goals as assorted as growth, poverty reduction, human development, human 

rights and institutional development. While all these categories can be placed under a generic 

umbrella called development, inevitably, contradictions will emerge if aid policy incorporates too 

many objectives. Each goal requires an analytical framework to assess policy impacts. While some 

goals have positive reciprocal relationships, others do not. Prioritising is inevitable. 

 

Aid policy advocates wrestle with potential negative aid effects. ODA advocates believe that aid 

can have a positive impact under the right conditions. These conditions vary among advocates with 

restricted benefits in each scenario. Antagonists, on the contrary, mostly believe that ODA is 

always disruptive. Beyond development institutions, aid advocates are thin on the ground. Support 

has been checked by a barrage of criticisms from aid pessimists. Pessimists, however, do not all 

share a common belief. Likewise, it is hard to isolate a clear dividing issue between supporters and 

detractors. Pro and contra arguments are based on an array of reasons often combining political, 

economic and social rationales. The main divide, however, for most people is an economic versus 

social role for aid. 

 

A large number of economists observed that economies can struggle to absorb foreign aid. Capital 

inflows can destabilise internal prices, pushing up demand, in addition to causing an external loss 

of competitiveness if a currency appreciates. Economists also suggest that aid suffers from 

marginal returns. Logically, diminishing returns amplifies as the percentage of aid to Gross 

Domestic Product (GDP) rises. A high percentage of GDP to aid could produce aid dependence. 

Some economists have even questioned the most basic and treasured economic justification of aid, 

that it stimulates growth. Mosley (1980), Boone (1994) and Easterly (2001 and 2003) all tested the 

effect of aid on growth and found that it does not contribute to growth. Others like Moss et al. 
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(2006); Killick (2004) and Easterly (2006) critique the distortive effects3 aid creates on the internal 

political economy of states, causing rent seeking behaviour and corruption. 

 

For a long time, donors tended to justify and evaluate aid on an individual project basis. Assessing 

project by project seemed appropriate from a donor perspective. By setting up their own projects, 

donors could avoid fiduciary risk and corruption while obtaining tangible results albeit on a 

restricted level. You can judge a project in terms of the improvement to people ‘s lives by 

quantifying, for example, access to essential social services necessary for human existence like 

water, sanitation or shelter, but a project‘s effect, equally, can only be calculated in terms of the 

people it reaches. Institutional learning is often limited in such cases reducing any long-term effects. 

 

Donors have identified poverty reduction as an explicit aid objective. The 1990s saw the 

construction of a new paradigm and theoretical framework. Multilateral donors shifted their 

analytical base following the introduction of the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC) debt relief 

initiative by the IMF in 1996. The HIPC made the connection between debt, growth and poverty 

reduction. It conditions low interest loans to a range of economic management and performance 

targets including pro-poverty policies, macroeconomic stability and institutional reform. A National 

Development Strategy (NDS) to improve country leadership, the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper 

(PRSP) has become an integral document in which the IMF/WB base their assistance. 

 

A poverty reduction analysis arguably complements a growth analysis, but such an assumption is 

contentious. ‗The World Bank economist, David Dollar and Aart Kraay, concluded in their paper 

"Growth Is Good for the Poor" (2000) that the poor benefit with the rest of the population from per 

capita economic growth comparable to the maxim ‗a rising tide lifts all boats‘. Maximising per capita 

income growth, however, forgets that initial inequalities affect growth as poverty often conditions 

access to economic opportunities. The question inverts to poverty‘s effect on growth. Uneven 

income distribution can lead to relative poverty when household consumption falls below average 

income despite real aggregate increases in income. The poorer family struggles to gain access 

economic opportunities like credit and education, which create further barriers to reducing the 

income gap. Without a distribution mechanism for wealth, income inequality may reduce the impact 

of growth. The assumption follows that a pro-poor aid policy could have a positive distribution effect. 

 

                                                
3
 “These range from macroeconomic imbalances to distortions in domestic accountability, and from reducing incentives for reform to 

mismanagement and outright corruption” (de Renzio, 2006) 
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Most people would agree that poverty holds back growth and undermines human capital. Poverty 

policies also affect incentives and efficiency. Market imperfections can disproportionably restrict 

economic opportunities like access to credit, but policies targeting poverty puts strain on limited 

resources (including aid). Long-term expenditure that targets the roots of poverty is often neglected 

in favor of short-term expenditure with more immediate results. Targeting marginal poverty trades 

off against extreme poverty. Improving skills of the lower middle class at the margins of already 

productive activities in an economy might have a longer lasting impact than targeting absolute 

poverty. 

 

Most developing countries, however, are largely made up of rural based poor. There is a negligible 

choice between policies that target absolute poverty as opposed to marginal poverty. A difference 

may lie between prescriptive policies that target the consequences of poverty like avoiding 

starvation versus progress pro-poor policies that invest in basic education, land reform, basic 

amenities, healthcare, and improved nutrition. Pro-poor policies look to close the ―gaps between 

private and social costs‖ (Lustig, Arias, and Rigolini 2002), which raises productivity and aggregate 

growth. Productive public spending can promote growth. Poverty reduction policy and growth policy 

can be complementary - causal relations run both ways - yet it requires an understanding of 

economic incentive, economic efficiency, and social cost to get the right policy mix. 

 

Poverty reduction policies are a welcome addition to development policy, but how does aid affect 

what is effectively a public expenditure strategy within national budgets. There is a large gap in our 

knowledge to how aid can contribute to widespread growth and development. A general consensus 

is emerging that development depends on a diverse combination of factors that include private 

sectors dynamics, commerce, social inequalities, macro stability, positive human development 

indicators, food security and positive demographic trends, the environment, rights and culture. Of 

particular interest to aid effectiveness is institutional strengths and capacities, particularly, in terms 

of better financial controls. 

 

A debate is raging over the necessity, or not, of a good policy environment for aid to be effective. 

Craig Burnside and David Dollar (2000) produced a breakthrough work on the relationship between 

aid, growth, and policy performance. Their model allows you to add or subtract variables with the 

objective to understand under what conditions aid leads to growth. They concluded that aid is only 
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effective in a good policy environment4. The second pillar derived from this work is that public 

policy reform is primarily endogenous; ODA can only play a complementary role. This implies that 

donors must select recipients on the quality of their policy performance5. Burnside and Dollar 

concluded that aid should be highly selective, focusing on good policy performers. In this case, aid 

effectiveness is about factoring in policy performance. Critics argue this can only lead to a division 

between aid darlings and aid pariahs. Despite the criticisms, the research has largely become the 

intellectual backdrop to the aid effectiveness agenda. 

 

Reliable institutions are a prerequisite for development6. As critics argue, aid disrupts political and 

economic institutions. The consensus under the Paris Declaration is that aid also undermines statel 

institutions. The argument laid forth in the declaration is that national policies, procedures and 

legislation have to be respected to avoid undermining the state‘s institutions. 

 

Donor need to understand how aid can contribute to institutional capacity building. They can 

enhance partner countries‘ institutions in two ways. First, align their aid managing structures to 

national procedures to avoid duplicate or parallel structure that bypass state institutions. They can 

also improve aid effectiveness by providing better information to countries on aid distribution, and 

by delivering it in a more predictable manner7. 

 
1.2 The Paris Declaration: Part of a Wider Development Agenda 
 
The aim of the paper is to bring the reader closer to understanding what aid effectiveness is and 

how the Paris Declaration promotes it. There are three broad aspects to the declaration: aid 

delivery and management; country system8 building; and the results agenda. Aid delivery looks not 

at more but better aid. Aid management draws on a partnership model, a declaration pillar, 

between donors and partner countries to align donor procedures to country systems. Country 

system building is a major underlining objective of aid effectiveness. The aim is to enhance the 

                                                
4
 Easterly, Levine, and Roodman (2003) extended Burnside and Dollar‟s original datasets using the same method and found results to 

be inconclusive. 
5
 “[A]id has a positive impact on growth in developing countries with good fiscal, monetary and trade policies, but has little effect in 

the presence of poor policies” (Burnside and Dollar, 2000, p.847) 
6
 “Historically, economic development has gone hand-in-hand with the advance in the capacities of social institutions concerned with 

participation, transparency, and accountability” (Gurría and Manning, 2007, p.2)  
7
 “[T]he unpredictability of aid flows, in general, are key obstacles to macroeconomic stability and aid effectiveness in low-income 

countries. When there are sudden surges and reversals, central banks and ministries of finance have to respond with costly 

interventions to stabilize domestic liquidity and international competitiveness. When aid falls, it leads to costly fiscal adjustments in 

the form of increased taxation and spending cuts that transmit and even reinforce the cyclical impact of declining aid flows” (Gurría 

and Manning, 2007, p.2) 
8
 “Country systems refer to a country‟s legal and institutional framework: its national, sub-national, or sectoral implementing 

institutions and applicable laws, regulations, rules, and procedures” (World Bank, 2007b, p.i)  
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functioning of state institutions to ensure the better use of national resources (aid included). Finally, 

the results agenda commits donors and partner countries to mutual responsibility to achieve 

development results. This requires the operationalisation of the declaration founded on agreed 

development targets outlined and monitored in a common performance framework. 

 
1.2.1 Financial Flows 

 
ODA was at its high during the 1960s when bilateral aid (from a limited number of OECD donors) 

was as high as 0.5 % of GNI on average (Manning, 2005, p.2). In 1970, the UNGA adopted a 

resolution where developed nations made a voluntary target of minimum 0.7% of GNI for ODA; 

although, in the next two decades (with an expanding number of bilateral donors), ODA dropped 

close to 0.2 by 1989 (Manning, 2005, p.3). The quantity of aid fell rapidly in the years preceding 

and following the break up of the communist bloc, but it had been on a steady decline since the 

mid-seventies. Some argue that the fall was due to disenchantment with the purpose and methods 

of aid, a phenomenon known as aid fatigue, others point to changing geopolitical interests. 

Whatever the reasons, more often than not, it was LDCs that had received aid in the context of the 

Cold War, which saw the greatest reduction in ODA. 

 

During the 1970s and 1980s, non-concessional loans represented the main financial vehicle from 

developed to developing countries. Private financial institutions and developed states were lending 

large quantities of money to developing countries on an apparent commercial basis. ―In 1986, 

Morgan Guaranty Trust estimated that of the $375 billion in new debt taken on by the ten major 

Latin American countries between 1975 and 1985 almost half vanished forever as flight capital‖ 

(Beaty and Gwynne, 1993, p.214). It is easy to blame underdevelopment on kleptocracy in the 

developing world, but not only were bilateral donors, in most cases, funding dictatorships, the 

financial policies of both private institutions and developed countries were helping to create third 

world indebtedness. This issue hit the international agenda in the 1980s as one country after 

another, undermined by crippling debt, suffered balance of payment crises. Tackling the debt 

problem meant more responsible lending by private institutions and more concessional, ODA 

compatible, loans and grants from bilateral donors. Debt relief became a centre piece of 

development policy reform of multilateral financial institutions9. 

                                                
9
 “Debt relief has increased fivefold since the late 1980s and today makes up 20 percent of all ODA” (Sundberg and Gelb, 2006, p.4). 

See Annex I: The Break Down of Financial Flows to sub-Saharan Africa 1970 to 2005 
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Many LDCs have haemorrhaged large quantities of financial wealth. It is estimated $193 billion was 

lost to capital flight from Africa between 1970 and 1996. ODA, remittance, foreign direct investment, 

and commercial loans combined roughly amounted to $750 billion for the same period (Sundberg 

and Gelb, 2006, p.3-8). LDCs, with low levels of income generation, could ill afford over a quarter 

of inward income being wiped out without any benefit to the economy. Dictatorial figures like Idi 

Amin Dada in Uganda and Mabuto Sese Seko in Zaire became incredibly rich by appropriating 

state finance, but as close allies of the West during the Cold War, such indiscretions did not stop 

the flow of aid to their countries. This is not to say that aid was the source of capital flight, but a lot 

of aid went to countries suffering from widespread capital flight. 

 

Greater selectivity of recipients has accompanied falling ODA quantities. Donor selection criteria 

have become more technically motivated, reversing a trend of aid to questionable regimes. Once 

developing countries political elites where no longer needed as bulwarks against communist world 

hegemony, aid to corrupt military allies became less acceptable10. Aid to conflict countries has also 

changed. For many years, aid went to a large number of politically unstable recipients that suffered 

from some form of conflict11. A clear distinction is now made between humanitarian relief and 

development aid. A long conflict resolution process usually precedes the introduction of pure 

development aid. 

 
1.2.2 Corruption, Fiduciary Risk and Conditioning Aid 

 
A strong belief exists among both developed governments and their citizens that poverty, human 

rights, and corruption need to be dealt with in the developing world. Poverty reduction is an aid aim 

and pro-poor policies have a strong development potential. The aid/human rights relationship is, 

however, more restricted. Promotion of human rights is a universal policy, principally advanced by 

the international community through political forums. Human rights is an important goal of, and 

means to, development, but its potential as a objective of aid is limited because using aid as a 

political leverage is discouraged under the aid effectiveness agenda. Aid distribution should be 

                                                
10

 See Annex II: Aid Recipients Executive Power 
11

 “28 countries in Africa have experienced a total of 100 military coups or coup attempts since 1975, and 22 countries have 

experienced conflict during the past 30 years. From 1980 to 2002, one-fourth of all aid to Africa went to countries experiencing 

conflict. Nearly one-fifth of total aid went to countries later torn by conflicts that eroded prior development gains” (Sundberg and 

Gelb, 2006, p.7) 
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base on a preexistence commitment to human rights before being considered appropriate rather 

than being a direct instrument to enact human rights improvements. 

 

Tackling corruption, on the other hand, is an accepted aid effectiveness aim12. A view persists that 

corruption is a cause of aid ineffectiveness; however, this ignores the fact that, as receivers, 

partner countries have little leverage over aid policy. On the flipside, aid has the potentially to 

distort recipient governments‘ decision making. Once you introduce aid into a system, those 

running the system will reach to its presence. In the worst case scenario, it can create rent seeking 

behaviour or outright corruption. 

 

The presence of corruption explains little of the institutional culture that lets corruption persist13. 

Tacking corruption is a demand of the donor domestic audience. Until recently, the established 

donor solution to corruption was to bypass national institutions primarily through the use of the 

project modality14. This, consequently, avoided the risk of corruption. Yet, it is this policy that has 

been most counterproductive to aid effectiveness as it undermines national institutions, letting 

corruption thrives in the then weak institutional environment. Corruption is a symptom of 

institutional weakness. Perhaps tackling corruption should not be a goal of aid policy rather a 

reference to judge the institutional health to inform aid distribution choices. 

 

The alternative to independent use of projects for aid disbursement i.e. transferring of funds 

through developing countries financial and implementation systems, creates huge fiduciary risk for 

creditors. The solution lies in building developing countries PFM capacity. To transfer aid through 

country institutions requires, from a donor perspective, improved fiscal transparency and 

accountability; however, the solution over simplifies the problem, which remains how aid policy 

could encourage the domestic development of a public policy like reforming PFM systems. 

 

Donors must be aware of the potential distortive effects of aid on a country‘s institutions. Some 

critics argue the dangers are greater; that the declaration effectively supports political incumbents, 

                                                
12

 Monterrey Consensus, point 13, “Fighting corruption at all levels is a priority. Corruption is a serious barrier to effective resource 

mobilization and allocation, and diverts resources away from activities that are vital for poverty eradication and economic and 

sustainable development” (UN, 2002) 
13

 “Corruption should be recognized as only a part of a complex set of governance issues” (OECD, 2006b, p.2) 
14

 “Most donors have been moving beyond the project-by-project approach to reliance on explicit country systems…The number and 

diversity of donor strategies raise questions about the burden they create for local institutions and the degree to which they foster or 

impair local ownership and participation” (OECD, 1996) 
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strangling democratic institutions15. To answer these criticisms, aid advocates must acknowledge 

that in the past aid has helped undermined democracy, and that clientism, a major cause of the 

underdevelopment of democratic institutions, is a reality in many political system of the developing 

world. To promote development, using aid as a tool, will inevitably require engagement in countries 

with weak political institutions, which requires an understanding of incentives in the internal politics 

of partner countries16. 

 

The Paris agenda (represented by the Paris commitments and the mandated entities that monitor 

and implement the commitments) does not provide a framework for political engagement. A 

commonsense interpretation would suggest that whilst leveraging political change is opposed, 

donors have to form relationships with reformers to implement the declaration. Reform cannot go 

faster than the political will that is present, but where it exists, it must be supported. 

 

A successful engagement with clientelistic political systems requires a change in outlook. Political 

institutional building is not the aim of the Paris agenda. By targeting financial transparency, political 

transparency and accountability might improve. Any political benefit must be a consequence not a 

goal of aid policy. And even with a potential political benefit of targeting fiscal prudence, donor 

need to lower expectations in light of the often slow nature of country leadership of reform 

process 17 . A good aid policy requires patience and well sequenced actions, which avoids 

conflicting objectives when using aid as a tool of development. 

 

Conditionality, as a fiduciary safeguard, was first introduced after the financial crises of the 

seventies. The new focus on macroeconomic stability required, on the one hand, an expansion of 

more direct financial support from donors to developing governments, and on the other hand, strict 

fiscal conditions on recipient countries. Conditions demanded stringent accounting and monitoring 

standards based, in each case, on individual donor procedures. This ex-ante conditionality required 

partner governments to attain these standards in advance of aid disbursement. Partner countries 

railed against this policy. 

                                                
15

 “By channelling aid mostly through governments, they have prevented healthy domestic accountability mechanisms from 

developing, potentially propping up anti-developmental regimes…Ongoing concerns about the anti-developmental or anti-democratic 

nature of politics and about endemic corruption in poor countries, however, undermine the case for increased support from rich 

countries” (de Renzio, 2006, p.627/634-635) 
16

 “The liberal-rational approach to politics and public administration that donors promote and support often clashes with the 

patrimonial and clientelistic politics that shape political incentives” (de Renzio, 2006, p.635) 
17

 “[T]he relationship between donors (especially the World Bank) and governments has moved beyond the arm‟s-length 

conditionality approach typical of structural adjustment programmes, to a „post-conditionality‟‟ approach where donors are much 

more closely involved in policy-making” (de Renzio, 2006, pg.635). Original source: The Work Bank and Africa: The Construction of 

Governance States (2004) by Graham Harrison 
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The resentment towards conditionality and years of stagnant development performance convinced 

aid policy specialists to readdress the basis on which aid was distributed. Conditionality logic has 

slowly turned to an ex-post logic. Its basic premise being to base aid distribution on mutually 

agreed development targets. Aid is disbursed against an agreed framework. The quantity of aid 

and the boldness of targets can be advanced with good performance or vice versa. Ex-post 

conditionality offers the best solution to the restriction on political intervention and is regarded as 

the best guide to evaluate partner countries‘ commitments to implement the declaration. 

 

The general consensus is ex ante conditionality does not work18. The declaration addresses this 

problem by incorporating a results output approach. Building PFM capacity to enhance fiduciary 

safeguards, an imperative for donors, is more achievable under this targeted outcome outlook. If 

donor agencies use ex ante conditions to direct aid distribution, country selection would be made 

according to those achieving international PFM standards, restricting potential recipients. Instead 

targeting modest results in a step by step manner towards better standards creates pull like 

incentives, coaching recipients along, but flexible enough to deal with poor performers. 

 

Policy formation, initiatives and sequencing are a domestical decision; however, monitoring the 

performance and its consequences become a mutual discussion. Partner governments commit to 

improved policy performance in return for donor commitments to medium term fixed and 

predictable aid distribution. Aid is distributed inside the national budget as an income like tax 

revenue. The enhanced certainty from the commitment to fixed and predicable aid removed it as a 

reactive element for partner government, becoming rather an incentive to keep commitments. The 

controlling mechanism changes from direct conditionality to an investment confidence system. 

Donors invest in performing countries, undermining a free-riding system. 

 

The goal of the aid effectiveness agenda is to incentivise governments to implement systematic 

development programmes. The results agenda provides a method, which gets inside the 

processes and incentive system that exists between aid, recipient and goals. In accordance with 

                                                
18

 “[E] x-ante conditionality (we will disburse funds if …) is a blunt instrument for achieving development objectives. In particular, it 

is recognised that this approach is not effective in bringing about sustained policy change and effecting complex reforms that change 

institutions. In theory, most budget support donors now believe that what may still work is a limited, selective use of what has been 

termed ex-post conditionality” (Booth, 2008, pg.14) 

               And “[T]here is increased interest in moving towards outcome-based conditionality, under which disbursements are based on 

the achievement of results, leaving recipient countries the freedom to determine for themselves the policy content of their programmes. 

The key advantage of this is that it enhances ownership and increases the probability of applying the proper instruments to meet 

agreed goals, based on the recipient country‟s experience with the effectiveness of different policies” (Gurría and Manning, 2007) 
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this approach, participants learn as they go, making it possible to refine and evolve targets based 

on the knowledge gained. In that sense, the process matures. 

 
1.2.3 Aid Quality 

 
Aid effectiveness is largely an aid quality issue. If you inspect the structural make up of aid based 

on application, it becomes apparent that aid is a fragmented instrument with multiple goals. Tied 

aid is a commercial tool of donors; military aid is a political one; debt relief, emergency and 

humanitarian aid are moral imperatives of the international community. The quantity of aid 

dedicated to purely socioeconomic development is only a bit of the overall ODA figure19. And still, 

administration and transaction costs, incurred by both donors and recipients when managing aid, 

take another significant slice out of the final amount that is put to productive used20. 

 

The wider public often finds it difficult to distinguish between aid applications. Humanitarian 

assistance, primarily emergency and food aid, serves only immediate needs. And while the original 

loaned money might have had a development impact when it was utilised, debt relief itself has no 

development impact. It serves rather a macroeconomic stability purpose. Besides, developed 

states and their financial institutions are the root of third world indebtedness as lending involves 

moral hazard. Debt relief as such is a moral imperative, separated from development aid in 

purpose and motivate. 

 

Another aid leakage comes from technical cooperation as a significant proportion of bilateral aid is 

delivered in this way 21 . Technical cooperation normally employs donor nationals. While the 

objective can include skills transfer and training to locals, there are cases where experts complete 

tasks without contributing to local capacities. In the worst case scenario, technical cooperation 

creates dependence on donors to service machines etc. having negative, neutral or a proportional 

lower development impact than other aid modalities. Also, academic grants to attend donor 

universities should not be included as foreign aid. ODA must be spent in-country. 

 

                                                
19

 The percentage of aid that goes on administrative costs, debt relief, and emergency aid is more than one-third of the total amount of 

ODA (Sundberg and Gelb, 2006, p.4) 
20

 “In sum, less than one-fourth of bilateral aid and 38 percent of total aid is provided as financing that can be directly used for projects 

and programs to build infrastructure, educate children, or reduce the spread of infectious disease. This excludes debt relief. In other 

words, development finance in the traditional sense is far less than what is reported as aid” (Sundberg and Gelb, 2006, p.5)  
21

 Technical cooperation is “one-fifth of total ODA, valued at $4.5 billion to Africa in 2004.” (Sundberg and Gelb, 2006, p.3)  
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Aid quality needs to improve, and it is bilateral donors that are in greatest need of this improvement. 

Bilateral aid is less predictable; more politically and commercially influenced22 whereas multilateral 

institutions are somewhat freer to make decisions on a technical criterion. Multilateral aid is widely 

regarded to have a greater development impact. Large multilateral agencies, particularly the World 

Bank, have better economies of scale, not only in aid delivery, but in aid effectiveness analysis. 

 
1.2.4 Transaction costs 

 
The Rome Declaration on Harmonisation and Alignment (H&A), 2003, the forerunner to the Paris 

Declaration, stated that ―[w]e in the donor community have been concerned with the growing 

evidence that, over time, the totality and wide variety of donor requirements and processes for 

preparing, delivering, and monitoring development assistance are generating unproductive 

transaction costs for, and drawing down the limited capacity of, partner countries.‖ The statement 

points out two issues. One, too much aid is made up of costs, reducing the quantity of productive 

aid. Two, increased costs undermine the development of the receivers‘ capacities. 

 

One of the sources of spiralling costs has been the proliferation of donors involved in delivering aid, 

also known as aid fragmentation. In Africa in 1960, 2 development agencies provided ODA to 10 

countries (Sundberg and Gelb, 2006, p.4). Today, 25 or more agencies provided ODA to 38 

countries (The Economist, 2008). The proliferation of donors causes strain on partner countries 

administrations. Multiple donors means multiple and often contradictory demands. An added 

problem is the sheer quantity of donor missions to developing countries. There were 2058 donor 

missions to 33 countries in 2005 (WP-AE, 2007, p.87). In the World Bank article ―Can Africa Claim 

the 21st Century?‖ (2000), it was estimated that as much as half of Africa‘s senior bureaucrats' 

time is occupied by meeting donor delegations (Sundberg and Gelb, 2006, p.4). 

 

Costs come from too many aid channels and conflicting or unnecessary procedures. First, the 

proliferation of donors duplicates aid management entities. Each donor has its own development 

agency. Until recently, these agencies have acted independently despite similar objectives 

between donors in-country. Second, each donor produces similar but not always compatible 

policies and procedures. Recipient governments are forced to deal with each agency‘s separate 

demands, putting added strain on overstretched public administrations. These two phenomena 

                                                
22

 The OECD estimates tied aid is 25% less effective than untied aid (OECD-DAC, 2001b, p.3) 
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have caused the cost of receiving aid and satisfying donor conditions to skyrocket. In addition, 

donor demands often only serve to satisfy fiduciary safeguards, but can be unnecessary for 

recipients to manage aid. 

 

The Rome and Paris declarations have presented H&A of donor policies to country systems as the 

solution to the problems caused by donor proliferation23. Donors can agree on common objectives 

in-country through a Memorandum of Understand. Donors can produce common arrangements like 

division of labour or delegation of tasks to reduce duplicate aid management and delivery 

structures. A simple action targeted in the Paris Declaration is joint field missions. ‗Common 

procedures‘ is another area where donors can reduce the strain on partner governments. Donors 

can align to national procedures to build capacity, particularly, in the area of PFM by reliably 

informing governments of aid commitments to be recorded on budget in addition to using national 

reporting and monitoring procedures once aid is delivered. 

 

Bringing down and controlling costs seems to be an easy win in gathering support for the aid 

effectiveness agenda, yet the agenda is in fact inducing higher costs in the short-term24. First, more 

aid involve more costs 25 , but it is also increasingly apparent that implementing the Paris 

Declaration generates its own costs. Improving the final impact of aid requires a change in 

procedures that will not come cheap26. The 2006 Paris Declaration monitoring report provided clear 

evidence that the cost of managing aid is higher for partner governments; donors should bear this 

expensive. 

 
1.3 Implementing the Development Agenda 
 
Over the last ten years, the international community, IFI, the European Commission (EC), bilateral 

donors, the OECD Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC) and, to an extent, partner 

countries have been putting in place a framework to advance development as part of a widespread 

                                                
23

 “Experience suggests that aid that is well aligned – with country-owned policies on the one hand and with country systems on the 

other – makes a bigger contribution to development than aid that is donor-driven and fragmented” (WP-AE, 2007, p.18) 
24

 The earliest acknowledgement that transaction cost would go up was a paper by USAID “General Budgetary Support: Key Findings 

of Five USAID Studies” (2005) 
25

 “[T]ransaction costs for partners can be expected to increase significantly as the volume of aid is scaled up” (WP-AE, 2007, p.11) 
26

 “More effective aid is not necessarily aid delivered cheaply. Donors and partners must understand that initially there may be new 

costs associated with doing business differently. For example, collaborative work is not cost-free: according to the World Bank, co-

ordinated multi-donor programmes typically require 15-20% more staff and budget resources than traditional stand- alone projects. 

Such costs constitute an up-front investment in doing business more effectively and should be factored into operational budgets and 

allocation of staff time” (WP-AE, 2007, p.56) 
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development agenda27. The Millennium Declaration to halve world poverty by 2015 acted as a 

catalyst to increase aid and reform policy. A development agenda has emerged that brings 

together such initiatives as the UN Economic Commission for Africa and the African Union‘s New 

Partnership for African Development (NEPAD) in addition to initiatives from the establish 

development institution with an aim to achieving the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)28. 

 
1.3.1 Absorption Capacity Constraints 

 
The Paris agenda and the MDGs are both dependent on the continued commitment to Financing 

for Development (FfD) outlined in the Monterrey Consensus, 2002, in which developed countries 

committed to scale up the quantity of aid for poverty reduction and development. The Monterrey 

Consensus created a quality issue, absorption capacity. Donors‘ domestic constituencies and the 

international community had to show results for the increases as donors started to push money out 

the door in response to scaling up. The Paris Declaration is the aid quality response to the scaling 

up of the quantity of aid. 

 

Agencies have long had problems channelling aid to development purposes without spending large 

proportions in transaction costs. The statement from the OECD ministerial council29 in May, 2005, 

acknowledged that ―[l]arger aid volumes must be accompanied by their more effective use‖. The 

development of new aid modalities for aid effectiveness was a recognition of, and response to, the 

challenge of absorption capacity30. 

 

The commitment to FfD increases the need for qualitative improvements. The financial aspect of 

aid under structural adjustment programmes were tied to a structural focus on the economy, but 

the development agenda has moved away from aid seen ―(merely) as a tool of financial resource 

                                                
27

 Development agencies need to be integrated into coherent policy framework in which development objectives are given their full 

weight….We should aim for nothing less than to assure that the entire range of relevant industrialised country policies are consistent 

with and do not undermine development (OECD-DAC, 1996) 
28

 Aid effectiveness is an off shout of the MDG 8, target 13, which addresses the special needs of the least developed countries. It 

includes tariff and quota free access for least developed countries‟ exports; enhanced programme of debt relief for HIPCs and the 

cancellation of official bilateral debt in addition to more generous ODA for countries committed to poverty reduction.  

Millennium Declaration points 32 to 36 

(32) Net ODA as percentage of OECD donors‟ GNP. Target 0.7% in total with at least 0.15% GNP for LDCs)  

(33) Increase the proportion of ODA to basic social services (basic education, primary health care, nutrition, safe water and sanitation) 

(34) Increase the proportion of ODA that is untied  

(35) Increase the proportion of ODA for isolated environments like small island and landlocked development states 

(36) Increase the proportion of ODA for transport sector in landlocked countries (United Nation, 2000) 
29

 OECD ministerial council statement is called “the follow-up to the UN Millennium Declaration and Monterrey Consensus”. 
30

 “We [States, multi and bilateral development institutions] recognise that while the volume of aid and other development resources 

must increase to achieve these [Millennium Development] goals, aid effectiveness must increase significantly as well to support 

partner country efforts to strengthen governance and improve development performance” (HLF-AE, 2005a) 

 And “Appropriate responses [to selecting recipients] depend on country circumstances, including the governance, 

administrative and physical capacity to absorb substantial increases in aid” (Manning, 2006) 
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transfer‖ (Kenny, 2006) to an analysis of the processes and incentives in the donor/recipient 

relationship as a means to better the quality of aid. 

 
1.3.2 Developing an Aid Effectiveness Framework 

 
The Rome Declaration focused more on the donor side of the giver/receiver relationship. It was 

held that H&A under Rome would reduce costs and eliminate duplicate agency activity. The Paris 

Declaration proposes a more balanced partnership model. The declaration involves a multi-

dimensional approach across countries, at an international level, and within individual partner 

countries. The development of a cooperation framework in-country draws, in each case, on 

domestic and international experience. The framework is heavily influence by the IMF Poverty 

Reduction strategy (PRS), 1996, and the World Bank Comprehensive Development Framework 

(CDF), 1999, which are meant to encourage country ownership. The earliest country partnership 

agreements between donors and partners occurred in Tanzania (1997), Mali (1998), and 

Mozambique (2000). 

 

The development of a new framework for cooperation is based on principles outlined in the 

declaration: Ownership, Alignment, Harmonisation, Managing for Results and Mutual 

Responsibility. The declaration, however, does not outline a common manual for developing a 

framework. The principle of ownership requires that a framework is country-led while donors, 

following best practices, align to partner initiatives31. The OECD-DAC sets out best practices in the 

DAC Guidelines and Reference Series, but like county leadership, donor action is not uniform. 

Thus each framework is unique32. 

 

The Paris Deceleration is a modest public reform. ODA is still public money; development aid is still 

public policy, but it does present a challenge to old ineffective policies. The most fundamental 

change is the support for country specific national development frameworks. Where partner 

government initiatives exist, donors become akin to investors aligning to the best partner 

performers. Their role turns into a force for innovation, demanding results, and monitoring 

investments. But investment requires risk. This policy reform demands a reduction in donor control 
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 “The principles underpinning this vision – partnership, ownership, country leadership, broad-based participation, development 

effectiveness and accountability – have far-reaching implications for the way development agencies conduct business” (OECD, 2001a, 

p.16) 
32

 “Effective institutional development, in particular, should start from the premise of building on what already exists rather than 

transplanting entirely new systems” (OECD-DAC, 2005a, p.21) 
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of aid management. Trust and incentives are to be dealt with by building a partnership instead of 

an outdated paternal model33. In some countries, strong relationships have been forged between 

donor groups and partner governments. These aid darlings have subsequently received increases 

in aid. 

 
1.3.3 Capacity Development 

 
Partnership building is not the only building necessary for aid effectiveness. Capacity building34, or 

capacity development, is another pillar of the agenda. Capacity development is often more 

associated to empowerment and human development while the term capacity building is more 

associated to institutional building, expanding on the institutions that already exist. While 

interpretations may vary between users, most authors use the terms interchangeably. 

 

Capacity building is a necessary aspect for making aid more effective. Learning by doing or 

capacities building is a method that should cross cut aid management processes; moreover, it is an 

objective in its own right. Capacity development presents a potential alternative evaluation logic 

moving from a simple input/output analysis to an institutional/capacity building analysis35. Capacity 

building is a mean as well as a goal, which requires country level analysis 36  rather than an 

implementation blue print. 

 
1.4 Reform at a Country Level 
 
In the declaration, partner government each commit to outlining development targets in NDSs. The 

policy areas can range from fiscal controls and debt management to social service provision. 

These policies are then translated into frameworks that sequence actions and commit finance 

usually over a multiyear timeframe. This framework provides the point where donors can come in. 

Partners can discuses with donors the output targets and how to monitor them. On this, donors 

commits to supporting the framework, releasing funds either directly into national coffers or to 

sector programmes outline in the NDS. Donors commit funds over a multiyear timeframe, trusting 

                                                
33

 The Paris Declaration needs to challenge donors‟ “deeply rooted institutional behaviour” (WP-AE, 2007, p.53) dismantling an aid 

system that had grown up over fifth years. 
34

 “The process by which individuals, groups and organisations, institutions and countries develop, enhance and organise their systems, 

resources and knowledge; all reflected in their abilities, individually and collectively, to perform functions, solve problems and 

achieve objectives” (http://mirror.undp.org/magnet/policy/glossary.htm) 
35

 “The aim is a virtuous circle where aid supports the strengthening of development country capacity, which in turn encourages more 

effective, and integrated, use of aid” (OECD-DAC, 2005a, p.19) 
36

 “[S]uccessful capacity development is seen as necessarily endogenous – led by country actors with clear objectives, making 

effective use of existing capacities and harmonising external support within this framework.” (WP-AE, 2007, p.22) 
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that governments will strive to achieve targets; however, donors can revise up or down aid 

distribution for the successive years‘ based on partner governments‘ performance in the previous 

year. 

 

On each side of the line, development agencies and partners governments have clear 

responsibility in which performances can be evaluated. The declaration requires that partner 

governments take significant action to outlined aims and set out frameworks for action. Donors can 

support these processes, but not direct them. There are also reforms donors can undertake to 

improve effectiveness and build capacity that only rely on their action, for instance, providing more 

realistic commitments and more predictable distribution. 

 

Donor use of the new aid modalities, known as Programme-Based Approach (PBA), is essential to 

country level implementation of the declaration. They are design to align to country actions. 

General Budget Support37 (GBS) and sector programmes are the main tools aligning to national 

frameworks. These modalities pass a lot of control over to partners. The declaration targets and 

monitors PFM systems and procurement procedures reform, evidently, as a guide to partner 

fiduciary safeguards38. 

 
1.4.1 National and International Framework Overlap 

 
Having the WB/IMF PRS central to the formation of a NDS begs the question, ‗who priorities?‘39 

The NDS is meant to represented domestic ownership with agencies committing to align to it. Yet, 

where the NDS is in fact a WB/IMF sponsored PRSP, then the partner is conditioned by the HIPC 

initiative. Bilateral donors are often only willing to align where PRSP have been adopted. A few 

extremely cooperative governments like Mozambique, Tanzania and Vietnam have seen great 

increases in aid flows because their PRSP are considered ‗on track‘. Ownership is suggested as a 

                                                
37

 “There is a wide range of expectations from general budget support. These include: improved co-ordination and harmonisation 

among donors; alignment with partner country systems and policies; lower transaction costs; higher allocative efficiency of public 

expenditure; greater predictability of funding; increased effectiveness of the state and public administration as general budget support 

is aligned with and uses government allocation and financial management systems; and improved domestic accountability through 

increased focus on the government‟s own accountability channel.” (de Renzio, 2006, p.630) The original source of the quote was IDD 

and Associates (2006) Evaluation of General Budget Support: Synthesis Report (Birmingham, International Development Department, 

University of Birmingham) 
38

 “It [the DAC Task Force for Donor Practices] acknowledges the special relevance of Public Financial Management for both these 

modalities [BS + SWAp] of aid delivery” (OECD-DAC, 2005a, p.18) 

And, “Budget support provides donors with a legitimate interest in strengthening the PFM systems through which their 

funds are spent. For both developmental and fiduciary reasons, donors should use the provision of budget support to foster the 

improvement of partners‟ PFM systems, including transparency and accountability to their legislature and civil society at large” 

(OECD-DAC, 2005a, p.27) 
39

 “[I]n a number of countries, donors are deeply involved in core policy processes, undermining capacity to play a more constructive 

role as a consequence, the strengthening of domestic accountability remains an elusive objective.” (de Renzio, 2006, p.627)  
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key stone, but in many respects, development agencies will to harmonise, align, and use the PBA 

is central to the success of national frameworks. 

 
1.4.2 Country System Analysis 

 
The focus on country systems is largely unique to the aid effectiveness agenda40 as opposed to the 

development agenda; however, it is poverty reduction that is the more vocal aid objective. This has 

created the danger that any perceived failure of the development agenda, represented by the 

MDGs, could undermine support for country system reform. The potential gains from improved 

country systems do not directly depend on poverty reduction. It is more plausible that poverty 

reduction depends on the success of improved country systems and ownership41. A main objective 

of this thesis is to analyse the effect, and highlight the importance, of aid to country system building. 

 

A correlation exists between country system analysis and institutional economics. Institutional 

thought views norms and values; processes and practices as embedded in society. Institutions 

embed in a particular time and place. The state and economy function within that context. The 

analysis goes beyond merely market conditions or structural management of the economy to alter 

perspectives on how aid policy can be effectiveness. 

 

Aid effectiveness may be judged on results whether the aim is growth or poverty reduction, but to 

make aid effective, it is necessary to have an understanding of a country‘s institutional environment 

in which aid interacts. The country system approach is not a policy blueprint that can be imposed 

on countries. It is a learning process that builds on what already exists. What exists before cannot 

be dismantled to build on afresh. An institutional analysis brings back aid policy from an analysis of 

instruments, inputs and outcomes to an analysis of how aid work in a particular country context. 

 

The Paris Declaration outlines indicators and targets of aid effectiveness, which can largely be 

judged on the tangible benefits to country system building, but it is the implementation (rather than 

monitoring42) of the declaration that targets decisive action to build country institutions. Country 

system building requires leadership from partner countries to implement NDSs, reform PFM 

systems, and improve procurement procedures. It also requires alignment from donors to country 

                                                
40

 “The Paris Declaration encourages donors to increasingly use country systems to help partner countries develop institutions that can 

implement and account for their development policies and resource use to citizens and parliaments” (WP-AE, 2007, p.55) 
41

 “[C]ountry context matters. The potential of the Paris agenda can be realised only in countries that have determined for themselves 

their own priorities, pace and sequencing of reform” (WA-AE, 2007, p.53) 
42

 The monitoring process also builds country capacity when monitoring activities, in-country, are an extension of national PFM 

monitoring procedures. This is a benefit not an aim of the process. 
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reforms. The declaration is a compromise between donor alignment of aid to national systems in 

return for a results oriented national management process. 

 

The compromise that is the Paris Declaration is weakest on this fault line. The partnership, despite 

the logic of a results orientated system, is a classic deal between asymmetrical partners. Respect 

for sovereignty aside, historical evidence does not testify to many successful politicoeconomic 

compromises between countries with such uneven clout.  Nor is there a legal obligation to abide by 

the declaration. Fundamentally, a donor driven results agenda would undermine the country 

system approach. 

 

Trust is complicated in an imbalanced relationship. It might be even harder to nourish when those 

promoting the country system approach explain that it requires a long-term commitment. The 

declaration has a stated limit, 2010; however, effective country system building takes time 43 and 

depends on country circumstances. A general perception has emerged that the Paris agenda is 

about results, but the long-term chance success under the current timeframe is unrealistic. The 

international community must begin to highlight the continued need for donor support for country 

system building beyond 2010, but donors (and partner countries‘ political elite) will want proof that 

country systems can be enhanced through aid policy. 

 
1.5 Public Financial Management 
 
PFM is central to the country system approach44. Yet, it is often difficult to distinguish between the 

use of the term PFM and ‗country system‘ in the reform literature. A short description is that only 

financial governance is considered within PFM system while country system covers the whole 

spectrum of governance activities in the state45. 

 

                                                
43

 It can take decades rather than years to achieve sustainability of PFM reforms, depending on the objectives and a country‟s specific 

circumstances. According to NORAD/SIDA a period of 15 to 25 years might be appropriate (OECD-DAC, 2005a, p.74) Original 

source: NORAD/SIDA (2002), Best Practice in Capacity Building in Public Finance Management in Africa, p. 9 

“Upgrading country systems is a major commitment and requires long-term support by donors.” (WP-AE, 2007, p.55) 
44

 “Improving transparency and accountability on the use of development resources is widely recognised as a powerful catalyst of 

progress. Enhancing the credibility of the budget as a mechanism for governing the allocation and use of development resources 

(internal and external) is key: not only does it facilitate alignment of donor support, but it also enables parliamentary as well as civil 

society scrutiny of government policies on development and thus broadens country ownership. The credibility of the budget depends 

to a large extent on whether it is a reasonably accurate statement of available resources and their use” (WP-AE, 2007, p.54) 
45

 PFM includes instruments and measures for budget formulation; revenue administration; commitment and payment of expenditure; 

internal control and audits; fiscal decentralisation; transparency; fiscal discipline; and efficient resource allocation to priority needs. 

Country system adds procurement procedures and non-financial administrative activities across government bodies. It includes 

executive decisions on national planning activities linked to the budget. Country systems cover the administration and political organs 

of the state and government. An even wider interpretation of the country system would include how the bureaucracy and political 

agents interact with civil society and the private sector. 
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Aid interacts with PFM in a number of ways. As aid is a significant income in many countries, the 

recording of it on budget is vital to enhance the predictability of national income, as well as 

improving information to base financial decisions on. Despite of its importance to PFM, aid has a 

poor recorded of being recorded on partners‘ budgets46. 

 

One of the central reasons for PFM reform is as a response to the scaling up of aid. With limited 

capacity to absorb the current quantity of aid, donors consider PFM reform as essential to reducing 

constrains on distributing aid while simultaneously enhancing financial transparency. Improved 

PFM creates confidence in the country system. PFM reform has become intertwined with the policy 

to build county systems47. 

 

There has been an explosion of analytical works on PFM48. As aid modalities have moved towards 

the PBA, development institutions have had to reassess fiduciary safeguards. Many multi and 

bilateral donors have set up their own PFM analytical frameworks. These competing frameworks 

present partners with multiple demands49. 

 

Progress toward PFM reform is far from complete. Observes question the deliverability of PFM 

reforms under the Paris process 50 . Without doubt, challenges remain like, are donors too 

overzealous in pushing PFM reform due to their own interest to improve standards? Also, are 

standards donor driven? Do the PFM standards outlined by, for example, the World Bank reflect 

the needs of partners to assess their financial situation or are they design to satisfy donor PFM 

procedures? A consensus needs to be found between the existence of multiple frameworks and 

                                                
46

 “Aid contributes to a significant proportion of many countries´ public expenditure, but a large proportion of aid flows are not 

reflected in governments‟ annual budget estimates” (WP-AE, 2007, p.55) 
47

 “Donors have both a development and a fiduciary interest in the Quality of their partners‟ PFM” (OECD-DAC, 2005a, p.20).  

And, “Public financial management is likely to remain at the centre of dialogue between aid agencies and partner country 

governments” (OECD-DAC, 2005a, p.3) 
48

 Recent advance in frameworks that assess PFM include the World Bank‟s Country Financial Accounting Assessment (CFAA), 

Country Procurement Assessment Review (CPAR), and Public Expenditure Review (PER); also, the EC‟s Audit procedures; as well 

as the IMF‟s Fiscal Report on the Observance of Standards and Codes (ROSC) (OECD-DAC, 2005a, p.75-79). 
49

 “The increasing use of budget support has given rise to an entirely new set of ad hoc fiduciary evaluations and analyses that burden 

country officials and threaten to create another source of conflicting policy recommendations and advice. As a result, problems now 

exist not in the absence of reform programmes but in their proliferation, with each plan supported by a web of different 

conditionalities demanded by different donors and IFIs, and related technical support, amidst a tangle of conflicting claims to 

legitimacy and country ownership. In many countries, it is not unusual to find five or more different action plans in various stages of 

implementation all designed to enhance financial management. While countries increasingly speak about achieving results, there 

existed no consistent framework for them or for donors to evaluate the workings of their systems or the progress that has been made to 

achieving better performance. In sum, there was a need for the creation of a platform that could serve as a common point of dialogue 

between government and donors, and among donors, that would assist in managing the developmental and fiduciary dimensions of 

public financial management reform.” (OECD-DAC, 2005a, p.78) 
50

 “It appears that country system reform and ownership are all rather superficial reform because the recent legal reform in correlation 

with the Paris agenda on which much of country system reform stands is superseded by de facto practice in reality, especial in the 

areas of PFM and budget formation. It is suggested that development agencies get overly excited about the true level of reform as the 

form may be present on the fragile surface” (de Renzio, 2006) 
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benfits of standardisation that balances the need for a flexible approach to country circumstances 

while reducing the conflicting demands on governments. Possibly, the biggest challenge will be 

convincing partner governments to initiate reforms given the incentives to avoid more openness in 

financial resources. 

 

The challenges to PFM reform seem not to have dampened donor hopes of benefits. Reducing 

fiduciary risk is only a knock-on-effect of greater financial transparency. It is domestically where it 

should benefit most. With clearer financial reporting, corruption becomes harder to hide and 

government spending becomes more transparent. This should contribute to democratic 

responsibility where governments are accountable for spending to parliament through the 

budgetary process51. 

 

A successful PFM reform should (i) strengthen and harmonise existing processes and adopt a 

gradual approach to reform; (ii) build support from within; (iii) foster incentives for integration of 

PRS and budget reporting; (iv) report on the spending implications of policy decisions; (iv) and 

finally, be simple. Budget reforms can improve the policy impacts by structuring a PRSP in a more 

budget-friendly manner. This can assist the interface between the budget and line ministries in 

elaborating policy priorities and establishing needs (Wilhelm and Krause, 2007, p.xvii). 

 

There will inevitably be failures in implementing the country system approach and PFM reform; 

however, the sum of the process should provide the skills and impetus to continue reform beyond 

2010. It would obviously be better if country system reform was successful in the short-term, but 

realistically it will take time. It should be the process whereby capacities and skills are learnt and 

expanded that is ultimately the aim. The simplest way for donors to contribute to PFM capacity 

building remains reporting aid on budget. 

 
1.6 The Results Agenda 
 
Any social or economic programme; any public or private project gets confronted with the problem 

of ex ante target versus ex post evaluation. Targets in of themselves are useless for 

comprehension of actions. Attained or not, they explain little of ‗how‘ or ‗why‘. Targets are proxies 

for good practice within the Paris process. The theory says that certain practices lead to positive 

                                                
51

 “The overall aim is to make PFM an efficient tool for implementing policies and producing services for the benefit of the people as 

well as providing an accountability mechanism for controlling government and the public service” (OECD-DAC, 2005a, p.58) 
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result, but these practices have not yet been tested over time. Targets provide a reference to 

gauge eventual results where this analysis cannot be based on past performance. Only afterwards 

will a thorough evaluation of the declaration process reveal if the fundamental basis - the linkage 

between good policies and aid - holds, and if the method - a mixture of policy reforms and output 

targets to improve aid management and delivery – is workable. The problem for this new agenda 

for aid effectiveness is that you can only truly compare two points in the past. 

 
1.6.1 the Methodology Behind the Results Agenda 

 
The Paris monitoring process (separate from the implementation process) has broad aims and 

effects52. The declaration outlines aims, but a general method to achieve development result was 

under construction prior to the signing of the declaration. There have been three high level 

roundtable conferences on Managing for Development Results (MfDR) - Washington (2002), 

Marrakech (2004), and Hanoi (2007). The Paris Declaration added MFDR53 and another tenant, 

Mutual Accountability, to the three principles - Ownership, Alignment and Harmonisation - of the 

Rome Declaration. MfDR approach requires partners and donors to orient their activities to 

achieving results. The second tenant, mutual accountability, makes all actors accountable for 

progress in managing aid better and achieving results. 

 

MfDR embodies the results agenda and is applicable to any policy. The approach targets results at 

all phase of a process. The results-based method is used to monitor the implementation of policy 

commitments in-country as well as to monitor globally the 12 indicators of progress. It also 

analyses the processes that lead to results. The approach incentivises actions for results while 

being flexible enough to incorporate new innovations as the process evolves. The approach 

incorporates practical tools in downstream analysis - strategic planning and risk management; 

midstream analysis - progress monitoring; and upstream analysis - outcome evaluation. 

 

Logically of the three analytical tools used in the approach, a downstream analysis precedes the 

others. It involves quantitative targets based on predicted result from a sequenced number of 

                                                
52

 “We are committed to joint actions with multilateral development agencies and our developing country partners…to measure 

progress against the agreed commitments, based on indicators of progress and targets, both quantitative and qualitative. We are 

engaged also in internationally coordinated endeavours to ensure that development progress is properly measured and assessed and 

that results are used for improving development performance and aid effectiveness. To this end we work with developing countries for 

ensuring that their statistical systems are capable of producing high quality, timely statistics by 2010. In parallel we continue to 

improve the reporting on ODA and tracking of results and impact.” (OECD-Council of Ministers, 2005, p.4) 
53

 “Discussions and expectations around the Paris Declaration emphasise that aid can only be considered effective if it contributes to 

achieving development results” (WP-AE, 2007, p.54) 
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policy actions. Upstream qualitative analysis learns from those results by tracing back the 

quantitative data against actions taken to assess if and where failing accorded. It also identifies 

whether failures occurred in policy or implementation. 

 

The approach reflects the results aspect of the aid effectiveness agenda targeting outcomes while 

upstream evaluation offers the ‗how‘ and the ‗why‘. Also, a long-term benefit is improved data 

gathering. It builds country statistical and evaluative capacity. The quality of information to assess 

progress is dismal or non-existent in many countries. Expanding the quality and dept of data 

should feed back into the decision making process. 

 
1.6.2 the Results Agenda at a Country Level 

 
The principle monitoring and evaluation tool at a country level is the Performance Assessment 

Framework (PAF), which incorporate the MfDR approach to country reforms. The most common 

use of the PAF is for assessing progress on PFM reform. Some frameworks may go under different 

titles, but wherever a donor/partner agreement, sector or GBS programme exists, which requires 

donor alignment, then some kind of performance indicators, monitorable targets and evaluation 

methodology should be used. 

 

The declaration introduces 12 indicators and targets to assess aid effectiveness. The declaration 

commits partners and donors to a set of actions at a country level. The indicators monitor actions 

in-country. Indicators are split between the ones that monitor partner reforms, and those that 

monitor donor delivery and management of aid. There are many partner/donor policy evaluation 

frameworks in each country, but the Paris indicators do not monitor and relay data on every 

process. In fact, the Paris targets are set globally and the data, which analyses in-country action, is 

aggregated globally. As such, indicators do not target individual country and donor performance, 

but the quantitative data available in the monitoring process will make it easy to compare individual 

actors or across countries. At a country level, a partner can agree more exigent targets with donors. 

 
1.6.3 the Results Agenda at an International Level 

 
A visible results agenda makes progress under the Paris Declaration easier to monitor, yet at the 

onset, it was unclear what indicators monitored. It was function before form; consensus before 

method. In February 2005 at the signing of the declaration, no indicator or target was fully outlined. 
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Six months later, a more complete methodology of the indicators was presented for acceptance at 

the UNGA; however, a number of indicators are being defined or redefined, for example, the 

indicator to assess national procurement procedures, which is still being field tested three years 

later. The process to assess country actions globally may not be considered complete by its end in 

2010. 

 

The monitoring process is under the stewarding of the OECD through the Working Party on Aid 

Effectiveness (WP-AE), a body made up of development agencies, multilateral institutions and 

partner governments. The overall monitoring process has been heavily influenced by the OECD 

and World Bank. In some cases, definitions and methodologies to monitor indicators have been 

altered by the WP-AE, changing what is monitored and how the results will appear. 

 

An ambitious timetable of five year has been adopted to implement the Paris Declaration. In early 

2007, the WP-AE, through the OECD, released the first of three reports that assessed ODA 

distributed for the years 2005. It determined the baseline for eight indicators against which future 

progress will be measured. 32 countries participated in the 2006 monitoring survey. The 

evaluations of three of the remaining four indicators were published by the World Bank in its 2005 

CDF review and later again in the 2007 CDF review. 

 

It will be early 2011 when the 2010 aid data, and ultimately the success of the Paris Declaration‘s 

targets are known. There is still a big discussion on method, targets and monitoring going on. The 

authors of the 2006 report argued that indicators and targets should not be fundamentally 

rethought. A High-Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Accra in September, 2008, will offer a forum 

to asses what changes might be needed. 

 

Operationalisation of good practices in the short time span outlined in the declaration has created 

great challenges. The period 2005 to 2010 should be seen as a learning curse for the partnership 

model and country system building. Moreover, the aid effectiveness agenda has to begin to look 

beyond 2010. Keeping up the pace of reform is more important than attaining debatable targets. To 

keep the Paris process on track and in the limelight, pressure from civil society is necessary 

because aid reform is a political project. It depends on political will. Without pressure on 

development agencies and partner governments, interest will be lost. The process can fail. This 

must be avoided. 
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2. Implementing the Paris Declaration 
 

In this chapter, I discuss the Paris Declaration as stated in its 50 points (i.e. the commitments to be 

implemented) and 12 indicators of progress (that monitor a restricted number of commitments). My 

first priority is to perform a mechanical reading of the declaration; second comes a linear account 

of implementation events; third is interpretation. The first chapter served to situate the declaration 

inside the aid effectiveness agenda and wider development agenda; chapter two aims to clarify the 

declaration‘s wording and operationalisation implications. 

 

My point of departure is the document itself. It is laid out in three sections with two annexes. 

Section I is the Statement of Resolve. It charts the reason for, and challenges to, implementing the 

declaration. Section I, points (pts.) 3 to 12, announces the rationale behind the country system 

approach, capacity development approach and the role of the indicators of progress. It describes 

briefly the monitoring method. Section II clarifies the partnership approach. This is the 

implementation responsibilities for partners and/or donors stated in pts. 13 to 50. The section 

divides along the five principles – Ownership, Alignment, Harmonisation, Managing for Results and 

Mutual Responsibility. The sector contains a number of subdivisions for each principle, connecting 

it to tangible aspects of the aid relationship. Periodically, indicators of progress are attached to 

points identifying the principle and aspect of the aid relationship under scrutiny.  

 

Section III presents the indicators of progress and accompanied targets. Annex A has the 

methodological notes for the indicators of progress; however, I join these notes to my discussion of 

the monitoring method in section II. Annex B identifies the 115 signatures of the declaration, 

including roughly sixty partner countries, over thirty bilateral donors and a range of multilateral 

institutions and civil society organisations. 

 

The chapter follows the structure of the declaration; although I introduce the indicators earlier than 

section III to familiarise the reader. I begin the chapter discussing the statement of resolve (pts.1-2). 

The statement reinforces the connection between the aid effectiveness agenda and the 

development agenda revealed in the Millennium Declaration (2000), the High-Level Form on 

Financing for Development known as the Monetary Consensus (2002) and the three International 

Roundtable meetings on MfDR to better measure, monitoring, and managing for development 

results. 
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2.I Background and Method 
 

2.1.1 The Millennium Consensus 
 
The Paris Declaration does not monitor poverty outcomes and impacts. There is no mechanism 

within the declaration to assess its impact on poverty beyond its association to PRSPs, yet aid is 

directly identified in the declaration as an instrument of poverty reduction connected to the MDGs. 

Pts. 1 and 2 of the declaration commit the signatories to take action to ―increase the impact aid has 

in reducing poverty and inequality, increasing growth, building capacity and accelerating the 

achievement of the MDGs‖. The poverty reduction discourses (Millennium) and the aid 

effectiveness discourse (Paris) correlate on the need for a grass roots development in-country and 

on a decentralised approach to target people; good governance; support for parliamentary systems 

and mutual responsibility, yet the Paris Declaration differs from the Millennium Declaration in that it 

is an action plan squarely aimed to improve aid effectiveness through actions on aid delivery and 

management as well as on capacity building of country systems. 

 

In the 90s, it became apparent that some development agencies were trying to improve the 

effectiveness of their development assistance. Development failure was not just put down to aid 

ineffectiveness, but also to political and economic externalities in a changing world order. The 

OECD-DAC paper, ―Shaping the 21st Century: The Contribution of Development Cooperation‖ 

(1996), called on donors to integrate a coherent policy framework in which development objectives 

are given their full weight. Bilateral donors came under pressure to harmonise policies and 

practices. Multilateral institution changed focus from structural adjustment to governance. 

 

Poverty reduction became a clear development policy goal in the 90s. The IMF HIPC initiative 

(1996) mixed debt management and pro-poor policies. The PRS, a mix of pro-poor policies and an 

institutional policy push, furthered the centrality of poverty reduction in development policy. The 

Millennium Declaration embodies the poverty reduction agenda. Outstanding questions remain 

over the logic behind, and deliverability of, the MDGs. The most recent IMF report (IMF, 2008) has 

said goals are ‗off track‘ in most of sub-Saharan Africa, and that not one continent is universally 

achieving all goals. The success of the MDGs, poverty reduction and growth in the developing 

world is worsened by externalities like rising food and oil prices, which compound difficulties to 

achieve the Statement of Resolve. 
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The Millennium Declaration was adopted by the UNGA at the Millennium summit. 32 points were 

laid out in seven sections54 commit signatories ―to ensure that globalization becomes a positive 

force for all the world's people‖. Section III, on development and poverty eradication, pts. 11-20, is 

the most renowned section of the declaration and, includes the MDGs in pts. 19 and 2055. 

 

Pt. 13 discusses governance. ―Success in meeting these objectives depends, inter alia, on good 

governance within each country‖. Pt. 14 follows on scaling up aid. ―We are concerned about the 

obstacles developing countries face in mobilizing the resources needed to finance their sustained 

development. We will therefore make every effort to ensure the success of the High-Level 

International and Intergovernmental Event on Financing for Development, to be held in 2001‖ and 

that it grants ―more generous development assistance, especially to countries  that are genuinely 

making an effort to apply their resources to poverty reduction‖ in addition to tackling indebtedness 

of those ―making demonstrable commitments to poverty reduction‖. 

 

There may be an implicit causal relationship between the Paris Declaration and poverty reduction, 

but the statement of resolve has served to create an image of direct interrelationship. The poverty 

reduction agenda has been a good force to harness a global discussion on development, creating 

a political will to act on aid policy reform. Even so, I aim to go beyond mere implication to a more 

concrete analysis of aid effectiveness. 

 
2.1.2 The Monterrey Consensus - ensuring that the twenty-first century becomes the 
century of development for all56 

 
ODA is only one source of development finance. The Monterrey Consensus (pts.10-25) and the 

Paris Declaration (pt.2) recognise that while aid must be increased, it only represents one 
                                                
54

 The seven sections of the Millennium Declaration are Peace, Security and Disarmament; Development and Poverty Eradication; 

Protecting our Common Environment; Human Rights, Democracy and Good Governance; Protecting the Vulnerable; Meeting the 

Special Needs of Africa; and Strengthening the United Nations 
55

 The MDGs: „By the year 2015, i) to halve the proportion of the world‟s people whose income is less than one dollar a day and the 

proportion of people who suffer from hunger; ii) to halve the proportion of people who are unable to reach or to afford safe drinking 

water; iii) universal primary education; iv) to reduce maternal mortality by three quarters; v) to stop the spread of HIV/AIDS and other 

major diseases; vi) to promote gender equality and the empowerment of women as effective ways to combat poverty; vii) to stimulate 

productive work for the young.‟ 

 Millennium Development Goal 8 aims to develop a global partnership for development. It attempts to deal with some of 

the inequalities and challenges in the international system to develop countries for instance the trading and financial system, good 

governance, poverty, debt, access to medicines and more generous official development assistance. ODA is only a sub-section of Goal 

8. As a public investment, ODA offers more reform potential than other areas covered in Goal 8. 

In Erik Reinert‟s new book, How Rich Countries Got Rich and Why Poor Countries Stay Poor, he critiques the MDGs, 

calling them "palliative economics"; attempting to treat poverty rather than the causes of poverty. The MDGs are targets that set 

poverty reduction as an aim. While this may seem justified, it takes away from the importance of poverty reduction as a means of 

development. The MDGs are noble aims, but understanding the dynamic of poverty reduction requires the integrating of, to name just 

a few areas, socio-economic policy, growth policy and macro-stability, as well as more effective aid. A responsive policy to poverty 

will not alter the fundamental structure of an economy. A preventive policy requires change that stimulates development. 
56

 This is a subtitle to pt.3 of the final statement of the UN Conference on FfD otherwise know as the Monterrey Consensus. 
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development resource. In terms of volume, ODA lags far behind Foreign Direct Investment (FDI), 

trade, multilateral bank lending, non-ODA aid (largely from middle income countries like China) and 

remittance as a source of developing countries‘ income; however, there are a large number of 

LDCs particularly in Africa where ODA comprises a larger proportion of national income. 

 

The consensus reinforces a positive view of global integration particularly in the area of trade whilst 

at the same time identifying the treats to developing countries and countries in transition from more 

predatory and disruptive consequences of globalisation (pt.7). Conceding this, the consensus 

move on (pt.8) calling for a ―holistic approach to the interconnected national, international and 

systemic challenges of financing for development‖. The signatories commit (pt. 4) ‗to sound polic ies 

on good governance; to mobilise domestic resources and attract international flows; to promote 

international trade as an engine for development; to increase international financial and technical 

cooperation; to improve sustainable debt financing and external debt relief; and to enhance the 

coherence and consistency of the international monetary, financial and trading systems‘. 

 

The Monterrey Consensus moved the agenda away from poverty targets to financing and 

implementing development policy reform. The consensus also sets out principles on partnership. It 

contributes to the reform of international cooperation and the quality of development assistance57 

(pts. 39-46). The consensus addresses two major issues in respect to ODA, scaling up the 

quantity58 and improving the quality of aid. Pt. 41 sets out ‗to build support for ODA by cooperating 

to improve policies and development strategies, both nationally and internationally, to enhance aid 

effectiveness‘. The consensus addresses criticisms of development finance i.e. its affect on 

macroeconomic stability, the distortion of domestic accountability and as a fuel for corruptive 

behaviour. The consequence has been the linking of governance and accountability with aid 

absorption capacity and fiduciary risk. Thus, governance under the consensus slants toward 

                                                
57

 The consensus helped redefine ODA. “We encourage donor countries to take steps to ensure that resources provided for debt relief 

do not detract from ODA resources intended to be available for developing countries” (UN, 2002, 40, p.12). To date, the most 

stringent description of ODA has been made under the Paris process. 
58

 The consensus is heavily associated with the financial scaling up of aid, advocated in pt. 42. Developed countries made a 

commitment by 2015 to scale up ODA to 0.7 per cent of Gross National Product (GNP) with 0.15 to 0.20 per cent of GNP earmarked 

for LDCs. This commitment stimulated a reversal in the long decline of ODA as a share of developed countries‟ GNP. Scaled up aid 

peaked at $107 billion in 2005; however, the increase in aid was largely made up of non-development aid, emergency aid and debt 

relief. The Paris agenda, through the monitoring process, has defined development assistance outside of the Paris process. Debt relief, 

emergency aid, scholarship grants to developed countries‟ institutions, and development assistance to conflict zones and for conflict 

resolution are not consider Paris aid (WP-AE, 2007, p.127 and130). 

 To reach the 2015 target would require a large expansion in ODA; however, ODA has retracted in the last two years to 

$103.7 billion. The 2007 DAC Development Co-operation Report confirmed that most donors would not reach their targets. 

According to the DAC, ODA would need to be the most rapidly rising element of public spending in most member countries year on 

year to reach the target. Given the pressures on public budgets in many OECD countries and the effect of externalities like rising oil 

and food prices, delivering the target seems unrealistic. (Source of figures: www.oecd.org/dac) 

http://www.oecd.org/dac
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‗ensuring resources are used effectively and to establish strong, accountable institutions at all 

levels‘. The linking of governance/accountability with absorption capacity/fiduciary risk sets the 

tone for the aid effectiveness agenda. Pt. 43 of the consensus reads like a precursor to, and 

parameters for, the Paris Declaration. (See Annex III – Monetary Consensus Point 43) 

 

The Paris Declaration commits to use aid in ways that rationalise the often excessive fragmentation 

of donor activities at country or sector level. Both the consensus and the Paris Declaration concede 

the need for donors to critically assess the effect scaling up has on the domestic policy formation 

and how it may advance or retard domestic initiatives. The development agenda stresses partner 

countries take responsibility to lead their development process, a concept known as ownership. 

 
2.1.3 The Declaration of Rome (2003) 

 

Two international agreements, mentioned in the Paris Declaration pt.2 that impact on the 

effectiveness of aid, are the Rome Declaration on H&A (2003) and the Marrakech Roundtable on 

MfDR (2004). The Rome Declaration can be seen as a trial run for the Paris Declaration. The 

signatories reaffirmed commitments to reach the MDGs and uphold the Monterrey pledges, but the 

Rome Declaration makes an additional contribution in pt. 1 to the aid effectiveness agenda. It 

refers to the need ‗to harmonise the operational policies, procedures, and practices of development 

institutions with those of partner country systems to improve aid effectiveness. 

 

The justification for harmonisation, pt.2 of the Rome Declaration, comes from ―the growing 

evidence that, over time, the totality and wide variety of donor requirements and processes for 

preparing, delivering, and monitoring development assistance are generating unproductive 

transaction costs for, and drawing down the limited capacity of, partner countries.‖ The statement 

refers to two objectives: to harmonise and align development agencies practices to build country 

system capacity in addition to reducing transaction costs. The latter came to be seen as an ―easy 

win‖ motive for development agency engagement in the declaration, but it has proved hard to 

achieve. Likewise, building institutional capacity has not been fully realised. 

 

The Rome Declaration is a donor centric document. It provided some, but not equal opportunities 

for partners to influence aid practices. It focused largely on what donors could do to improve cost 

effectiveness. Only twenty eight partner countries signed up to the agreement. Multilateral and 

bilateral signatories far outnumber partner countries. 
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The Rome Declaration did put in place some central aspects of the aid effectiveness agenda: a 

country-based approach, ownership, alignment and harmonisation. It also founded some 

implementation tools and institutions like regional workshops to gather information and improved 

partner contribution. It outlined reforms to agency practices: align to NDSs; reduce donor missions, 

reviews and reports; streamline conditionalities; simplify and harmonise documentation; transfer 

more decision making power to in-country development staff; increase staff awareness of aid 

effectiveness issues; delegate activities among development agencies; enhance demand driven 

technical cooperation; and provide support through budget, sector and thematic aid modalities. 

 

Consultancy groups, that are joint donor and/or donor/partner groups, were recongnised as a 

forum to coordinate alignment and harmonisation in-country under the Rome process. The G-14, a 

group of 14 development agencies, came together as a unified donor group in a number of partner 

countries. The group has since expanded to 20. The authors of the 2006 Paris monitoring report 

noted that partner countries fall largely into 3 categories, those that founded consultancy groups 

under Rome, those that did not, and those countries that initiated processes that later stalled (WP-

AE, 2007, p.42). Also of interest is the Rome commitment to implement Medium Term Expenditure 

Frameworks (MTEFs), which ties the NDS to a framework to monitor policy implementation and 

budgetary expenditure. 

 

Monitoring commitments under Rome were to track and, as necessary, refine lead indicators of 

progress on harmonisation as described in the OECD-DAC good practices paper, ―Guidelines and 

Reference Series: Harmonising Donor Practices for Effective Aid Delivery‖, 200359 . Two more 

volumes have since been added. Even with volume I outlining indicators of aid effectiveness, a 

global monitoring process across countries with a formal methodology for gathering, aggregating 

and comparing both donor and partner actions was not put in place at Rome. 

 

A Needs Assessment Survey accompanied volume I. It recorded ―the views of 11 partner countries, 

representing different geographical regions and levels of development, on two questions: How can 

donors improve development assistance in ways that support country-owned development 

strategies? And which donor practices, in the current state of affairs, are most undermining the 

                                                
59

 OECD-DAC Good Practices Paper (volume I) outlines six areas of action: a framework for donor cooperation; country analytic 

work and preparation of projects and programmes; measuring performance in PFM; reporting and monitoring progress; financial 

reporting and auditing; and delegated cooperation. Each area has indicators of progress, defining good practices, success criteria and 

source data for evaluating progress. 
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effectiveness of these strategies?‖ (OECD-DAC, 2003, p.100) Even though the Rome Declaration 

brought some consensus on effective aid practices, the need assessment survey demonstrated the 

incompleteness of the aid effectiveness agenda from the perspective of partners. The survey was 

divided in two parts: looking at donor activities that burden partner countries system and partners‘ 

priorities for donor reforms. The survey exposed the deep sense of an imposition of policies, 

strategies and monitoring objectives by donors. 

 

Pts. 9 and 10 of the Rome Declaration outline implementation and monitoring initiatives: partners 

should design national action plans on harmonisation in coordination with development agencies; 

development agencies should complete regular self-evaluation reports on their progress in 

applying good practices. The World Bank committed to produce a joint in-county annual Aid 

Effectiveness Review (AER) in coordination with the partners and donors. This later changed to a 

bi-annual report due to cost issues (WB, 2007a, p.xi). The declaration also proposed a peer review 

system to monitor implementation. 

 

A monitoring survey and report, ―DAC Peer Review on Harmonisation and Alignment‖ (OECD-DAC, 

2005c), evaluated the progress in five agency headquarters - France, Italy, Austria, Norway and 

Australia. It monitored the G-14 in nine joint field offices. It also monitored the progress of the 

partner countries, Benin, Mauritania, Mozambique, Tunisia, Nicaragua, Bosnia & Herzegovina, 

Zambia, Papua New Guinea and Cambodia. The document covered ODA activities for 2004. 

 

The report found that partner countries were not doing enough to assume ownership; although, 

four in every five partner countries did produce a draft action plans on harmonisation. Only in one 

country was a joint donor/partner consultancy field office set up. Agencies were slow to align 

development assistance through programme modalities to NDSs. The decentralisation of decision 

making from agency headquarters to the field offices was portrayed as slow. Interestingly, the 

report found harmonisation causes an increase in administration costs in the short-run. The 

survey‘s success was in gathering information from partners and donors in a relatively structured 

way through peer review reports and annual synopsis reports on H&A. 

 
2.1.4 Marrakech Roundtable on Managing for Development Results 2004 

 
The Paris Declaration commits to the core principles put forward in the second MfDR roundtable 

meeting in Marrakech, 2004. MfDR is an approach that has been developed at three international 
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roundtable meetings, Washington (2002), Marrakech (2004), and Hanoi (2007). The concept of 

MfDR draws on theories of development change. The development of the approach has its roots in 

the United Nation‘s Millennium Declaration, but the approach, part of the results agenda, has 

become closely aligned to the Paris Process. While the approach was put forward at the 

roundtable meetings, the MfDR good policy papers are produced primarily by OECD-DAC and 

World Bank staff. The influence inter alia the development of the approach and its implementation 

in the Paris process comes by the way of the WP-AE and the Joint Venture on Managing for 

Results (JV-MfR)60. The framework is put into action through the OECD/DAC Regional Mutual 

Learning Initiatives (MLIs) and regional workshops (OECD JV on MfDR, 2007). The principles of 

MfDR are: 

 

 Focus the dialogue on results at all phases of the development process 

 Align actual programming, monitoring and evaluation activities with the agreed expected results 

 Keep the results reporting system as simple, cost-effective, and user-friendly as possible 

 Manage for, not by, results 
 Use results information for management learning and decision making, as well as for reporting 

and accountability     Source: www.mfdr.org 

 
MfDR does not narrowly focus on donor practices; it is a management strategy applicable to any 

monitorable process. It can be adopted along project, programme and thematic lines. MfDR 

monitors country level action and forms the basis for Paris indicator 11. It is about developing 

strategies and tools to plan and set targets, to manage risk, to monitor progress and evaluate 

results. This involves goals to be clearly stated and monitorable targets where possible. The 

method is simple, analyse the current situation, form a strategy, adopt goals, but be flexible in 

attaining them. Tracking back from outcomes to strategy, the monitoring process is used to assess 

actions taken61. The information gathered from managing a programme is channeled back to 

improve future decision-making (JV on MfDR, 2007). 

 

                                                
60

 The WP-AE is the body mandated to implement the Paris Declaration. The OECD-DAC stewards, staffs and chairs the WP-AE, but 

it also has 23 bilateral donors, a small number of multilateral institutions and 23 recipient countries sitting on its board. It was 

establish after the singing of the Rome Declaration in 2003. Despite an equal numbers representatives in the WP-AE “the presence of 

institutions controlled by OECD members [within the Paris process] tilts the balance in favour of the latter” (Bissio, 2008. p 5) 

The Working Party relies on the expertise and advice of its four specialised Joint Ventures (JVs) each with a select number 

of partners and donor institutions that makes up a committee for each JV. The four JVs are: (i) JV-MfDR; (ii) Joint Venture on Public 

Financial Management (JV-PFM); (iii) Joint Venture for Procurement (JV- Proc.); (iv) Joint Venture on Monitoring the Paris 

Declaration (JV-MPD) 
61 

The MfDR‟s core notions are: Goal-oriented, setting clear goals and results to provide targets for change and opportunities to assess 

whether change has occurred; Causality (or “results chain”), various inputs and activities leading logically to outputs, outcomes, and 

impact; and Continuous Improvement, periodically measuring results provides the basis for adjustment (tactical and strategic shift) 

to keep programs on track and maximize their outcomes (JV on MfDR, 2007, p.9) 

http://www.mfdr.org/
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The framework reflects the management and monitoring aspects of aid effectiveness. Its approach, 

sometimes called ―result-oriented strategy‖, targets outcomes. This involves a downstream 

quantitative analysis, for example, how many more students are enrolled in school, and uses an 

upstream qualitative analysis: are those students regularly attending and learning. Some central 

ideas of the MRDR approach have been translated into the declaration like ―learning by doing‖ and 

―managing for, not by, results62. 

 
2.1.5. The Paris Declaration point 3 to 12: Aims and Methods 

 
Six subsections of pt. 3 reaffirm Rome commitments: (i) to support ownership represented by NDS 

and associated operational frameworks, (ii) to align to build capacity, (iii) to enhance democratic 

accountability, (iv) there is a toned down, but continued reference to cost cutting63, (v) to harmonise 

donor activities that prioritise alignment, and (vi) to introduce a measurement systems for the 

country system approach based on international standards for PFM, procurement policy, 

environmental assessment and to ensure fiduciary safeguards. 

 

A dichotomy exists between implementation at a country level and monitoring at a global level. The 

declaration is a multi-dimensional approach. In effect, there are two approaches at work, the 

institutional/capacity building approach referred to in the declaration as the country system 

approach. This approach is to be led by partner countries; donors align. And secondly, there is the 

outcome-based approach, or ―Managing for Results‖. Donors condition alignment to a country 

systems based on targets negotiated under the outcome-based approach. 

 

Pt. 3 affirms signatories‘ commitment to accelerate progress to implement the declaration. An 

operational process involves an implementation and monitoring framework. The emerging 

framework tries to amalgamate activities. Yet, there are multiple processes at work; not a unified 
                                                
62

 The final report of the Hanoi meeting explained implementing MfDR. “[G]overnment, institutions and organisations should be 

accountable for delivering results. It involves not just the use of a new set of tools and techniques, but a huge shift in mindset and 

focus. It is an incremental and non-linear approach, where shared agreed results by stakeholders are the outcome. These results are 

underpinned by an iterative implementation process, including all partners…it requires monitoring and self-assessment of progress 

towards results and the ability to make timely changes to improve performance if things are off course. Effective reporting…provides 

a process through which [actors] can ensure they are still on track and alter things if necessary. The approach can also underpin donor 

interventions where aid is provided to support a government-led plan and where contribution to outcomes can be monitored and 

assessed to ensure greater effectiveness” [i.e. Paris indicator 11] 
63 

The objective to reduce transaction costs appears to have been down graded. The reason is development agencies do not want to 

acknowledge that to implement the Paris Declaration will inevitably cost in the short-term. Avoiding this acknowledgement is 

delaying the internalisation of those costs. Despite this, there is still ample room for reducing transaction costs at a country level. 

Donors could take more action to: harmonise and align using joint action plans and implementation frameworks; coordinate through 

joint in-country offices; specialise to help the division of labour; respect partner country quiet periods; and delegate cooperation. 

“The cost of managing aid could increase significantly as the volume of aid is scaled up, new (emerging) donors become 

more active and new initiatives are created. This is why the international community needs to focus on the issue, both by curbing 

transactions costs and by finding ways for donors to internalise the costs of delivering aid more effectively” (WP-AE, 2007, p.56) 
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and homogonous one. The multifaceted approach makes it hard to distinguish implementation and 

monitoring actions across so many frameworks. On the other hand, heterogeneousness is good; 

overstreamlining the process runs the risk of limiting individual contributions and damaging the 

distinctively uninformed nature of institutional development and state building. 

 

Looking at the width of the commitments in pt. 3, it does not become immediately obvious how a 

reform framework could prioritise actions. It would be reasonable to assume that ownership is 

prioritised given the endogenous nature of the country system approach. The approach demands 

action from donors that do not undermine the development of partner institutions by going around 

them64. Taking for granted the premise that there is no one pre-prescribed development formula 

and that development is an endogenous process, it follows that alignment must prioritise building 

country system capacity. Yet, there is no clear prioritising and sequencing formula outline in the 

declaration65, which creates tension between donor pressure and partner control. Questions over 

prioritising and sequencing have been raised in the course of the monitoring process. As such, the 

original document, the Paris Declaration, cannot be considered the finished article. 

 
2.1.5.1. Aims and challenges 

 
The donor community considers pt. 3 subsection (vi) a lynchpin for success of the declaration. 

Development agencies prioritise monitoring fiduciary risk through improved PFM systems 66 . 

Development agencies see improved fiduciary safeguards as necessary, given the recent 

increases in ODA. Improving absorption capacity is a response to the scaling up of ODA, reacting 

to domestic concerns in donor countries over how ODA budgets are used. For many development 

agencies, country system building appears a distant second on the list of priorities. 

 

                                                
64

 “[D]onor agencies need to be persuaded to back off and become less control-oriented when delivering financial aid, but to become 

more actively as well as more intelligently engaged when it comes to both policy and governance. This may seem paradoxical and 

counter-intuitive, but that is because we are accustomed to thinking of aid as basically about resource and knowledge transfers. In 

reality, much of the time the most important impacts that aid has, for better or worse, are institutional. It is the centrali ty of institutions 

and their transformation that leads to the particular combination of “backing off” and “getting engaged” with which we are led to 

conclude” (Booth, 2008, p.48) 
65

 “[The Paris Declaration] gave prominence to the proposition that good policies are those that are both technically sound, in the sense 

of being oriented towards development outcomes, and country-owned. …But they do a poor job of making clear the real nature of the 

challenge and what actions would be necessary to address it in a serious way” (Booth, 2008, source 67, p.7)  
66

 The Paris commitments are challenging given the scale of public policy reform needed to implement the country system approach. 

Improved PFM is a focal reform, yet critics suggest that country system and PFM reforms are overly sophisticated, trying to get it 

right on paper, but failing in implementation (de Renzio, 2005, p.633). To get the sequencing right and to implement the declaration 

on the grounds, external technocrats from development agencies and multilateral institutions need to refrain from proposing blueprints 

or attempting big bang approaches to reform. The same is true for sequencing capacity development of country systems; patience is 

needed when aligning to domestic initiatives. 
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The declaration‘s intention is to improve accountability through better budgetary monitoring. The 

declaration demands partners to pass budgets through parliament. The relationship to aid 

effectiveness is simple: partner governments must be answerable for decisions and actions in 

enacting development policy and for spending. Accountability improves incentives to get policy 

right and spend resources wisely, including ODA67. 

 

―[S]trengthening domestic accountability mechanisms through parliaments, audit institutions and 

civil society has become a more prominent objective of both donor and recipient countries‖ (de 

Renzio, 2006, p.628), but not ―all good things go together‖. ‗Democratisation and state-building can 

pull in opposite directions. Democratisation often entails establishing checks and balances, and a 

diffusion of power across a greater number of actors while strengthening state capacity may call for 

greater state autonomy and a centralisation of power‘ (Booth, 2008, p.33). A tension exists 

between these two aims. The declaration process has largely dealt with it by ignoring the issue of 

parliamentary accountability despite its inclusion in pt.3 subsection (iii). There is no consensus on 

how to enhance parliamentary checks and balances; guidelines are needed. 

 

The association of the aid effectiveness agenda to political institutional change and 

democratisation raises, conversely, complicated sovereignty issues. Implementing the declaration 

requires walking a tightrope between political support to reformers versus intruding on sovereign 

rights and domestic control of policy. To improve accountability and the wider implementation of 

the declaration, development agencies should try to understand the politicoeconomy in each 

partner country where they engage to ensure that when reform tendencies exist, they are built on. 

Donors should act only on the principle of capacity building of country systems. The political 

motivations of donors should be restrained and development assistance should not be used as a 

political leverage to support or punish regimes or political movements. A distinction must be made 

between political engagement and encouraging policy reforms.  

 

More civil participation in the state enhances accountability. The declaration also encourages 

engaging civil society, but little concerted action has been made to enhance the role of civil society 

in implementing and monitoring the Paris process. Future action is anticipated as this has been a 

                                                
67 

 “Improving transparency and accountability on the use of development resources is widely recognised as a powerful catalyst of 

progress. Enhancing the credibility of the budget as a mechanism for governing the allocation and use of development resources 

(internal and external) is key: not only does it facilitate alignment of donor support, but it also enables parliamentary as well as civil 

society scrutiny of government policies on development and thus broadens country ownership. The credibility of the budget depends 

to a large extent on whether it is a reasonably accurate statement of available resources and their use” (WP-AE, 2007, p.54) 
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prominent issue in the build up to the HLF-AE in Accra on progress in implementing and monitoring 

the declaration set for September, 2008. 

 

A powerful argument exists that the Paris Declaration undermines accountability by supporting 

undemocratic regimes. Where clientism is embedded, incumbent elites can feel unmotivated to 

reform. Where the electorate is weak and disenfranchised, political incentives from a narrow power 

base of ruling elites rarely will include policy reforms to reduce poverty, build institutions or improve 

governance. A common opinion exists that in such countries, aid props up the status quo. 

 

Cynics argue that the declaration alters little of the fundamental faults within the aid relationship. 

Van de Walle argues that partner governments mirror the aid effectiveness reform agenda, which 

he calls ‗ventriloquism‘68 . The Paris process still has to prove that greater transparency and 

accountability is deliverable. If the Paris principles and policy motives are genuine and 

implementable, then improved transparency should create a virtuous circle into the aid relationship. 

 

Pt. 3 outlines aims; pt. 4 focuses on unresolved problems, centring to a great extent on partner 

country weaknesses rather than on donor failure. Prominent partner country weaknesses cited are 

insufficient institutional capacity to implement NDSs; and the effect of corruption in discouraging 

alignment. It does outline two prominent areas for agencies to address: to improve predictability of 

aid disbursement (indicator 7), and to increase staff autonomy in the field. Other systematic 

challenges unmentioned in pts. 3 and 4 are the incompleteness of the multifaceted implementation 

framework; the constant revision of frameworks‘ methodologies; the need for an independent and 

more integrated monitoring process. The most gaping admission to the multifaceted framework is a 

clear capacity building framework with a measurement system. Finally, given the damaging effects 

of bypassing country systems, some legally binding commitment to harmonise and align to country 

led-initiatives would be a welcome precedent in international relations. 

 
2.1.6. The Monitoring Process 

 
The monitoring process is treated in pts. 8 to 12. The declaration affirms that a ‗high-level of 

political support, peer pressure and coordinated actions at the global, regional and country levels is 

necessary to monitor the Paris indicators of progress‘. The process proposes to track the 

implementation of the 50 commitments and 12 indicators. The indicators principally measure 

                                                
68

 Original Source: de Renzio, 2006, p.634 
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collective behaviour at a country level. Essentially, they are national indicators aggregated globally. 

Periodic surveys compile data followed by a report to evaluate it. This provides a benchmark 

against which individual donors or partners can measure their performance at the country, regional, 

or global level 69. 

 

The indicators of progress are split between those assessing aid delivery to partner countries and 

those assessing aid management practices in-country. The indicators analyse a number of the 

aid/country system relationships: to operationalise NDSs; to improve PFM and procurement 

practices; to channel more development assistance through country systems and their budgets; to 

align technical support to country systems; to increase donor use of partner countries‘ PFM 

systems and procurement practices; to reduce development agencies‘ day-to-day structures that 

are outside government systems; to enhance aid disbursements predictability; to reduce the 

quantity of tied aid; to increase development agencies use of programme modalities for aid 

distribution; to harmonise donor field missions and analytic work; to introduce monitoring and 

results-orientated frameworks for NDSs and sector programmes; and finally to introduce peer 

reviews to assess the implementation of the declaration70. The indicators monitor only a limited 

number of commitments, neglecting to monitor a number of prominent commitments like the 

performance of fragile states. 

 

It is important to distinguish the global indicators from processes that implement and monitor NDSs. 

The MTEF monitors the expenditure commitments of a NDS; the PAF monitors policy 

implementation of a NDS. These frameworks have individual global indicator, 1 and 11. The 

indicators monitor quantitative data on the number of operational frameworks globally as oppose to 

information on policy progress provided by analysing a particular national framework. 

 

Indicators 1 and 2 cover a wide range of activities, operationalising NDSs and reforming PFM 

systems and procurement practices. They do not monitor any aid or donor activity only partner 

countries‘ policy implementation. By summing these complex policy reforms (operationalising NDS 

- indicator 1 and reforming PFM and procurement systems - indicator 2) into monitorable targets, it 

potentially threatens to dumb down the implementation standards and the slow policy sequencing 

                                                
69

 An idea that has not been explored yet is using the monitored statistics to construct a commitment to the Paris Declaration index, or 

commitment to capacity development index or even a commitment to a country system approach index to compare performance and 

increase peer pressure among actors. 
70 

I have interpreted the indicators effects somewhat differently from the original definitions. 
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needed for such frameworks by putting pressure on the attainment of results. Other indicators look 

at tangible aspects of the aid relationship (donor actions) that are easily aggregated, for example, 

parallel PIUs, the number of field missions and country analytical works et cetera. There is a 

danger that donors and partners alike will manipulate data to improve results for public 

consumption71 rather than learning lessons from the Paris process. 

 

In the previous page, I considered what indicators assess; here I consider how targets are 

measured. Targets are attached to the indicators to encourage monitorable action and outcome 

analysis. The indicators are not implementation guidelines; they are signposts to gauge the 

progress in implementing the declaration. 12 targets have been set for 2010 with three monitoring 

rounds. The 2006 round set baseline targets. The 2008 round is the mid-point to be followed by the 

mid-term meeting in Accra to review progress. The final round takes place at the start of 2011, 

assessing 2010‘s ODA. The declaration states that Paris targets do not supersede national targets. 

Partners may have more aggressive targets in their NDSs. Some donors have committed to 

individual Paris targets for aligning and harmonising practices72. 

 

The monitoring process began with submissions from interested parties to review indicators and 

suggest targets following the signing of the declaration. At the signing, only five concrete targets 

were outlined. The declaration‘s methodological notes clarify some monitoring issues, but the WP-

AE has since proposed additions to parameters and methods for the remaining targets. The WP-

AE tested the method, meeting twice on the 30th and 31th of May in addition to the 7th and 8th of 

July 2005 to adopt and review targets. The WP-AE produced a document on August 3rd, 

―Baselines and suggested targets for the 12 Indicators of Progress‖. The targets were approved at 

the UNGA in September, 2005. 

 

The WP-AE provides guidance on definitions, scope of application, criteria and methodologies for 

monitoring results. There has been a lot of tinkering to the monitoring process. A number of 

alterations have been made by the WP-AE. The changes are having a profound effect on the 

declaration‘s final shape. The 2006 report created a new perspective on some indicators. Due to 

deficiencies shown up in original monitoring methods, indicators 3, 4, 5(a), 6, 7 and 9 have been 
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 “[i]t is clear that the moral climate has moved in favour of country ownership and aid alignment – perhaps too quickly and without a 

sufficient change in real convictions and organisational incentives. Donor respondents seem often to have been more concerned about 

portraying their agency‟s practices as “politically correct” than about setting an accurate baseline against which to judge future 

efforts” (Booth, 2008, p.21) 
72

 See the 2006 Survey pages 92 to 121 for individual development agency targets. 
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slightly altered. Also, international conferences on procurement significantly altered indicators 2(b) 

and 5(b). Finally, the World Bank produced a report in 2007, ―Results-Based National Development 

Strategies Assessment and Challenges ahead‖, that altered the monitoring method for indicator 1 

and 11. 

 

The original targets were an approximation to be revised as the process matured. The declaration 

introduces relative targets to each indicator like reducing the gap of policy non-implementation by 

one-third; two-thirds etc, or alternatively 90%; 100% of donors (or partners) use a particular 

implementation structure. Following the completion of the 2006 baseline report, these relative 

targets received numerical values. 

 

As mentioned, the indicators aggregate globally the compliance to a few commitments. All Paris 

compatible ODA is judged primarily as a whole. The calculation for which is usually the amount of 

the aid flow compliant to commitment X by the total aid flow. In such a case, there is no distinction 

made by country or region; however, some indicators can be aggregated at a country level, 

providing a capacity to compare across countries, particularly, indicators that monitor donor action. 

Instead of summing aid flows globally, aggregating country averages involves summing total aid to 

a particular country, then dividing it by the total amount of aid at a country level compliant with 

commitment X. Thus you can get a parentage of aid at a country level that is compliant to compare 

country to country. 

 

Global compliance to a commitment may not disclose country and regional weaknesses. If you 

aggregate country percentages, you can compare the amount of global compliance to commitment 

X versus the country average. Compliance in a significant number of partner countries that receive 

a large quantity of ODA will enhance the global figure, but can hide a poor country average. The 

global indicator tells us little about country patterns like consistently low compliance in a number of 

partner countries that receive small or medium quantities of ODA. In general, it appears that 

compliance is relatively greater in countries that receive more ODA. Or, from the donor perspective, 

it can hide a pattern like low compliance to a commitment on a regular basis by a number of 

development agencies. The size of an ODA budget compared to other donors does not appear to 

be a significant factor in donor compliance. For a number of indicators, the cross-country figures in 

the 2006 report revealed more about compliance than global aggregation. 
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Indicators can be divided along those that the World Bank measure and those measured through 

self-assessment questionnaires; though, indicator 8 on untying aid is measured using OECD-DAC 

statistics. Donors and partners complete questionnaires for the periodic reviews. The information is 

gathered by a National Coordinator in each country. He/she complies and substantiates the data 

before presenting it to the OECD-DAC. One of the arguments in favour of self-assessment is that 

development actors learn through the process and that it is cheaper than an independent review. 

The coordinators are partner government appointees, so cannot be considered independent. 

 

The greatest difference among indicators is not in the facility to monitor them, but to define them. 

The indicators are meant to represent tangible policy practices. They are assessed against 

indicator definitions73. Coordinators have indicated that donors are not always stringent in applying 

definitions. In many cases, coordinators have reported pressure on them to accept donor data. The 

2006 report noted a wide variation in the application of indicator definitions, which has damaged 

credibility by depressing the accuracy and consistency of the report. 

 

The assessment criteria, baseline, analysis and method for indicators 1 (operational development 

strategies) and indicator 11 (results-oriented frameworks) are derived from the World Bank 2005 

CDF74 progress report ―Enabling Country Capacity to Achiever Results‖ and World Bank 2007 

report ―Results-Based National Development Strategies: Assessment and Challenges ahead‖. The 

CDF has three elements: a long-term holistic vision, medium-term strategy and country specific 

development targets, representing the different nature of action in the reform agenda. The CDF 

have 20 assessment criteria, three of which are used to measure indicator 1 and another three 

measure indicator 11.75 

 

The AERs are country level joint reviews76. They form the foundation document within the CDF 

process for scoring partner countries on indicators 1 and 11. The AER/CDF evaluation process did 

not run parallel to the periodic 2006 or 2008 Paris monitoring surveys, yet the AERs could easily be 

                                                
73

 “The data gathered by governments and donors diverged in many cases, leading to intense discussion around the interpretation of 

some indicators” (OECD-DAC, 2005a, p.40) 
74 

 The extent of the role of the World Bank in the Paris process is demonstrated by the following statement. “[I]mplementing the Paris 

Declaration on Aid Effectiveness is tantamount to implementing the CDF” (World Bank, 2005) 
75

 The analytical source documents for the CDF include AERs, PRSPs and PRS progress reports, PRS reviews, IMF compiled 

documents, Joint IMF/WB Staff assessments, joint Staff IMF/WB advisory notes, TRMs, Consultative Group analytical documents 

and monitoring agreements, international roundtable meeting documents, HLF conference agreements, case studies by the World 

Bank, multilateral institutions‟ loan and grant documents and OECD-DAC Surveys (World Bank, 2005) 
76 
“The main purpose of the [AER] review is to assess the status of country efforts to develop and implement operational development 

strategies and results-oriented frameworks for policymaking, and hence providing a sound strategic basis for aligning resources, 

including aid” (www.worldbank.org/cdf/) 

http://www.worldbank.org/cdf/
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incorporated as an official tool of the Paris monitoring process to run parallel to 2010 survey. Some 

effort has been made at Hanoi to align the AER/CDF method and timing to the WP-AE monitoring 

process. 

 

The second World Bank assessment tool, the Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) 

index, rates the quality of partner countries PFM systems and scores them for indicator 2. CPIA 

has existed in some form or another since the seventies, but grew in importance due to the 

introduction of KKZ policy indices in the late 90s. CPIA is a fourth generation indices. It takes into 

account governance issues, policy effectiveness, political stability and the voice of civil society plus 

accountability. 

 

The argument is that the Bank possesses a comparative advantage in country system analysis and 

should direct monitoring of institutional development. Critics of its assessments point to a self-

interest in monitored information. The CPIA index is a World Bank International Development 

Assistance (IDA) lending assessment tool. Lending and grants are sanctioned according to its 

results. 

 

Any discussion on a post-Paris declaration would have to consider the viability of incorporating the 

World Bank assessments into an independent monitoring process. The monitoring process would 

find it hard to disconnect from either the World Bank or OECD-DAC as no alternative or more 

independent body exists with the experience or the resources necessary to implement the 

monitoring process. Two suggested for improving the quality of the process, if not its independence, 

are tightening the indicators‘ definitions to ensure truthfulness in self-assessment questionnaires, 

and to have independent experts to substantiate, publicly, the World Bank‘s methods and data for 

Paris indicators. 

 
2.2 Partnership and Principles 
 

2.2.1 Ownership 
 
Section 2.2 turns its attention to the partnership commitments under the titles of the five principles. 

Pt. 14 obliges partners to demonstrate leadership by outlining and implementing a NDS. The NDS 

is a plan outlining development goals, particularly, in poverty reduction and improved service 

provision at a central, sector and local level over a mid-term timeframe. Other NDSs goals can 

include macroeconomic stability, debt management and industrial restructuring. Ownership goes 



 58 

beyond outlining a strategy; it requires the ‗translation of these strategies into prioritised results-

oriented operational programmes as expressed in MTEF and annual budgets‘. The commitment 

entails having donors align to the strategy. Donors are required to respect partners‘ NDSs.  

 
2.2.1.1. Indicator 1 

 
Indicator 1 aggregates, globally, operationalised strategies. It assesses partner action, only. The 

target is to have at least 75% of partner countries with operationalised strategies. The CDF uses a 

qualitative method to quantify the number of operationalised strategies. There are three 

assessment criteria for an operationalised strategy: i) A unified strategic framework, that is the 

country has a coherent long-term holistic vision with a medium-term strategy attached; ii) 

Prioritisation, that is the country has development targets linked to its long-term vision. The 

medium-term actions are tied to these targets and follow a well-sequenced path; iii) Strategically 

linked to the budget, that is the country has earmarked fiscal resource for the strategy. The country 

needs to display the capacity to operationalise it with a review process to provide feedback to keep 

commitments on track. The CDF method judges the state of a country‘s NDS with values in a 

range from ―E‖ the lowest to ―A‖ the highest. An overall score of ―B‖ is necessary to meet the Paris 

target. (See annex IV for guidelines on scoring NDSs) 

 

The declaration demands a NDS linked to policy reforms and targets, costed in the annual budget, 

with a timetable for implementing the strategy. This is otherwise called a MTEF. This is not a new 

policy tool, but here it has a new application. For example, MTEF have been used in Uganda since 

1992 to address macroeconomic instability caused by inflation (Bird, 2003). MTEF can be used for 

any public policy dependent on expenditure sequencing. In the context of the declaration, the 

MTEFs is used to sequence a NDS‘s allotted expenditure. 

 

A PAF is a monitoring tools; the MTEF is an expenditure framework. The MTEF is similar to a 

budget; it just has a longer timeline. MTEFs have a non-rolling period of three or fours years (WP-

AE, 2007, p.20). In Uganda, they ran parallel to the European Commission‘s fixed and variable 

trench system for distributing aid. The fixed trench was recorded in the original MTEF and the 

variable trench was attached to output targets within the context of a PAF (Bird, 2003). Usually, a 

central ministry responsible for producing the NDS also produces the MTEF. Line ministries lobby 

for funds coupled to NDS objectives. The process is often done in consultation with donors. Where 
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the NDS is an official PRSP, the World Bank and IMF are heavily involved 77 . Other donor 

interaction includes joint PAFs to measure and assess progress in line with distribution 

commitments, sequencing timetables and policy obligations. Also, technical assistance is often 

made available to produce PAFs and MTEFs. 

 

A contentious issue for many independent observers is that the World Bank and the IMF are the 

only assessors of the quality of a NDS. Those with PRSP have a better exposure to World 

Bank/IMF assessment methods, and thus should surely score better. CDF only assesses IDA 

eligible countries. Of the 34 countries taking part in the monitoring process, five are not eligible, 

Afghanistan, Dominican Republic, Egypt, Peru and South Africa, and have not been measured. 

The last assessment was completed in 2007. The CDF/AER runs bi-annually and will continue 

assessing NDSs beyond the 2010 deadline. 

 
2.2.2 Alignment 

 
This next segment, pts. 16 to 31, deals with alignment: donors base their overall support on partner 

countries‘ strategies, institutions and procedures 78 . Seven indicators, 2 to 8, assess different 

aspects of the alignment process. Logically, these indicators require more commitments and 

actions from donors than from partners. 

 
2.2.2.1 Indicator 3 

 
Indicator 3 assesses how much aid is aligned to national priorities. The indicator measures the 

percentage of globally aligned development assistance to government sectors reported in partners‘ 

national budgets. The target aims to halve the proportion of aid to government sectors not reported 

on-budget with at least 85% of aid reported on-budget. This necessitates donors to report aid flow 

destined for government sectors, i.e. aid to be distributed using budget support, sector 

programmes under ministry direction, and projects inside some sector or thematic framework. 

 

                                                
77 

The central document for country ownership has been the PRSPs. The template for PRS was the Transitional Results Matrices 

(TRMs), which incorporates the operational aspects of a MTEF. The TRM comes from a target perspective rather than a financial one. 

(UNDG and WB, 2005,)  The TRM also has a shorter life span than the PRSP. The World Bank/IMF strongly push TRMs as an 

intermediate step in fragile states with extremely weak institutional capacity. The IMF obliges partner countries to have PRSP to 

accede to concessional lending as part of the HIPC initiative to reduce debt. PRSPs have five poverty reduction priority areas: i) 

education ii) health iii) agriculture and rural development iv) basic infrastructure and rural development vi) macroeconomics and 

financial management. Targets are attached and action plans implemented. 
78

 “The proposition that the best aid is that which helps countries to assume ownership of their development is true and important, but 

it badly needs unpacking. The implications for aid modalities and their management [i.e. the alignment of donor actions] need to be 

more closely specified than they have been until now” (Booth, 2008, p.48)  
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―Aid contributes to a significant proportion of partner countries‘ public expenditure, but [there are 

consequences due to the fact that] a large proportion of aid flows are not reflected in governments‘ 

annual budget estimates‖ (WP-AE, 2007, p.54). Aid off-budget undermines partner institutions. In 

most developing countries, budget reliability is extremely weak; huge yearly swings in aid flows 

exasperate this. Development assistance off-budget also undermines ownership as it is not aligned 

to national priorities and reduces governments‘ ability to implement strategic policies. 

 

The budgetary processes have assumed a new importance in development policy as a central tool 

of the country system approach. Increased use of budgets enhances PFM systems through 

institutional learning. The budget, being a key policy instrument for partners, links policy aims to 

financially backed timetables for implementation. Aid flows on-budget should not be exclusively 

dependent on previously achieved PFM standards rather the budget needs to be imbedded in a 

parliamentary process, which forces financial transparency of government actions to citizens and 

donors. By reducing aid off-budget, where basic checks and balances exist, control of resources 

transfers over to partner governments, thus providing a platform to learn from. 

 

For aid to be recorded on-budget, the partner government does not require complete control. 

Development assistance can be recorded on-budget when its distribution is tied to a mutually 

agreed programme within a government sector. Yet, pooling resources at sector level has raised 

some reservations over whether this is, in fact, a parallel rather than an aligned structure (Booth, 

2008). Also, some interpretative problems arise over individual projects. The donor can implement 

the project, but as long as strategic control is within a government programme, it should be 

recorded on-budget. Budget mid-year alternations are not included on-budget (WP-AE, 2007, 

p.128). Off-budget is also development assistance to sub-national government to avoid double 

counting. The question of aid to sub-national levels is still very much in its infancy.  

 

Another question is donor rights to stop development assistance in cases of non-compliance to 

donor conditions or political turmoil in-country. The general consensus coming from good practice 

papers is that development assistance should be committed within a MTEF to enhance 

predictability so as to not damage progress already made. Political turmoil can send a country‘s 

reform agenda back decades; aid predictability can help soften internal shocks. 
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Monitoring this indicator raises the problem of globally aggregated targets versus country averages. 

The calculation is aid flow to government sectors reported on budgets, the numerator, by aid flow 

to government sectors distributed for the fiscal year, the denominator. The target is for a global 

average of 85% of aid on-budget. In fact, the baseline found 88% of aid was record on-budget in 

2005. However, an oversight in the original method revealed in the baseline report shows aid is 

both under and overestimated in budgets. This means that donors either over or under-distributed 

aid for the year. This is seen by comparing donor commitments to distributed aid. 

 

The indicator is affected by timely distribution of aid. A lack of predictability causes damage to 

budgetary accuracy 79 . Globally, aid on-budget is at 88% because donor over-distribution 

compensates for some under-distribution; however, when you look at the accuracy of the indicator 

country by country, summing this figure, aid on-budget comes down to 42%. The indicator under its 

current form is an accuracy indicator of partner governments‘ capacity to predict the reliability of 

donor commitments rather than monitoring aid flows on or off-budget. 

 

Development assistance on-budget is about building budgetary capacity. Other alignment 

indicators are about development agency reform to reduce aid fragmentation. In contrast, aid on-

budget should be less about donor management and more about supporting budget capacity and 

accountability in government. Unpredictable donor distribution is marring this aim. 

 

Indicators 3 and 7 are similar, but differences exist. In indicator 3, the distribution figure is 

estimated for the year by governments based on donor commitments. This is then compared to the 

final distribution figures. In indicator 7, it is aid flows recorded in the yearend financial reporting. 

This is compared to the commitment figure. Budget predications of aid disbursement do not often 

match commitment figures. The authors of the 2006 report suggest that to improve budget 

accuracy, partner governments need to better predict donor inaccuracy. For example, Uganda 

underestimates donor commitments by up to 30%. 

 

The interpretation of the 2006 report suggests that once you break down the figure, you can factor 

out donor distribution unpredictability to focus on the reporting accuracy and realism of partner 

                                                
79

 “[T]he discrepancies in the budget numbers include a significant element due to non-disbursement of scheduled funds or 

unscheduled disbursements...[i.e.] the problem of low aid predictability, as opposed to weak information capture” (WP-AE, 2007, p.21) 
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governments‘ budgets 80 . The conclusion goes some way to absolve the effect donors‘ 

unpredictable distribution has on partner governments‘ budgetary accuracy. In this scenario, the 

problem is not a reporting failure but weakness of information capture 81 . A more cynical 

interpretation might suggest the blame is being pushed from donors to partner governments. 

 
2.2.2.2 The Country System Approach 

 
Pt. 17 outlines the country system approach. Simply, this means using partner countries‘ systems 

and procedures with the aim of strengthening them. The country system is synonymous with PFM 

system. It also includes any policy framework or overview procedure within the country system. 

Capacity building involves building on what already exists thus the country system approach has 

no single framework to implement but depends on country circumstances. Monitoring progress 

towards capacity building of a country system is difficult to do. Such an approach must be flexible 

as it is more of a qualitative examination than an analysis of output. 

 

PFM is a dominate reform area; budgetary reform is a major subsection. This includes instruments 

and measures for budget formulation and revenue administration; expenditure commitments and 

payments; internal controls and audits; fiscal decentralisation; budget comprehensiveness; 

transparency; fiscal discipline and efficient resource allocation to priority needs (OECD-DAC, 

2005a, p.58). PFM importance is summed up on the Governance and Social Development 

Resource Centre (GSDR) website when it is say ―poverty reduction is impossible without reforming 

the whole system of public finances. Efficient and effective public expenditure management is an 

essential precondition for government to be able to do anything significant for poverty reduction‖ 

 

In a logical extension, pt. 18 tackles the issue of monitoring, analysing and evaluating country 

system progress, particularly, PAFs. Diagnostic reviews are important sources of information on 

the state of country systems. PAFs monitor NDSs; though, they can be used to monitor other 

                                                
80

 “It is possible to factor out the predictability problem and focus on the degree of information capture. This analysis, with results 

presented in Chart 1.4, reveals the extent to which lack of budget realism arises from the combination of poor reporting of 

disbursement intentions by donors and limited information capture by budget authorities” (WP-AE, 2007, p.21) (See Annex V) 
81 

“Like several of the alignment indicators, Indicator 3 is influenced by both country and donor efforts. It also captures the effects of 

more than one type of factor. According to the survey returns, in-country donors and government officials see the shortcomings of 

current practice as the compound effect of three rather general problems: 

■ Donors are not always attentive to getting information on intended disbursements to the budget authorities in good time and in a 

usable form, resulting in systematic under inclusion of aid in the budget. 

■ When donors do provide such information, they are not always realistic about their ability to disburse on schedule, resulting in a 

tendency to over-estimate some kinds of aid flows and under-estimate others. 

■ Budget authorities are often not strongly motivated or equipped to capture information on donor disbursement intentions, or to make 

realistic estimates of shortfalls, resulting in both over- and under-counting on quite a large scale. (WP-AE, 2007, p.21)” 
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issues like PFM reform. The PEFA Performance Measurement Framework (PEFA PMF) is the 

PFM diagnostic tool promoted by the WP-EFF82. 

 
2.2.2.3 The Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability (PEFA) 

 
Pts. 19 to 21 outline the commitment to establish mutually agreed frameworks to provide reliable 

assessments of performance, transparency and accountability of the country system. Pt. 19 also 

introduces indicator 2. It monitors the quantity of PFM systems and procurement procedures that 

either adhere to broadly accepted good practices or have a reform programme in place. 

 

The PEFA is the primary font for PFM good practices83. The PEFA PMF builds upon the IMF/World 

Bank HIPC Public Expenditure Tracking Assessment and Action Plan (HIPCAAP). It is based 

around 28 indicators categorised in four areas (OECD-DAC, 2005a, p.29/58/74). The goals of the 

PEFA are to strengthen the ability of partner countries and development agencies to assess the 

state of public expenditure, procurement and financial accountability systems and to develop a 

practical sequence of reforms and capacity-building action to84: 

 

 Encourage country ownership 

 Reduce the transaction costs to countries 

 Enhance donor harmonisation 

 Allow monitoring of progress of country PFM performance over time 

 Better address developmental and fiduciary concerns 

 Improve the impact of reforms (www.pefa.org) 

 
The PEFA framework was approved by the WP-AE in 2005 shortly after the signing of the Paris 

Declaration. The new PEFA PMF was incorporated into the DAC Guidelines and Reference Series 

Volume 2. The PEFA endorses: 

 

 A country-led agenda – a country led PFM reform strategy and action plan. 

 A coordinated programme of support – a coordinated IFI-donor integrated, multi-year programme of 
PFM work that supports and is aligned with the government’s PFM strategy 

 A shared information pool – a framework for measuring results that provides consistent information on 
country PFM performance, including progress over time. (www.pefa.org) 

                                                
82

 The JV-PFM set up a website, www.countryanalyticwork.net, to compile analytical information on PFM country by country. The 

JV-PFM has met more prolifically than any of the other sub-groups of the WP-AE with seven meeting within three years. The JV-

PFM has tried to harmonise procedures, yet this is difficult given the explosion of tools and methodologies for assessing the quality of 

PFM systems in recent years. This proliferation of PFM analytical framework has had the effect of increasing transaction costs in this 

area rather than reducing them. In some other areas of PFM reform, there has been standardisation of procedures like acceptance of 

the IPSAS accounting standards (OECD-DAC, 2005a, p.23) 
83

 It was jointly set up by the World Bank, the European Union, the UK DFID, the Swiss State Secretariat for Economic Affairs 

(SECO), the Royal Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The International Monetary 

Fund (IMF) and the Strategic Partnership with Africa (SPA) are also partners. PEFA programme started in 2001. 
84 

“[T]he proposed approach (to PFM Reform) reflects the need to shift country and donor focus from understanding organizational 

and systemic strengths and weaknesses to implementing reform and improving performance” (OECD-DAC, 2005a, p.75) 

http://www.pefa.org/
http://www.pefa.org/
http://www.countryanalyticwork.net/
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As of 2006, the PEFA PMF was only operational in 10 partner countries out of the 36 countries 

signed up to the declaration. Donors are reluctant of make the full switch away from their 

frameworks (The Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2006). There are conflicting objectives 

between frameworks, an irony given that the PEFA was intended to eliminate the current overlap 

between frameworks85. 

 
2.2.2.4 Indicator 2 (a) and CPIA 

 
Indicator 2 is broken into two parts. It assesses the number of partner countries that have i) PFM 

systems and ii) procurement procedures that either adhere to broadly accepted good practices or 

have a reform programme in place to achieve them. The CPIA measures the quality of PFM 

system. The numerator for indicator 2(a) is the number of countries in the monitoring process that 

have a functioning framework or reform programme in place. The denominator is the total number 

of countries in the Paris monitoring process. The target is to have half the partner countries move 

up at least one measure (i.e., 0.5 points) on the PFM/ CPIA scale of performance. 

 

The method for measuring the target is relatively straight forward. The quality of PFM systems are 

measured by the CPIA indices. It rates countries against a set of 16 criteria grouped in four clusters: 

(a) economic management – (monetary; fiscal and debt policy); (b) structural policies – (trade; the 

financial sector and business environment); (c) policies for social inclusion and equity – (gender; 

equity of public resource use; building human resources; social protection and labour policies in 

addition to institutions for environmental sustainability); and (d) public sector management and 

institutions – (property rights and rule-based governance; the quality of budgetary and financial 

management; plus the efficiency and equity of revenue mobilisation). In the fourth cluster, the 

relevant indicator is no. 13, which measures the Quality of Budgetary and Financial Management. 

 

The CPIA has existed in some form or another since the 1970s, synonymous with the International 

Country Risk Guide (ICRG). The index has gone under a number of recent evolutions. In 1997, this 

governance index used for comparative country analysis incorporated the data sets of the World 
                                                
85

 From 2005, the new PEFA framework focused on: 

 Provision of a central reference regarding the PFM Performance Measurement Framework. 

 Undertaking technical quality/peer reviews of planned and draft applications of the PFM Performance Measurement Framework, on 

a demand basis in coordination with the World Bank. 

 Gathering information, examining and reporting back on the application of the Framework, including (i) consistency of applica tion 

and robustness of tools (ii) use the assessments made and (iii) synthesis/analysis results to learn from successful capacity 

development. 

 Fine-tuning the Framework, on the basis of reviews and consultations. 

 Dissemination and training on the Framework (www.pefa.org) 

http://www.pefa.org/
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Bank economists Kaufmann, Kraay and Zoido-Lobaton (KKZ) to take into account more variables 

that affect good governance such as political stability, independent voice, corruption in governance, 

the rule of law, the quality of bureaucracy and accountability (Islam and Montenegro, 2002, p.8). 

 

A major critique of the CPIA indices has been the level of transparency of its methodology. ―In 

2000, the World Bank began disclosing the CPIA ratings, but only in an aggregated format that 

revealed little about the differences between individual countries, why those differences existed, or 

how the ratings were calculated‖ (Powell, 2004). In 2004, under extreme pressure to address 

criticisms, the World Bank set up a review of CPIA ratings and methodology. The review body 

made a number of recommendations. These included a reduction of the number of indicators from 

20 to 16 changing CPIA indicator 17, the Quality of Budgetary and Financial Management, to CPIA 

indicator 13. It also recommended increased transparency. From 2006, more detailed scores were 

disclosed for IDA eligible countries. These include all four quintile-based aggregated rating groups, 

the scores for the 16 criteria and the methodology for the IDA performance-based allocation 

system. The body also established an independent committee to review the CPIA methodology 

every three years (Bretton Woods Project, 2006). 

 

The CPIA is intended to capture the quality of a country‘s policies and institutions where they are 

within the country‘s control. Its premise is that good policies and institution are the primary 

foundation for development, growth and poverty reduction. Its function is to provide Country 

Performance Rating (CPR) for IDA lending. The World Bank lending policy is based on country 

policy performance, more so than needs. 

 

The CPIA process involves two parts: a benchmarking phase where samples of weak and strong 

performers, from all the six World Bank regions are assessed; the second stage sets guideposts, 

which bind Bank representatives, in-country, who fill in country questionnaires to score participants 

on a scale of 0 to 6. These scores are then crossed checked by the World Bank management 

before being published. The process does consult country officials, but does not include 

independent observers. 

 

The benchmarking process is based on 37 sources that are not available or do not correspond 

across countries. More developed countries tend to have a lot of sources while weaker ones have 

less. Such inconsistencies limit the statistical legitimacy of the benchmarking process (Arndt and 
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Oman, 2006). In the case of CPIA 13, the benchmarking stage has additional source material: the 

public expenditure management handbook, IMF code of good practices on fiscal transparency and 

the PRMP governance indicators (http://www.imf.org/external/np/fad/trans/code.htm). 

 

The CPIA indicator 13 evaluates budget expenditure and fiscal controls. The second phase 

guidelines for the questionnaire are broken down into the three criteria with description for 

assessing each criterion in half points from zero to six, six being the best quality of institutions. The 

primary assessment criteria are (i) a comprehensive and credible budget linked to policy pr iorities 

and PRS; (ii) an effective financial management systems to ensure that the budget is implemented 

as intended in a controlled and predictable way; and (iii) timely and accurate accounting and fiscal 

reporting (See Annex VI for the guidelines for awarding PFM/CPIA scores). 

 

The assessment criteria for CPIA indicator 13 are reasonably clear and less controversial than 

some other CPIA indicators86. As the CPIA is a basis for World Bank lending, its bias in CPIA 

indictors have been interpreted as a new form of conditionality. The World Bank pushes certain 

policies by tying CPIA indicator to lending like for stringent private property rights, low business 

regulation and labour market flexibility where ease of hiring and firing counts more than twice as 

much on CPIA weighting system than the ratification of international labour standards (Minsoni, 

2007). 

 

Elisa Van Waeyenberge (Van Waeyenberge, 2006) argues that such areas as labour rights are 

outside the World Banks mandate and expertise. She criticises the Banks self-proclaimed 

knowledge role, which has become a reference point for the broader donor community87. In Adam 

T. Minsoni (Minsoni, 2007) wide ranging critic, he characterises the CPIA as ―back-door 

conditionality,‖ creating the main value component of international aid. He argues that the CPIA is 

opaque, subjective and unscientific and should not be the foundation for aid distribution given the 

volume of aid at stake. He suggests that the process could be opened up to be conducted by an 

independent body. Alternatively, it could be reconstituted to include greater input from partner 

countries, which would take into account country specifics of weaker countries. 

 

                                                
86

 Some commentators argue that CPIA indicators are ideologically neo-liberal and subjective. For example, trade policy rewards low 

tariffs and low capital inflow controls that many economist loathe for it exposes weak countries to capital flight in response to external 

shock (Minsoni, 2007). 
87

 She calls the tying of lending to the implementation of PRSPs, which have a neo-liberal macroeconomic framework with strict 

budget discipline, liberalisation and privatisation, the Washington Consensus plus plus. 

http://www.imf.org/external/np/fad/trans/code.htm
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An OECD-DAC report concluded that data was not comparable across countries and time, and that 

the index is biased and non-transparent (Arndt and Oman, 2006). In addition, Barry Herman 

(Herman, 2004) focuses on the weakness of the indicators‘ methodology especially their low ability 

to discriminate among countries over time. He also adds that it is an ex-ante instrument and that 

World Bank lending criteria should be based on ex-post outcomes-based evaluations. In such a 

way, an incentive system could be introduced. An outcome-based evaluation would help us 

understand what progress has been achieved and what is achievable in line with the principle of 

MfDR rather than giving a snap shot of the state of a PFM system at a given point in time. He 

concludes that the CPIA, together with other similar indicators, should claim to be "no more than 

windows into a partial and clouded picture of development". 

 

PFM reform and country system development is a long-term project. It cannot be imposed. 

Development agencies should align to build capacity. If donors, particularly the World Bank, start to 

priorities stringent ex-ante PFM reforms and conditions than they risk destabilising a process that 

requires time and careful sequencing88. As outlined in a NORDIC/SIDA, a report referred to in the 

OECD good practice paper volume II, PFM reform may need up to 25 years to become sustainable. 

 
2.2.2.5 Indicator 2(b) on Procurement Procedures 

 
Indicator 2(a) is complicated, controversial and contested. Indicator 2(b) on public procurement 

standards is all of the above with the add problem: the process to define its parameters, implement 

it and monitoring its framework has been far more protracted. As in part 2(a), the indicator 2(b) 

assesses the number of partner countries that have procurement systems that either adhere to 

broadly accepted good practices or have a reform programme in place to achieve this. 

 

The World Bank began to evaluate the quality of procurement procedures back in 1998 when it 

introduced the CPAR. Previously, the case for procurement services‘ role in development and 

poverty reduction had only weakly been made. Procurement is a core function of PFM and service 

delivery as it is the means by which public contracts are awarded and public money spent. 

                                                
88

 PFM and sequencing – “Financial management reform should be considered as a series of realistic step changes („platforms‟) 

defined in terms of what they enable by way of resource planning, deployment, control and accountability…The role of the initial 

„platform‟ approach should be focused on underpinning the basic means of dialogue upon which the new forms of aid 

depend…Measures appropriate to this sort of platform will include establishing the integrity of very basic data and control systems, 

avoiding technical complexity and relying primarily on measures that require political support and mandate rather than capacities that 

are unlikely to exist at the beginning…In practice, this means scaling down the expectations of comprehensive PFM reform, and  

concentrating on technical and political feasibility, even if this implies a higher degree of fiduciary risk in the short term” (de Renzio, 

2006, p.633) 
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Governments have to purchase goods, works, and services. Procurement is a strategic aid 

management function as partner governments procure services with ODA funds. 

 

A procurement system requires planning and coordination. The system must be formulated in 

conjunction with, and be recorded on, the budget. This requires estimating procurement costs and 

budgeting them for each fiscal year within each line ministry. Procurement activities are executed 

at all levels of government; reformed processes will have a wide spread effect. One 

recommendation in volume III was to have an independent public procurement agency and review 

body to standardise and regulate procedures at a national level. 

 

The OECD/DAC-World Bank joint roundtable initiative on ―Strengthening Procurement Capacities 

in Developing Countries‖ set out reform objectives. The process ran over 2003 and 2004. It 

resulted in the adoption of the ―Johannesburg Declaration‖ in December 2004 to further 

procurement reform. The recommendations from the roundtable initiative were incorporated into 

the DAC Guidelines and Reference Volume III, ―Strengthening Procurement Capacities in 

Developing Countries‖ published in 2005. The paper outlined three objectives: mainstreaming, 

capacity development and benchmarking a monitoring process. 

 

Indicator 2(b) is based on the measurement framework devised at the roundtable meeting. A set of 

tools and techniques to strengthen procurement systems and monitor results were outlined, but 

unlike indicator 2(a), with the CPIA, a whole new measurement framework had to be created (WP-

AE, 2005, p.10). While the outline of this framework was agree on at the meeting, the complete 

methodology and the monitoring process was not. At any rate, such a measurement framework 

would need time to teethe before it could be considered accurate. The Johannesburg Declaration 

committed signatories to further develop the framework and implement reforms. 

 

The WP-AE set up another sub-structure, the JV-Proc., with a mandate to revise where necessary 

the measurement framework and monitoring target for indicator 2(b). At the first JV-Proc. meeting 

in Manila (2006), a common benchmarking and assessment methodology was discussed. It was 

agreed that the method would be partly self-assessed and that the new ―Methodology for the 

Assessment of National Procurement Systems‖ would be field tested. The pilot includes 22 

partners taking part in the 2008 monitoring survey. Under the JV-Proc. agreement, non-pilot 
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countries can self-assess against the standards outlined and their score will be included in the 

2008 report (OECD-DAC, 2006a). 

 

The assessment methodology has two parts: the Baseline indicators (BLI), i.e. standardised 

indicators, and the Country Performance Indicators (CPI), in-country assessment. The BLIs gives a 

snapshot at any given time of a country‘s procurement standards against international norms. The 

CPI involves consultancy activity between selected observers who conduct interviews and in-

country evaluations to assess policy implementation. This can be conducted jointly by a qualified 

consultant, a partner government nominee, a donor agency, a PEFA procurement assessment, or 

using the World Bank‘s CPAR methodology (OECD-DAC, 2006a). 

 

The framework includes 12 standardised indicators of performance grouped under 4 pillars: (1) 

legislative and regulatory framework; (2) institutional framework and management capacity; (3) 

procurement operations and market practice; and (4) transparency and integrity of public 

procurement systems. The BLIs assess the quality of the procurement model and legal framework 

of a country against international standards. The second part is optional. The CPI is an in-country 

assessment based around the 12 indicators that assesses, qualitatively, how well these processes 

are being implemented on the ground. The CPI is somewhat ambiguous as partners can weight 

differently the 12 indicator depending on country conditions. The score is than aggregated on a 

four point scale from D to A to measure Paris indicator 2(b). The target is to raise one-third of 

partner up one point on the scale. The baseline is set at the second Paris monitoring round. 

 

The second JV-Proc. meeting was held in Copenhagen in September 2007 to initiate the pilot 

programme. The third meeting took place in Arusha, Tanzania, 5-7 May 2008. The meeting 

assessed the progress of the pilot scheme and presented a new draft procurement declaration to 

sanction the assessment procedures as the official Paris procurement monitoring framework. It will 

be made available at the Accra meeting in September, 2008 (OECD-DAC, 2008b) following the 

publication of the second monitoring report. 

 

The benchmarking initiative has been greatly discussed, and continued work on the pilot 

programme includes partner workshops to disseminate lessons learned. The measurement 

framework is being tested, and it appears that some kind of balance between international 

standards and country ownership has been struck. Even so, due to its recent development, the 
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measurement framework should probably only be considered useful as a tool for measuring 

relative progress in strengthening a procurement system. 

 
2.2.2.6 Policy Implementation 

 
Strengthening country systems requires development agencies to use partner countries‘ systems 

when and where possible. A virtuous circle exists once aid becomes part of the system. The 

outcomes are: partners get to test, enhance and strengthen the system through more usage; donor 

stop undermining the system by avoiding duplicate procedure. This virtuous circle requires aid to 

be a part of it, but an agency‘s decision to engage in a system first obliges fiduciary safeguards. 

These issues are assumed to be satisfied once a sufficiently high-quality country system is in place. 

 

Under a narrow reading of the declaration, country system assessment is an international 

standardisation comparable to CPIA indicator 13 and the BLI framework on procurement. What 

exist is a certain standardisation of the assessment of the country system; however, no one fixed 

policy for country system reform is outlined in the declaration. Even so, the OECD-DAC and the 

World Bank suggest best practices on country system reform through the PEFA and PRSPs. If this 

advice is taken as the right mix of policies, the question turns to implementing these policies. Some 

agreement of a fixed standard is necessary in any implementation framework to diagnose against a 

reference, but the guidelines provided by standardisation are just that, guidelines, leaving room for 

interpretation and learning in implementation and ultimately forming of country system policy. 

 

The PEFA and CPI are both diagnostic and implementation tools at a country level, yet diagnostic 

tools also come in multiple forms and do not have to be derived from outside sources. Pt. 20 asks 

partners to set up and use diagnostic tools to assess their systems against the international 

references, and enact appropriate reforms when hitches are diagnosed. The donor community has 

a tendency to propose standards, but the principle of the declaration advocates the acceptance of 

alternative standards, methods and policy formats if they contribute to aid effectiveness, 

development and poverty reduction. 

 
2.2.2.7 Indicator 5(a) 

 
Donors use the country system when its funds are managed through national procedures outlined 

in a country‘s general legislation. The declaration defines the use of partner countries PFM 
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systems for indicator 5(a) as donor funds to government sector that are managed according to 

national budgetary, reporting and auditing procedures. There can be no other additional financial 

reporting requirement other than the governments‘. This does not inhibit twinning or joint 

arrangements where donors take part in reports and assessments to build capacity and gain extra 

insight (WP-AE, 2007, p.129/130). 

 

Indicator 5(a) has two targets: (i) to have a percentage of donors using PFM systems on a country-

by-country basis; (ii) to have a percentage of global aid within PFM systems. 5(a)-i targets to have 

all donors using PFM systems where partner countries have a score of 5 or above on the 

PFM/CPIA scale of performance. For partner countries with a score between 3.5 and 4.5 on the 

PFM/CPIA scale of performance, the target is 90% of donors using PFM systems. The numerator - 

the number of donors that use partner countries PFM systems on a country-by-country basis; the 

denominator - the total number of donors on a country-by-country basis (WP-AE, 2005, p.20). 

 

While a global indicator aims to increase the aid flow used within PFM systems worldwide, 5(a)-i 

targets an increase in donor use of PFM system in-country. If the target is to be assessed to the 

letter, it would require sub-grouping partners by, the 5+ sub-group and the 3.5 to 4.5 sub-group. 

The number of donors that use the PFM systems would be counted in each country then aggregate 

a percentage for each sub-grouping, thus confirming if the respective targets have been achieved. 

 

Question: how do you classify if a donor is using a PFM system to be able to quantify indicator 

5(a)-I (as opposed to an individual project or programme, which is defined in the footnote 140)? 

Unfortunately, no specifications are affirmed in the declaration. The document ―Baselines and 

suggested targets for the 12 Indicators of Progress‖ mentions a monitorable target in the fashion I 

describe. The document refers to a preliminary monitoring work based on 2004 ODA data gathered 

in a WP-AE questionnaire. Of the thirty two partner countries assessed in it, 221 in-country donor 

field missions were recorded. That is an average of just under 7 field missions per country. 174 

were considered to be using PFM systems, giving a 79% usage ratio. I speculate, given the high 

level of donor use recorded (versus the global percentage of aid flows used within PFM system in 

2005 that was only 40%, according to the 2006 report), that once one donor programme or project 

for a field mission was in line with national budgetary, reporting and auditing procedures, then the 

field mission would be considered to be using the PFM system. The report also noted that data had 
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not been broken down into either the PFM/CPIA 5+ sub-group or the PFM/CPIA 3.5 to 4.5 sub-

group (WP-AE, 2005, p.21-22). 

 

Subsequently, for the first monitoring round, the explanatory note for national coordinators provided 

definitions and guidelines for monitoring the amount of donors using PFM systems; but these 

guidelines failed to simplify or clarify monitoring this target. In fact, the final version of 2006 report 

neglects any mention of this target. Moreover, the explanatory note for the 2008 survey excludes 

this target altogether. I believe that given the lack of a standardised monitoring method for the 

target, the WP-AE has simply ignored it in favour of the more monitorable global target, 5(a)-ii. 

 

Indicator 5(a)-ii is aggregated globally. The numerator is aid flow to the government sector that 

uses country PFM systems; the denominator is total aid flow to the government sector (WP-AE, 

2005, p.18). However, the target specifies that for countries scoring over 5 on PFM/CPIA scale, the 

goal is a two-thirds reduction in the percentage of aid to the government sector not using partner 

countries‘ PFM systems, and for countries scoring between 3.5 and 4.5, a one-third reduction in 

the percentage of aid to the government sector not using partner countries‘ PFM systems. 

 

This target is perceived to be a global assessment, yet it involves aggregating aid by sub-groups. 

While the 2006 report does refer to the targeted sub-groups as well as the one-third reduction of 

aid flows, it does not brake down the data to assess the target to the letter. What the report authors 

do say is that since the majority of partner countries are within the PFM/CPIA 3.5 to 4.5 range (and 

will most likely stay in that range), and that global use of PFM system is 40%, then a one-third 

reduction would require a target of 59% of aid within PFM systems89. This neglects to mention that 

a number of countries are below this range; no country is in the 5+ range. 

 

To assess the targets as stated in indicator 5(a)-ii necessitates the establishment of a baseline for 

both the 5+ sub-group and 3.5 to 4.5 sub-group based on 2005 aid data (the base year). The 

global flows of aid would have to be totalled for each sub-group for the base year and the year in 

question with each sub-group containing the same countries. For the 5+ sub-group, to measure a 

two-thirds reduction in aid to the government sector not using PFM systems would require the 

division of the total aid to the sub-group using the PFM system for that year by total aid to the sub-

group for the year. The calculation would need to be done for both the base year and the year in 

                                                
89

 “If country PFM quality remains largely in the range 3.5-4.5, aggregate utilisation will need to rise to 59%” (WP-AE, 2007, p. 25) 
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question to see if the 2/3 reduction was achieved. The same process would need to be completed 

for the 3.5 to 4.5 sub-group, but in the case, the target is a 1/3 reduction. 

 

The 2006 report did brake down aid by country - table A.5 of the report - and by donor - table B.5 of 

the report, but statistical data is not present in a comparative format to assess the target as stated 

in the declaration. Even so, chart 1.7 of the report breaks down (nameless) partner countries into 

their respected half point range on the CPIA scale. This gives a partial insight into donor use of 

PFM systems as state in the target 5(a)-ii. From a reading of the chart, a rough estimate of the 

quantity of aid flows within the PFM system for each sub-group can be made. The chart also lets 

the reader ascertain the range of use of PFM systems (min./max.) for each half point on the 

PFM/CPIA scale. From this information, the authors of the 2006 report were able to determine that 

there is only a weak relationship between donor use of PFM systems and the quality of the 

system90. The use of partners‘ PFM systems varies greatly within partner sub-groupings. The 

quality of the PFM systems appears to be only one of the reasons why donors use it. (See Chart 

1.7: What drives use of country PFM systems?) 

 
2.2.2.8 Indicator 5(b) 

 
Indicator 5(b) works much like 5(a). It focuses on the use of national procurement systems when 

funding is provided to the government sector. You can largely use the same method replacing PFM 

system for public procurement procedures. You also have to replace the PFM/CPIA scale with the 

Procurement/BLI scale. Likewise, there are two sub-targets to indicator 5(b) like in 5(a). The target 

for 5(b)-i is to have a percentage of donors using partner countries‘ public procurement procedures; 

the target for 5(b)-ii is to have a percentage of global aid that goes to the government sector 

compliant with national procurement systems. 

 

                                                
90

 “[T]he eight countries that have moderately strong PFM systems (score=4.0). Use of country systems ranges from 14% (minimum 

value) to 56% (maximum value). This suggests that factors other than quality of systems are affecting donors‟ willingness to use 

them” (WP-AE, 2007, p.26). 

“The survey report also contains one robust finding…Donors tend to justify their bypassing of country systems of public 

financial management (PFM) and procurement by pointing to weaknesses in those systems that make them unreliable. This is quite 

plausible. For this reason, the agreed Paris Declaration targets for utilisation of country PFM and procurement systems are conditional 

upon the systems‟ attaining a certain level of reliability. However, according to the Baseline Survey results, the index  of country 

system usage varies enormously between donors, and is not correlated at all with the best measure we have of the quality of those 

systems, the World Bank‟s CPIA rating for budget and financial management. 

We do not underestimate the general importance of recipient-side obstacles to aid reform. In fact, … this report makes the 

case for giving them greater recognition. However, this finding from the Paris survey is a salutary reminder that donor behaviour is an 

independent factor in the vicious circles of aid ineffectiveness and not just a response to weaknesses on the recipient side. In turn, this 

points to the incentive structure on the donor side of the aid relationship as a crucial focus for reform” (Booth, 2008, source 67, p.21) 
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The numerator for 5(b)-i is the number of donors that use partner countries procurement 

procedures on a country-by-country basis; the dominator is the total number of donors on a 

country-by-country basis. The procurement performance scale (BLI scale) goes from D, the lowest, 

to A, the highest. Where countries score ‗A‘ on the procurement scale of performance, all donors 

must use partner countries‘ procurement systems. Where countries score ‗B‘, 90% of donors must 

use partner countries‘ procurement systems. In the case of 5(b)-ii, the numerator is the quantity of 

aid that is used through partner countries‘ procurement systems; the denominator is the  total aid 

flow to government sectors. Where countries score ‗A‘ on the performance scale, the target is a 

two-thirds reduction in the proportion of aid flow to the government sector not using partner 

countries‘ procurement systems. Where countries score ‗B‘, the target is a one-third reduction. 

There is no target for countries that score less than ‗B‘. 

 

To test the targets, information would have to be gathered for sub-grouping of partners according 

to their BLI ratings. The monitoring process should confirm for indicator 5(b)-i that all donors use 

partner countries‘ procurement procedures for sub-group ‗A‘ and that 90% percentage of donors 

use partner countries‘ procurement procedures for sub-group ‗B‘. For indicator 5(b)-i, the definition 

of donor compliance (as opposed to project or programme compliance) with country procurement 

processes would need to be airtight, yet like indicator 5(a)-i, there is no clear definition given. If the 

target is to be assessed to the letter, it would require sub-grouping partners by, sub-group ‗A‘ and 

sub-group ‗B‘. The number of donors that use the procurement system would be counted in each 

country then a percentage for each sub-group would be aggregated, thus confirming if the 

respective targets had been achieved. 

 

The 2008 survey neglects to mention target 5(b)-i. Likewise, it was only mentioned in the 

―Baselines and suggested targets for the 12 Indicators of Progress‖ document. For the WP-AE 

2005 questionnaire mentioned in the above document, twenty eight partner countries filled in the 

questions on procurement. In this report, 238 in-country donor missions were recorded. 187 were 

considered to be using country procurement systems, giving a 79% usage ratio. In the same way 

that this report assessed target 5(a)-i, for donors to qualify as using country procurement 

procedures, I believe at least one programme in a field mission portfolio would have needed to 

correspond to the questionnaire‘s definition of procurement system use to qualify the mission. 
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To assess the targets as stated in indicator 5(b)-ii necessitates the establishment of a baseline for 

both sub-group ‗A‘ and sub-group ‗B‘ based on 2005 aid data (the base year). The global flow of 

aid would have to be totalled for each sub-group for the base year and the year in question with 

each sub-group containing the same countries. For sub-group ‗A‘, to measure a two-thirds 

reduction in the percentage of aid to the government sector not using procurement systems would 

require the division of the total aid to the sub-group using procurement systems for that year by 

total aid to the sub-group for the year. This calculation would need to be done for both the base 

year and the year in question. The target is assessed by comparing the base year percentage to 

the year being monitored to see if the 2/3 reduction is achieved. The same process would need to 

be done for sub-group ‗B‘, with the target at a 1/3 reduction. 

 

I believe that implementing the necessary changes to the monitoring process for indicator 5 would 

be reasonably easy given the information already available from the first monitoring process. It just 

requires grouping the data differently; however, indicator 5(b) has yet to be field tested. It is unclear 

whether it will suffer from as many controversies and ambiguities over definitions as indicator 5(a). 

 

A focused analysis of indicator 5 raises many questions, for instance, what will be done about the 

ambiguity over the definitions for donor use of country systems? Will the data be broken down 

along the original lines of the indicator, or has the WP-AE simple changed its focus from the 

original targets? Given all of these doubts, I am forced to disagree with the authors‘ wi ld statement 

in the monitoring report - ―Indicator 5 provides a relatively unambiguous and telling measure of the 

degree to which systems alignment is taking place‖ (WP-AE, 2007, pg.24). 

 
2.2.2.9 Reducing Duplicate Aid Management and Implementation Structures 

 
Pt 21 commits donors to ‗avoid, to the maximum extent possible, creating dedicated structures for 

day-to-day management and implementation of aid-financed projects and programmes‘. Indicator 6 

assesses this commitment. Planning, implementation, and accountability are strengthened when 

partner institutions are used to manage aid. It should also reduce development agencies‘ day-to-

day running cost. The target is to reduce by two-thirds the stock of parallel PIUs. Not all projects 

are parallel. PIUs are parallel where they exist outside country institutional structures. PIUs use 

national procedures when (i) staff are on the payroll and pay scale of the national implementing 

agency; (ii) they are accountable to the national implementing agency, not an external funding 
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agency; (iii) they have terms of reference for externally appointed staff that are determined by the 

national implementing agency (WP-AE, 2005, p. 27). 

 

The indicator measures the total number of parallel PIUs, globally. The number of parallel PIUs 

varies from country to country. This often corresponds with the volume of aid in-country. The target 

is to reduce by two-thirds the global stock of PIUs, but individual countries can use the two-thirds 

figure as a comparative reference. 

 

National coordinators in many countries noted a loose interpretation of the definition of a parallel 

PIU. The difficulties in defining parallel PIUs are primarily related to technical cooperation. The 

number of PIUs is underestimated because development agencies excluded technical cooperation 

projects from the 2006 survey. However, the definition is clear: outside appoints must be approved 

through national procedures. The 2006 survey reports a conservative figure of 1832 parallel PIUs 

in 34 partner countries. The authors or 2006 report believe that a tightened interpretation of the 

definition would lead to an increase in identified parallel PIUs. In proportion to baseline taken for 

2006 survey, attaining the target would require a reduction of 1212 parallel PIUs to 610. 

 

Traditionally, it has been the multilateral agencies that set up most parallel PIUs as they tend to 

possess larger economies of scale to run independent projects, but the project modality is popular 

with many development agencies, too. The 2006 report noted a continued need to convince 

bilateral agencies to hand over control of PIUs to partner countr ies‘ national bodies; nevertheless, 

the indicator could still be successful as the World Bank is rapidly reducing its stock of parallel 

PIUs. 

 
2.2.2.10 Capacity Building and Technical Cooperation 

 
The following segment turns again to the commitment to build country system capacity. The 

commitment reflects the movement away from development assistance as a financial tool to 

development assistance as an alignment tool to help improve implementation, monitoring and 

evaluation of domestic capacity development. Pt. 22 states that ―[c]apacity development is the 

responsibility of partner countries with donors playing a support role‖. Achieving indicator 4 

necessitates action from both partners and donors. Technical cooperation can only succeed where 
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there are domestic reform initiatives 91. Country-led capacity development demands a clearly laid 

out NDS that is in an advanced stage of implementation. Partners must identify priority areas for 

capacity building within their public service. Technical support must be delivered using national 

procedures. The monitoring and implementation of a technical support project must be discussed 

within a strategic framework like a joint PAF. 

 

Development agencies have been slow to rethink how technical cooperation fits into the country 

system approach 92 . A better forum is needed to bring donor technical support and partners 

systems together. New guidelines on technical support could be tied to a new round of partner 

country workshops on country-led initiatives in directing technical cooperation. Development 

agencies need to change thinking from technical cooperation as a training exercise, to technical 

cooperation as an alignment tool as ―[j]ust sending technical cooperation to pass skills is not 

capacity building‖ (OECD-DAC, 2005a, p.60) 

 

The aim of indicator 4 is defined as increasing the percentage of donor capacity building support 

that is provided through coordinated programmes consistent with partners‘ NDSs93. This indicator 

measures the degree of alignment of donor technical cooperation to partner countries‘ capacity 

development objectives and strategies. The target is to have 50% of technical cooperation 

implemented through coordinated programmes. The calculation is simple, the volume of 

coordinated technical cooperation by the total volume of technical cooperation.  

 

The indicator does not ask for country specifics, but the authors of the 2006 report have broken the 

data down by country and donor, exerting peer pressure on actors; however, to achieve the target, 

the definition of coordinated technical cooperation will need to be less ambiguous. Given the 

debate over the definition, it might be advisable to review the 2006 baseline figure. 

 

 

                                                
91

 “Capacity development is primarily endogenous to a country, based on voluntary action and motivation…capacity development 

efforts should therefore be rooted in partner country‟s goals and strategies” (OECD-DAC, 2005, p.59) 
92

 “Donors‟ collective efforts are often less effective than they could be. One reason is that, all too often, capacity building is 

fragmented and does not fit well with countries‟ capacity development strategies” www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey - indicator 4 
93

 The four criteria for assessing aligned technical cooperation according to indicator 4 are: 

 Programmes support partners‟ NDSs. 

 Partner countries exercise effective leadership over the capacity development programme supported by donors, implying clearly 

communicated objectives from senior officials. 

 Donors integrate their support within country-led programmes to strengthen capacity development. 

 Where more than one donor is involved, arrangements for coordinating donor contributions are in place, for example, pooling of 

resources (WP-AE, 2007, p.22/23) 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey
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2.2.2.11 Indicator 7 

 
Pts. 25 to 27 look at ways to strengthen PFM capacity. The declaration treats a number of 

interrelated subjects. Domestic reform initiatives are a perquisite for capacity building. Reforms of 

budget, accounting and auditing and the reform of procurement procedures requires the application 

of ratified legislation. Also, better enforcement of tax legislation could mobilise much needed 

domestic resources. Other domestic reforms could target the investment environment. When 

enacting new legislation or enforcing current ones, capacity building is required. Many areas need 

action, but the declaration targets PFM reform as a policy keystone to aid effectiveness as it is 

essential to maximise the use of resources. The improvement in the quality and accuracy of PFM 

systems makes it politically more palpable for donors to align more aid through country systems. 

 

An increased quantity of aid flows used within a system is of itself a capacity building exercise. This 

is monitored in indicator 3, but an increased quantity alone does not insure a positive impact on 

country systems. Predictability cannot be separated from scaling up aid to country systems94. 

 

Indicator 7 monitors aid predictability. More predictable aid makes it easier for partners to plan for 

the medium term. This issue is hugely important because partner countries cannot reform PFM 

systems when they do not have control over, for some, their biggest source of revenue – 

development assistance. Aid effectiveness is not simply attaining better service output from year to 

year. On the contrary, better public services need constant budgetary investment, and the good 

use of resources needs high-quality institutions. 

 

The target for indicator 7 is to halve the proportion of aid not disbursed within the fiscal year for 

which it was scheduled. For aid to be disbursed correctly requires it to be recorded on partners‘ 

accounting systems for that year. This may differ from the actual amount of aid disbursed by the 

donor for the fiscal year. To measures the target, divide the aid scheduled for a fiscal year by the 

aid disbursed within the year. Like indicator 3, over-distribution will mask a part of the under-

distribution. Then, complete the same calculation for the base year so as to be able to compare the 

base to the monitored year. 

 

In addition, the declaration assigns donors to provide reliable aid commitments over a multi-year 

framework and disburse it in a timely and predictable fashion according to agreed schedules. The 

                                                
94

 “[A]id is significantly more volatile than fiscal revenue, and tends to be pro-cyclical on average” (Gurría and Manning, 2007) 
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indicator monitors distribution versus commitments for any given year; as such, the indicator does 

not monitor exactly the commitment as stated in the declaration. The multi-year framework has 

become the preferred instrument of development specialists to improve predictability and thus aid 

effectiveness. Multi-year frameworks correspond better to NDS, PAF and other medium term 

planning, monitoring and implementation tools. 

 

The responsibility for predictability lies with development agencies to disburse accord to agreed 

schedules. Where unpredictability exists, the annual budget process becomes undermined. Donors 

must act on this because it does not just slow capacity building of the PFM system, it undoes it. 

Ensuring predictability is primarily down to donor action; though, achieving targets requires partner 

governments to be more realistic in factoring in donor unpredictability when forming the budget 

(indicator 3) and record better within accounting system the in-year aid distribution (indicator 7). 

Both procedures are areas worth targeting capacity building. Improved performance will not only 

better Paris results, but should have a knock-on-effect to the whole country system. Even so, 

agencies ought to be more realistic when committing general quantities of aid as well as being 

more accurate when budgeting and distributing aid flows to programmes95. 

 
2.2.2.12 Untying Aid 

 
We have now reached the final indicator of alignment, the indicator to monitor the untying of aid. 

The 2001 DAC paper, ―Untying Official Development Assistance to the Least Developed Countries‖, 

recommendations likened the title. The research community nearly unanimously considers that tied 

aid reduces greatly the eventual value of development assistance as it increases transaction costs 

for partner countries. By how much is still debated. Despite the DAC guidelines on untying aid, 

development agencies have been systematically undermining aims to untie aid. The interest of 

bilateral agencies prevailed in securing a non-committal indicator into the declaration. 

 

Commercial interests do not play a big role for most development agencies, yet a significant 

number of big agencies blocked this indicator from serving anything more than lip service to 

untying aid. It cannot be underestimated the significant restriction this puts on the declaration‘s aim 

to make aid more effective. 

                                                
95

 “The survey data allow us to look at predictability from two different angles. The first angle is donors‟ and government‟s combined 

ability to disburse aid on schedule. The second angle is donors‟ and government‟s ability to record comprehensively disbursements 

made by donors for the government sector” (WP-AE, 2007, p.28) 
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Indicator 8 monitors the untying of aid. The declaration commits to continue progress on the issue 

over time. Comparative data for the indicator is drawn from DAC statistics. The data included in the 

2006 report from DAC statistics shows that out of 21 bilateral donors, four have completely untied 

aid, six have untied aid in the ninetieth percentile, and only one donor has tied aid above 60%, the 

US, at 93% of all its aid being tied. 

 

The DAC produces annual reports on untying aid. The DAC reports have raised questions over 

transparency of donor loans and grants. The DAC statistics presented in the 2006 survey show 

most LDCs that are not significant allies of the US have low levels of tied aid, but allies like Egypt, 

Afghanistan and countries of the Americas do. 

 

The target is continued progress over time. As yet, there is still no concrete target to assess 

success of this indicator; even so, progress has been made since the signing of the declaration In 

response to rising food and commodity prices of late, a high level meeting of the DAC in May, 2008, 

extended the number of LDCs to received untied aid. In total, all 39 Highly Indebted Poor Countries, 

HIPCs, will now receive untied aid. They will be able to buy goods and services locally at the best 

price rather than purchasing overpriced products that are tied to development assistance. 

 
2.2.3 Harmonisation 

 
According to prevailing wisdom, development assistance is largely worthless without a high level of 

country-led action supported by donor alignment. Harmonisation, the third Paris principle, was 

central under the Rome Declaration; although, thinking has changed from the Guidelines on 

Harmonisation, Volume I, 2003 to volume II in 2005. Harmonisation is no longer seen as an end in 

itself. Now, a capacity building logic dominates where harmonisation follows an alignment 

framework. The Paris Declaration expresses the view that harmonisation can contribute to reduce 

transaction costs, yet this consensus changed. In the 2006 report, the authors admitted costs will 

rise to deliver more effective aid. Donors need to internalise the costs of doing business 

differently96. 

 

                                                
96

 “More effective aid is not necessarily aid delivered cheaply. Donors and partners must understand that initially there may be new 

costs associated with doing business differently. For example, collaborative work is not cost-free: according to the World Bank, co-

ordinated multi-donor programmes typically require 15-20% more staff and budget resources than traditional stand- alone projects. 

Such costs constitute an up-front investment in doing business more effectively and should be factored into operational budgets and 

allocation of staff time” (WP-AE, 2007, p.56) 
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There are two groups of commitments on harmonisation in the declaration. The first commits 

donors to increase comparative advantage via greater use of delegation; the second commits them 

to strengthen incentives for collaborative behaviour (WP-AE, 2007, p.30). The authors of the 2006 

recommended the following harmonising actions to enhance aid effectiveness: 

 

 Donors should pursue efforts to enhance complementarity and improve division of labour at country 
and sector levels. 

 Donors should channel more funds through other donors and make greater use of lead donors to 
manage co-ordination and policy dialogue (delegated co-operation). 

 Donors should make greater use of local harmonisation and alignment action plans, sector-wide and 
programme based approaches and common financial reporting, disbursement and procurement 
procedures (WP-AE, 2007, p.59) 

 

 
2.2.3.1 Corporate Action 

 
Corporate activities are outside the official boundaries of the declaration; however, corporate 

leadership is needed to acknowledge the costs and benefits of collaborative work. A number of 

development agencies have set up frameworks to realign corporate practices to implement the 

declaration. The authors of the 2006 report suggest that to enhance corporate implementation of 

the declaration, action needs to incentivise Paris policy reforms rather than just individual project 

outputs97. 

 

Perceptions change from policy staff at headquarters to country staff who implement policy. 

―[Country] staff have found that collaborative work is typically more onerous than stand-alone 

project work: it is time-consuming, often frustrating, requires protracted discussions and typically 

entails concessions that are seen to compromise the effectiveness of programmes. Donor 

organizations need to acknowledge the importance of these efforts, and they need to provide 

incentives for staff that reflect the importance of improving aid effectiveness and collective 

development impact through collaborative efforts‖ (WP-AE, 2007, p.57). A reward system could be 

introduced for country staff to makes progress against Paris indicators at the country level, yet this 

also contains a danger of being too rigid and creating output targets that draw attention away from 

capacity building. The report authors suggest creating a review mechanism for procedural and 

legal frameworks for formal implementation and monitoring systems. 
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 “Corporate rules and practices can get in the way of implementing commitments: for example, pressures to commit and disburse 

funds and high staff turnover can create incentives that reward short-term and tangible outputs over longer-term and sustainable results. 

There may also be competing incentives at work regarding assuring donor financial controls, reducing legal liabilities and upholding 

procurement integrity, that will need to be reviewed and reconciled with aid effectiveness objectives” (WP-AE, 2007, p.57) 
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Pt. 36 aims to increase incentives for collaborative behaviour in recruitment, appraisal and training 

of management and staff. The Dutch Foreign Ministry has set up PFM training programmes that 

can be attended by both donor and partner staff. The training includes Paris compatible processes: 

MTEF, CFAAs, PERs and CPARs (The Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2006). 

 
2.2.3.2 Donor Groups 

 
In reality, there are two spheres of activities: partner led-initiatives and donor H&A. The declaration 

does not provide a formal coordination between the two spheres; however, there are multiple 

donor-partner and donor-donor frameworks used in-country. A donor might align to a PRSP, but 

not harmonise with other donors; they could harmonise among themselves while not committing to 

alignment. Without any formal or legal obligation within the declaration, donors are, in principle, 

free to align or not; harmonise or not as it suites their interests. 

 

Where it comes specifically to harmonisation, the creation of a donor group has created 

advantages, but may have disadvantages that endanger aid effectiveness. The creation of a 

harmonised donor group generates a system based on the lowest common denominator to the 

expense of individual innovations. It also institutionalises a strong negotiating group, potentially, 

exacerbating the asymmetrical imbalances in the aid relationship98.  On the other hand, the less 

flexible group sets an obstacle against policy u-turns by faltering donors. Also, a group can swap a 

multitude of directions for more specialisation. The group could divide labour, reducing 

administration duplication, creating better economies of scale, and pooling information and 

resources. Potential problems from forming a conglomerate are that it is prone to free riders; it 

needs constant maintenance of a consensus; and it depends on the emergence of leaders to 

delegate tasks so as to avoid stagnation. A good performing environment can produce its own 

inertia; bad ones falter and fragment easily. 

 
2.2.3.3 Indicator 9 

 
Pt. 32 commits agencies to implement common arrangements and simplify procedures. It commits 

donors to implement, where feasible, common arrangements at a country level for planning, 
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 “[T]his new international governance increases the asymmetry between the aid recipient country and its donors and creditors, which 

gather together as a single group...While this is intended to save costs and make procedures easier for the recipient country, the 

inherent risks of such an increased imbalance in negotiating power at the country level are not compensated in any way by the 

international mechanisms set in motion by the PD” (Bissio, 2008, p.5) 
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funding, disbursement, monitoring and reporting to governments on donor activities and aid flows 

i.e. use (PBAs). 

 

There are two indicators to monitor harmonisation of agencies practices; i) the use of common 

arrangements within Programme-Based Approaches (PBAs), and ii) conducting joint missions and 

sharing analysis. Perhaps there is room for further indicators like on division of labour plus the use 

of donor group harmonisation and alignment action plans. 

 

Indicator 9 monitors the use of common arrangements within the PBA. The indicator measures 

ODA provided through PBAs as a percentage of total ODA. This is opposed to ODA that goes to 

the government sector, which is tested in other indicators. Performance will be measured 

individually across aid modalities that contribute to PBA. The target for this indicator is to provide 

66% of aid flows through PBAs. 

 

The PBA includes budget support programmes, thematic programmes, sector programmes and 

even projects are included where they run inside one of the aforementioned programmes. A PBA 

requires country leadership to set out the strategy followed by cooperation from donors to align aid 

modality to programmes. Agencies contribute to the strategy by helping set performance or 

implementation standards. 

 

PBA is a mixed approach of aid modalities that involve harmonised monitoring and implementation 

frameworks. PBA is essentially the harmonisation of procedures for delivering aid, but it should be 

specified as harmonisation of procedures to improve alignment. And where it comes to the 

declaration in general and implementing PBAs in particular, the order of prioritising should go 

ownership, alignment then harmonisation. 

 

To qualify as a PBA, four criteria need to be satisfied: (i) leadership by the host country; (ii) a single 

comprehensive programme and budget framework; (iii) a formalised process for donor coordination 

and harmonisation of procedures for reporting, budgeting, financial management and procurement; 

and finally (iv) the programme uses at least two local systems out of three - programme design and 

implementation, financial management, or monitoring and evaluation (www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey 

- Indicator 9). PBAs do not necessarily have to be within a government sector, but without clear 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey
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use of PFM procedures i.e. financial management, it does not matter if the programme was 

conceived or monitored through a NDS, it is outside the system99. 

 

Indicator 9 is self-assessed; agencies appraise programmes and projects in their portfolios against 

the four criteria. Even though, partners have no input into this indicator as it is a harmonisation one, 

the final say over programmes which meet the criteria is made by the national coordinator. There 

are disagreements over how development agencies have applied the PBA definition100. A major 

problem in assessing PBAs is that the formula and the aid modalities are not generic. The wide 

criteria create a high level of inconsistency across national coordinators‘ survey results. 

 

The fourth criterion is in reality a copout as ownership is retarded if you do not use the other three 

criteria to the greatest extent possible. This is another example of watering down a central aim of 

the declaration by incorporating a country system bypass into it. Then there is the more systematic 

problem of whether the pooling of resources at a sector level, considered PBA, under the criteria is 

in fact a parallel structure101. David Booth argues (Booth, 2008) that since sector and thematic 

modalities within the PBA do not completely use the country system, harmonisation at a sector 

level might in fact draw attention away from country capacity building and country institutions. 

 
2.2.3.4 Indicator 10 

 
Indicator 10 is one of the more straight forward indicators. It is split in two: 10(a) commits donors to 

work together to reduce the number of duplicate field missions while 10(b) commits donors to work 

together to reduce the number of duplicate diagnostic reviews. These commitments correspond to 

the principle of harmonisation promoting joint training to share lessons learnt and to build a 

community of practices. 

 

Too many field missions: this is one of the most common complaints by partners of agencies. It is 

easy to understand the complaint; some partner governments receive more missions than days in 

the year. Too many missions put great strain on partner countries human and organisational 

resources. It simply demands too much time. 

 

                                                
99

 “[T]he Paris Declaration encourages the notion that any of a range of Programme-Based Approaches, including SWAps, are valid 

contexts for donor support to country owned development, regardless of the form of support. However, the findings of the 

workpackage led by Williamson and Kizilbash Agha (2008) place a question mark over these propositions” (Booth, 2008, p. 12)  
100

 “There is no shared understanding on the modalities of delivering PBAs at country level” (WP-AE, 2007, p.59) 
101

 “The use of programme-based approaches as a proxy for joint planning and increasingly harmonised working may have confused 

the issue to some degree” (WP-AE, 2007, p.32) 
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Multilateral agencies tend to have a lot of stand alone missions. Assessing the nature of field 

missions might help to improve strategies to reduce their number. Even without such analytical 

understanding, there are a couple of easy steps that can be taken to ease the strain on partner 

governments‘ administration. First, create mission free or quite periods. These periods should 

correspond to partners‘ budget formulation period, providing partner governments‘ space to 

discuss the budget for the coming year. Donors should coordinate information on content and 

timing of missions better with governments and other development agencies; however, the primary 

way to reduce the number of missions is to conduct more joint missions. 

 

The numerator for this indicator is the number of donor missions to the field that are undertaken by 

two or more donors jointly or by one donor on behalf of another; the denominator is the total 

number of donor missions to the field. The target for this indicator is to have 40% of field missions 

joint. This is a global indicator, but the success of the indicator looks less successful when you look 

at country averages. 

 

Harmonisation of analytical work, indicator 10(b), is relatively straight forward and has obvious 

benefits from reduction of duplication and transaction cost to better sharing of knowledge. Analytic 

work includes country or sector studies and strategies, country evaluations, discussion papers 

among other things. Where possible, agencies should encourage capacity building of government 

analytical work by utilising it. 

 

The indicator measures the proportion of country analytic reports undertaken by two or more 

donors jointly or by one donor on behalf of another as a percentage of the total number of reports 

or reviews. The target for the indicator is for 66% of country analytic work to be joint. Again, it is a 

global indicator; although, comparing global figures to country averages might depict better the 

state of this harmonising objective. 

 
2.2.3.5 Fragile States 
 
Pt. 37 commits agencies and governments to build legitimate, effective and resilient state and 

country institutions. Building capacity takes time, but especially in fragile states, raising a 

potentially conflict: ownership, alignment and harmonisation versus immediate and basic needs. 
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According to OECD good practices on engaging in fragile states102, the normal principle sequence 

is reversed from harmonisation to ownership. 

 

Pts. 37 to 39 touch on a controversial issue: the selective nature of aid under the good policy  

paradigm. The Paris agenda is meant to award good performers; fragile states do not fit this 

description. So, how do you balance the incentive system implied in aid selectivity while at the 

same time supporting the poorest performers? This obvious contradiction adds to a perception of a 

loose resolve to engage in fragile states 

 

Pt. 38 commits fragile countries to tough obligations on making progress towards building 

institutions and establishing governance structures, public safety, security, and equitable delivery 

of social services to citizens. It encourages the expansion of participation by national actors in 

setting development priorities. Such intentions are extremely ambitious. Many of those conditions 

are absent in better performers. Also, fragile states are usually conflict states. Political settlements 

needs precedence before agencies can realistically engage. The declaration is weak on proposing 

formulae for political engagement. Agencies need a political and financial framework to manoeuvre 

fragile countries, with carefully sequenced actions, out of hazardous transition periods. 

 

The declaration makes suggestions of how to deal with weak institutional environments: align to 

the maximum extent possible to government-led strategies; make maximum use of country, 

regional or sector systems; avoid activities that undermine institutions by sidestepping national 

budgetary processes or setting high salaries for local staff; and use an appropriate mix of aid 

instruments; however, the main resolution offered is to ―engage in dialogue with donors on 

developing simple planning tools, such as the transitional results matrix, where national 

development strategies are not yet in place.‖ 

 

A Transitional Results Matrix (TRM) can be also called Results-Based Planning Framework 

(RBPF). The TRM/RBPF is a results-based recovery framework that operationalises concrete 

actions and timelines to prioritise requirements indicated in a needs assessment exercise called a 

Post-Conflict Needs Assessment/Framework (PCNA/F). The TRM works as a stand-in NDS. ‗TRMs 

provide a platform for national and international actors to agree priorities, define commitments, and 

prepare financial activities where country-led initiatives are absent‘ (UNDG/UNDP/WB, 2004, p.4). 

                                                
102

 The declaration uses the OECD definition of a fragile state drawn from the “Principles for Good International Engagement in 

Fragile States” Forum on Development Effectiveness in Fragile States in London, January, 2005. 
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TRMs could be a first step to set up an aid coordination tool for aid effectiveness, but as there is a 

lack of ownership, it becomes important to encourage this elementary process. This would require 

very delicate sequencing and prioritising in the short-run. This relatively new framework is part of 

continued research, trials and initiatives to improve information on how to move fragile states from 

extreme instability to a sounder foundation. A sequenced plan can lay the groundwork where it has 

a broad-based consultation of stakeholders; a framework in place based on this consultation; it is 

linked to the national budget; has agency engagement; builds on public institutions; and is realistic 

(UNDG/UNDP/WB, 2004, p.5). TRMs can reduce duplicate donor activities, target the problems 

that stimulate conflict, create legitimacy, establish a basis for a country driven Interim Poverty 

Reduction Strategy Paper (I-PRSP) and encourage greater international pledges of assistance for 

reconstruction (UNDG/UNDP/WB, 2004, p.3). TRMs have run for periods of six months up to six 

years in seven countries, Somalia, Iraq, Timor-Leste, Haiti, Liberia, and Sudan (post-conflict); and 

Central African Republic (reengagement in a fragile state) (UNDG/UNDP/WB, 2004, p.4). 

 

Pt. 39 goes further than commit donors to harmonise activities; it states harmonisation is essential 

in the absence of strong government leadership, endorsing the establishment of joint donor offices. 

Subsection (iv) suggests betting heavily on weak states that show progress103. This is interesting, 

but entails fiduciary risk. It is unlikely that donors will take this up. The declaration commits donors 

to harmonise where it is not feasible to align in fragile states. It also commits donors to enhance, 

not hinder, the institutional development of fragile state; however, no mechanism is clearly offered. 

Without an indicator attached to such a mechanism, progress or lack of it will go unreported. 

 

Only a handful of countries in the survey process classify as fragile states. The inclusion of more 

would surely reduce average indicator results. An alternative to including more fragile states in the 

process could be the setting up of a special monitoring category for such states as well as forming 

some global indicators to check their progress. The issue of the engagement of fragile states is due 

to be treated at the up coming Accra meeting. 

 

The final harmonisation pts 40 to 42 promote a harmonised approach to environmental 

assessments. While three pts are dedicated to the issue, it has received little attention since the 

signing of the declaration. There is also no indicator to monitor progress. The pts commit partners 

                                                
103

 “Use an appropriate mix of aid instruments, including support for recurrent financing, particularly for countries in promising but 

high-risk transitions” (HLF-AE, 2007a) 
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and donors to harmonise around environmental impact assessment, including relevant health and 

social issues at a project level in response to climate change, desertification and loss of 

biodiversity. This includes common approaches for ―strategic environmental assessment‖ at the 

sector and national levels, more specialised technical and policy capacity for environmental 

analysis and enforcement of legislation. Pt. 42 commits donors to harmonise other cross-cutting 

issues, too, such as gender equality and other thematic issues. Gender has received far more 

concern than the environment. The perception is that gender and thematic programmes are more 

applicable and assessable to implementing the declaration than the environmental ones. 

 
2.2.4 Managing for Results 

 
We now come to the penultimate principle ―Managing for Results‖ or as the subtitle specifies, 

―managing resources and improving decision-making for results‖. There is a dual focus within this 

principle: (i) targeted outcomes and (ii) information gathering, which focus monitoring on 

sequenced actions and outcomes to improve decision making. The MfDR principle can be applied 

to any Paris implementation process. 

 

The results-oriented framework monitors country-level results for the implementation process, for 

budgetary targets and for policy execution, as well as for the quality of the overall national 

monitoring and evaluation system. It is believed that an increased quality of, and access to, sound 

statistical data on realistic intermediate targets towards desired development outcomes identified in 

the NDS will create a virtuous circle that strengthens budgets and policy actions through improved 

analysis and decisions. In turn, this feeds back into more and better information on the system, 

completing the circle. 

 

The Paris principle pyramid has ownership as the key stone, followed by alignment then 

harmonisation; MfDR is placed outside the structure The Paris implementation method relies on 

ownership that creates a country-led process to align and harmonise around. This structure does 

not propose a final defined goal to attain. On the contrary, it only expresses a causal relationship 

where development assistance supports the evolution of a state‘s institutional development. MfDR 

logic suggests that targeting outcomes can help incentivise action. Targeting also provides a 

reference to analyse actions taken, tracing back from actual outcomes to actions. The evaluation 

logic attempts to link policies and action taken to outcomes in an effort to understand what 
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stimulates effective aid, institutional development and results. To ensure aid effectiveness, analysis 

must determine how actors, policies and institutions interact. 

 
2.2.4.1 Implementation PAFs 

 
Partner governments are required to set up the PAF to assess NDSs. The PAF is a relatively new 

tool. It may look very different from country to country as a good PAF evolves out of domestic 

monitoring and evaluation systems. In pt. 45, agencies commit to link their assistance and 

conditionality to outcomes specified and information gained from PAFs. Aligning to PAFs must not 

include donor requests to introduce performance indicators that are not consistent with partners‘ 

NDS. 

 

Pt. 45 provides leverage to donors. It states to rely, as far as possible on partners‘ PAFs, and 

where it is not possible to harmonise to a joint partner/donor framework. This is an escape clause. 

It exempts the development agency from using the national PAF once it unilaterally considers the 

partner‘s reform initiative insufficient in spite of the commitment in pt. 46 ‗to results based 

management that strengthens country capacities‘. 

 

The aim of H&A by donors around a country owned PAF is to avoid presenting partner countries 

with an excessive number of potentially conflicting targets. The tendency in joint frameworks is for 

development agencies to introduce performance indicators that are too elaborate, that do not 

correspond to national systems, and that try to capture ambiguous information (WP-AE, 2007, 

p.60). While partner governments appear to influence frameworks where country ownership is well-

built, donor influence also appears to draws attention to their concerns whilst pushing standardised 

frameworks despite of the existence of domestic country-led-initiatives. 

 
2.2.4.2 Indicator 11 

 
The MfDR process aims to create results-oriented reporting and assessment frameworks to 

monitor the implementation of NDSs and sector programmes. Indicator 11 measures the number of 

PAFs or similar frameworks that track a manageable number of implementation markers in a cost 

effective manner. The indicator assesses the number of countries with transparent and monitorable 

PAFs. The target of the results-oriented frameworks is to reduce the proportion of countries without 
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transparent and monitorable PAFs by one third. The frameworks are essentially national policy 

monitoring tools. 

 

The indicator is calculated according to the World Bank CDF/AER analysis. Assessing 

transparency and monitorable efficiency of the PAF is based on three criteria of twenty from the 

CDF: the quality of development information; coordinated of country-level monitoring and 

evaluation; and stakeholder access to development information104. The value awarded to partners 

framework range from E to A (See Annex VII ―Guidelines used to score progress toward 

developing a results-orientated framework‖). A PAF needs to score an A or B to qualify. 

 

There have been two CDF monitoring rounds so far. The second round included a methodological 

update based on the most recent roundtable review on MfDR in Hanoi (WB, 2007). Its method 

involves, first, a World Bank AER team to update the profiles that were prepared for the 2005 CDF 

Progress Report, than a joint country review is done by partner governments and donor missions in 

each country. Third, the AER team scores the PAF according to guidelines. Fourth, to get an 

overall score, the review teams average scores cross countries. 

 

Neither of the CDF/AER reviews had corresponding countries to the participants of the Paris 

monitoring process. The first review had 55 countries, the second 62. Only 29 participates 

corresponded to the 2006 survey, excluding Afghanistan, the Dominican Republic, Egypt, Peru and 

South Africa. The MfDR process is very close to the CDF/AER framework. The World Bank has the 

most experience in monitoring NDSs. Gathering comparative data and interpreting the information 

on NDSs requires a tried and tested method; however, it is still a relatively new monitoring exercise. 

 
2.2.5 Mutual Accountability 
 

We have reached the final principle of the declaration, ―Mutual Accountability‖, treated in four 

points plus indicator 12. The last few points have broad commitments. Donors undertake to provide 

timely, transparent and comprehensive information on aid flows so as to enable partner authorities 

                                                
104

 Three criteria are used to assess whether a country has such a framework: 

1. Quality of development information: the country‟s development data are timely, relevant, and comprehensive and are generated 

by a lead statistical institution. 

2. Stakeholder access to information: information on the national development strategy and the budget, and statistical and other 

monitoring data are widely accessible within the country. 

3. Co-ordinated country level monitoring and evaluation: the country‟s system integrates statistical and monitoring data produced 

by line ministries and local governments to monitor outcomes, outputs, and inputs; this monitoring and evaluation system is used by 

both country policymakers revising strategy and assigning budget allocations and by external development partners in reporting to 

their headquarters. www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey - Indicator 11 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey
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to present comprehensive budget reports to legislatures and citizens. This implicates a number of 

indicators. Partners commit to involve a wide range of development actors when formulating and 

assessing NDSs. 

 

The use of parliamentary checks and balances has weak foundations. Engaging in partners‘ 

political structures can be seen as intrusive, but undoubtedly improved government bookkeeping 

enables better political accountability. The first commitment attempts to link agency action to 

political systems. Better donor information on aid flows is necessary for PFM capacity building. 

Likewise, better PFM systems supply information for donors to deliver aid with more assurance. 

Satisfying fiduciary safeguards should cover governments‘ accountably to donors; nonetheless, 

governments are still accountable to civil society and their citizenry. The second commitment 

presses this linkage. More accountability and transparency through parliamentary scrutiny of NDSs 

and budgets should strengthen public support for national development policies in partner 

countries as well as build confidence in development assistance programmes in donor countries. 

 

The principle holds both agencies and partners to account for the use of aid and for development 

results and 105 . The final joint commitment obligates all actors to use objective country level 

mechanisms to implement the declaration or any country level donor/partner agreement. Indicator 

12 is meant to monitor whether partners have mutual assessment reviews in place. Mutual 

assessment reviews refer to systematic evaluation of country progress in implementing the 

declaration. It does not assess donor performance. 

 

The criteria for a review have been set out in the explanatory note, guidelines and definitions, for 

the monitoring surveys. The four criteria are: a broad-based dialogue, this includes all relevant 

line ministries and departments plus donors. The guidelines weakly state that ―[g]overnment and 

donors should also consider engaging with civil society organisations‖. Country mechanisms for 

monitoring progress, these are formal public and transparent monitoring mechanisms conducted 

regularly (e.g. one to two years). Independent entities can supplement the mechanism. Country 

targets, this requires partners to set targets. Partners committed to Paris targets, but agreements 

can propose more substantial targets. High-level support, assessments must be transparent, 

country led and sustained at the highest political level with sufficient resources. 

 

                                                
105

 “One of the distinguishing features of the Paris Declaration is an emphasis on the way improvements in donor practices and 

country institutions depend on each other and are mutually reinforcing” (WP-AE, 2007, p.24). 
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The explanatory note reiterates the word guidelines suggesting a wider interpretation of the criteria 

might qualify for a mutual assessment reviews. The 2006 survey authors suggested a review 

process could involve other partner countries or draw from South-South learning initiatives. 

Perhaps a review process, for instance, from the African Union‘s New Partnership for African 

Development (NEPAD) would qualify. 

 

The target is to have 100% of partners with mutual reviews in place. A practice run to monitor 

indicator 12 took place in 2005. Partners completed a WP-AE/World Bank questionnaire. Of the 34 

participant, only 3 or 9% passed the criteria (WP-AE, 2005, p.40). The results were remarkable 

better for the first survey process that took place with 15 countries or 44% of the 34 participants 

passing the criteria of having a suitable review process in place (WP-AE, 2007, p.77). 
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3. Monitoring the Paris Declaration 
 
It is premature to make a final judgement on the Paris Declaration. At just over two and a half years 

into the five year process, it is still impossible to assess its final results. The declaration, as a 

framework to implement effective aid practices and as a tool to monitor the effectiveness of aid, 

cannot be considered a finished process. However, the monitoring process has reached the half 

way point. A progress report is pressing. 

 

The monitoring process is an attempt to quantify the progress on aid effective targets. There are 

two distinct areas of action being evaluated: (i) ODA management and distribution; (ii) the 

implementation of the country system approach. The former is far easier to quantify than the latter. 

In both cases, monitoring requires a benchmarking process to gauge progress. As such, the first 

monitoring survey does not provided data on progress rather it provides a baseline against which 

aid effectiveness, according to the Paris commitments and indicators of progress, can be assessed. 

 

The third chapter evaluates the monitoring process from its conception as outlined in the 

declaration to the preparation for the second monitoring survey. The evaluation covers the 2006 

survey, the baseline report and the preparation for the 2008 survey; however, it excludes the 2008 

report published on August 27nd. The objective of this chapter is not to assess progress on targets 

per say rather it examines three point: (i) the robustness of the survey process; (ii) the robustness 

of the baseline figures outlined in the 2006 report; in addition to (iii) a study of the alterations made 

from survey 2006 to survey 2008. 

 

Section I deals with the principal monitoring issues. This includes a discussion of how progress is 

quantified and the logistics of executing a survey. In-country questionnaires are used to quantity 

ODA management and distribution. The survey process is an attempt to quantify the new aid 

modalities in a results orientated fashion. The country system assessment is conducted by 

qualitative desk and field reviews separate to the main survey. Section II focuses on each of the 12 

indicators of progress, individually. 

 

The questionnaire gathers quantified data on indicators 3 to 7, 9, 10 and 12. The World Bank, 

through a qualitative desk review (CPIA), assesses indicator 2(a) while AER field teams assess 

indicator 1 and 11 in-country. This leaves an indicator and a half outside a country 
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questionnaire/World Bank monitoring schism. The OECD-DAC assesses indicator 8 using existing 

ODA data sources while indicator 2(b) is assessed by the JV-Proc. 

 

Section II discusses each indicator on (i) what is being measured, and why; (ii) how it is being 

monitored (the methodology); (iii) the realism of the targets given the objective and method of the 

indicator; and (iv) what does the data gathered show given our knowledge of the objectives, targets 

and methodology of each indicator. The intention is to communicate to the reader a clear 

understanding of how indicators are monitored and what actions donors and partners have, or 

have not, been doing to achieve targets. 

 
3.1 Method and Logistics 
 

3.1.1 A Monitoring History 
 
The 2006 report was written in a retrospective manner, giving the impression that its conclusions 

(more country leadership, donor alignment to national strategies, and harmonisation) were new. 

These conclusions, however, repeat the Paris commitments. The reaffirmation is understandable 

given the short period monitored in the first survey. The survey monitored ODA from 2005. Donors 

and partners had just 9 months from signing the declaration to implement it. The WP-AE took a 

longer period to develop and steer the monitoring survey and produce the first monitoring report. 

 

The methodology for monitoring the indicators of progress was defined during an intense six month 

period from February to September, 2005. The logistics for executing a monitoring survey at a 

country level were drawn up between September 2005 and May 2006. This included the 

confirmation of partner countries and donors that would participate in the process in addition to the 

selection of national coordinators. 

 

The coordinator has a central role gathering data in-country and writing up the final country report 

for inclusion in the final global monitoring report. The coordinator is also entitled to add further 

questions and additional guidelines giving him/her significant power to classify and interpret what is 

being assessed in addition to controlling the quality and consistency of responses proved on the 

questionnaire. The coordinator convenes group meetings between donors, civil society and 

governments in order to complete the survey. 
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The goal of the first monitoring survey was to produce baseline targets for the 12 indicators. It was 

launched on the 2nd of May 2006. The WP-AE published an explanatory note outlining the 

monitoring survey procedures for national coordinators. A note on definitions explained how to 

quantify information obtained from the donor and government questionnaires while other guidelines 

explained the use of an excel worksheet to consolidate data. The coordinator was then asked to 

complete a country report assessing how the monitoring process went in-country. 

 

It was not until the 14th of September 2007 that the 2006 monitoring report was finally published by 

the DAC, compiling the individual country surveys into a single report. This reflected the difficulties 

facing coordinators to compile data in-country. It took on average 10 months for coordinators to 

gather country data and produce country reports. Many coordinators put the delay down to the 

slowness of partners and donors in returning questionnaires. Where consultancy groups previously 

existed, an established communication network moved the process on more quickly106. 

 

With the ground work done on how to execute a global monitoring survey on aid effectiveness, the 

WP-AE made an ambitious target of nine months to complete the second survey and report. The 

process was launched on the 3rd of January 2008, and the WP-AE succeeded in publishing the 

second report before the end of August. It assessed the progress on aid effectiveness from the 

baseline figures based on ODA distribution for 2005 against the ODA distributed for 2007. 

 

The monitoring process is more than a data gathering exercise or an evaluation of that data. The 

authors of the 2006 survey described it as ―action orientated‖ exercise. The survey process is 

designed to stimulate action to implement the declaration through increased country dialogue and 

pressing all actors to achieve results for actions taken. The monitoring process is also an 

innovative capacity building exercise on monitoring aid effectiveness while also improving 

statistical country data107. 

 

A survey includes any donor who reports the distribution of more than $100 million on government 

sectors in at least three countries (WP-AE, 2007, p.79). 55 donors participated in the 2006 survey 

while only 34 partner countries of the 60 that endorsed the declaration completed the survey 

                                                
106

 Another significant reason for the slowness of the monitoring process is “the limited availability early in the year of data on aid 

disbursements from the previous financial year” (WP-AE, 2007, p.45) 
107

 “In a wider range of countries, the survey has triggered debates about methods of record keeping and reporting on aid, on both the 

government and donor sides…data recording systems at country level are often not well-geared to capturing aid flows in a 

comprehensive way. There are substantial weaknesses on both the donor and government sides affecting the capture of information” 

(WP-AE, 2007, p.45) 
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questionnaire. Of these, only a handful were fragile states as classified by the OECD-DAC, 

potentially overstating the baseline figures. 

 
3.1.2 Two Monitoring Processes 

 
The declaration has broken new ground on how to record aid. Gone is the dominate dichotomy 

between loans and grants; in is the distinction between programmed and non-programmed aid108. 

The new aid modalities are now employed, to varying degrees, by the majority of donors. The 

declaration charts and quantifies this. The declaration monitors these new donor distribution tools 

while likewise monitoring partner activities. 

 

The country system objectives (implementing NDSs and PAFs, plus reforming PFM systems and 

procurement practices) are significant Paris objectives, but monitoring them presents challenges. 

These objectives correspond to indicators 1, 2(a), 2(b) and 11, which monitor partner actions, thus 

they do not assess ODA. These reforms are loosely deemed governance issues. The World Bank 

claims authority in such analysis. All the governance indicators, except 2(b), are assessed 

separately by the Bank, effectively creating a second monitoring process for the country system. 

 

The Bank‘s central monitoring tool, the AER, is conducted in-country. It was thought that the 

process could be linked to the country report109. In some places, crossover between the Bank‘s in-

country teams and the WP-AE monitoring process through national coordinators has happened, 

but no concrete accord on cooperative monitoring exists other than a clear division of labour in the 

monitoring process institutionalised in the indicators. 

 
3.1.3 Targets 

 
A target is attached to each of the 12 indicators. Targets were added to encourage the 

implementation of the policies through targeting quantifiable results 110. The targets have been 

presented in relative terms rather than absolute ones e.g. ‗to reduce the non-compliance to a policy 

                                                
108

 “[T]he aid statistics that exist tend to be disaggregated in traditional terms (e.g. loans vs. grants) and do not distinguish between aid 

modalities (projects, programme-based, etc.) along the lines required for Paris monitoring. In a number of countries, the survey has 

drawn attention to these issues, and led to stepped-up efforts to develop national aid management systems.” (WP-AE, 2007, p.45) 
109

 “The degree of engagement with the Aid Effectiveness Review undertaken by the World Bank: The draft profiles prepared for the 

AER were helpful in completing Country Worksheets, both in countries where discussion on harmonisation and alignment was recent 

and in those where it was well established. However, the degree to which the AER was effectively connected with the survey process 

proper seems to have been quite variable.” (WP-AE, 2007, p.42) 
110

 Quantified targets are an important tool for public consumption. The declaration is sold on the assumption of results. 
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target by one-third etc‘. The 2006 survey provided a numerical value to eight (aid distribution and 

management) targets based on ODA from 2005. 

 

The relative targets are very similar for the country system approach. Those targets received 

numerical values, too; however, these were not based on 2005 ODA. The 2005 CDF progress 

report, complied in-country, reviewed governance based on information available until the end of 

March 2005 with the exception of Haiti, Liberia, Sudan and Timor-Leste whose in-country 

assessments continued until the end of May, 2005 (WB, 2005, p.iii). The methodology presents a 

snapshot of policy performance at the point when the review was made. 

 

Targets are aggregated globally. This weakens the individual incentive to reach targets. With 

globalised targets, the donor or partner cannot be individually held accountable for the failure to 

reach a particular target. It is clear that certain indicators depend more on one group or the other to 

implement them, yet it is the group that will be blamed, collectively. Monitoring data is broken down 

in a way that each individual actor‘s performance is quantified, and some partners and donors have 

agreed individual targets in-country, yet forming individual targets is voluntary. A balance must be 

struck between a negative approach, naming and blaming, which could undermine progress where 

actors come from a low base versus the effects of low individual accountability. 

 

In a number of indicators, the compliance to a policy is assessed against total aid. In this case, the 

global target can be less informative of cross country compliance to a policy target. Countries 

receive different quantities of ODA. Non-compliance in a few fragile countries might not affect the 

target if the percentage of ODA they receive is small. Failure to comply might only have a limited 

effect on achieving a global target. This can run in the opposite direction where a larger ODA 

recipient or distributor fails to implement the necessary policy reforms, but in practice, it seems to 

run the other way111. (See Annex VIII to compare the Global Baseline figures to the Average 

Country Ratios). 

 

Where indicators monitor ODA, the global figure is a weighted average. At a country level, a ratio is 

calculated for the given policy rather than summing total values. By calculating a ratio of the 

volume of compliant aid for any given indicator, it is possible to compare a base year to another 

                                                
111

 “On the other hand for Indicator 10, the typical donor is above the baseline average, suggesting the degree of co ordination is 

greater for smaller donors compared to larger ones.” (WP-AE, 2007, p.51) 
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year112; even though, the actors for the base year might not correspond to the actors recorded for 

the monitored year in question. For many indicators, the target is the aggregated value for total aid 

- the numerator - divided by the aggregated value of compliant aid - the denominator. 

 

Alternatively, a country average (also calculated as a ratio of total volume) is unweighted in terms 

of volume 113 , demonstrating average country compliance to an indicator. One argument for 

considering country compliance as more inclusive of worldwide aid management practices is 

because the persistence of weak compliance in one region or among a few fragile states would 

lower the country average, forcing action to raise the performance of the weakest performers. (See 

Annex IX for an illustrative example of the difference between a global figure and a country 

average.) 

 
3.1.4 Coverage 

 
The Paris process does not monitor all ODA. It excludes debt relief and humanitarian aid, as well 

as aid that is part of regional or global initiatives. 92% of ODA to the 34 countries was recorded in 

the survey after discounting non-compliant types of ODA 114. There are, however, 120 countries 

that receive ODA across the global. The ODA recorded on the survey is 36% of global ODA115. 

More than twenty additional countries participated in the 2008 survey, expanding coverage of ODA 

to around 50%. 

 

It is also noteworthy that Official Aid that does not comply with the OECD-DAC definitions of ODA 

is excluded from the total amount of global ODA. This excludes a significant amount of government 

to government aid from countries like China and Brazil. To boot, a number of small OECD-DAC 

members are still not part of the Paris process, and Greece declined to take part in 2008 survey 

despite participating in 2006. 

                                                
112

 “A change in the sample need not compromise the ability to measure changes against the baseline established by the 2006 survey, 

as the 2006 countries can continue to be treated as a distinct subset for the purposes of statistical analysis” (WP-AE, 2007, p.47) 
113

 “[A country average] provides a comparative measure of the baseline irrespective of the volume of activity in each country; i.e. it 

gives equal weight to each country” (WP-AE, 2007, p.89) 
114

 Within this figure of 92%, a varying degree of over and under-distribution in recipient countries must be factored in. The figure 

does not represent an accurate figure of what donors said they would distribute rather what was distributed. “The amounts reported in 

the Survey equate to 92% of the core aid – that is aid programmed for spending in countries – that members of the Development 

Assistance Committee reported for 2005. The coverage ranged from 62% to 118% – the differences could be due to aid from other 

donors, variations in timing of recording the flows and slight differences of definition” (WP-AE, 2007) 
115

 “It covers 36% of global country programmed ODA in 2005 (see Appendix Table A.0). The proportion of highly aid-dependent 

countries included is no doubt larger than that. Participation was voluntary and called for a significant effort on the part of the country 

authorities. Therefore, the sample cannot be considered representative of the relevant universe. Rather, it may be assumed that it 

includes a disproportionate number of countries where there is already active interest in the Paris Declaration process on the part of 

the government, the country‟s donors, or both” (WP-AE, 2007) 
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3.1.5 The Survey Process – The devil is in the detail: Guidelines & Definitions 
 
The survey is a quantitative exercise to collect data on aid management as opposed to the report, 

which presents and evaluates that data. Better data is supposed to feeds back into policy decisions. 

Between data and policy is interpretation, but before the evaluation process is scrutinised, you 

must first understand how data is collected as this affects the accuracy with which data represents 

reality. 

 

The coordinator lunches the process with a roundtable meeting to inform stakeholders (including 

line ministries and CSOs who wish to comment on the country report). The coordinator sets out a 

timetable, which includes the questionnaire submission dates and arranges the roundtable 

meetings to discuss the country report. The survey has run more smoothly where local 

mechanisms like the consultative groups already existed. 

 

The survey is essentially managed by the government as it appoints the coordinator. The national 

coordinator could be an (ex-)government official who receives a mandate to gather data in-country. 

This is supposed to be a technical task independent of a government position. The coordinator has 

a central role to standardise the assessment of aid management and distribution practices across a 

period of time (five year) and across all participating countries. Where unique country 

circumstances present themselves, the coordinator adjudicates on the final definition for aid 

practices in-country. 

 

Standardisation has been difficult. Conflicts have arisen over the interpretation of definitions. The 

coordinator has a challenging role as adjudicator given the tendency for both donors and partners 

to pull in opposite directions where doubts arise over definitions. The guidelines state that 

consensus is not necessary viewing conflict as an indicator of cracks in definitions; however, 

conflict is imbedded in structure of the survey. Definitions are naturally contentious because a 

favourably interpretation could help improve an actors performance for an indicator116. In some 

countries, coordinators added more specific guidelines for the definitions, in particular for indicators 

4, 6 and 9. 

 

                                                
116

 „A particular concern about the 2005 baseline survey is that it may systematically overstate the process already achieved in relation 

to the 2010 targets. If, as a number of national coordinators perceive, donors have used the permitted leeway on definitions to place 

their performance closer to the targets than would otherwise be the case, this may create difficulties for them in demonstrating that 

they have made progress over the first monitoring period. If, as is recommended, the guidance provided in the 2008 survey is tighter 

and National Coordinators are given greater authority, some of the results may show a shocking retraction‟ (EURODAD, 2007) 



 100 

The documents outlining the procedures for the survey process in-country include an explanatory 

note, a donor questionnaire, a government questionnaire, a country spreadsheet, a country report, 

in addition to definitions & guidelines. A fundamental divide can be made between the 

questionnaires plus their guidelines, which attempt to define and quantify aid practices versus the 

country report, which offers a qualitative assessment of the survey process in each country. The 

country report also represents a forum where all participants can comment on, how indicators are 

assessed, what actions are needed to achieve them, and how the survey process can feed back 

into policy. 

 

The country report offers a forum for dialogue. The greatest policy debates between partners and 

donors surround the implementation NDSs, PFM reforms and PAFs, yet the in-country survey 

conducted by the national coordinator does not quantify or gather data on the country system 

approach. Arguably, the dialogue, in the context of the country report, should be kept to the 

monitoring process to ensure standardisation, so ODA from one year to the next can be assessed 

for its effectiveness. Perhaps another structure that transcends the primary objective of the survey 

(to quantify ODA data) is required to discuss the country system approach. 

 

The separation of the monitoring processes between the World Bank and the questionnaire makes 

it difficult to relate implementation of the country system approach within the context of the country 

report. Aiden Cox, one of the UNDP technical advisers for the survey process commented on an 

OECD-DAC presentation, 2006 Survey on Monitoring the PD: Key Findings and Challenges, 

pointing out that even if the three areas of action outlined in the presentation (predictability, 

accountability and reducing costs) were successful, it would still not grantee development results 

in-country. The larger truth is that the survey process is limited by its divorce from the World Bank. 

An integrated process that does not leave the World Bank with the sole ability to qualify country 

system reforms might encourage a wider use of the country report as a forum on implementing the 

country system approach. 

 

The country report was expanded for 2008. While contribution on 1, 2, 8 and 11 were welcomed in 

2006, no guidelines were given. Specified discussion guidelines for the four desk review indicator 

were added. The country report also added a two page work on ideas for Accra. No guidelines 

were given to guarantee a country perspective. 
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For the 2006 survey, the coordinator had to present a complete list of all programmes and projects 

in-country from which donors defined them according to the relevant questions in the questionnaire. 

The list became voluntary for the 2008 survey due to the work involved. More responsible was put 

on donors to be forthcoming on presenting complete programme portfolios. A programme can be 

defined as a capacity development programme i.e. technical cooperation (Indicator 4) and/or PBA 

(Indicator 9) depending on whether it meets the criteria. A project can be either a parallel or non-

parallel PIUs (Indicator 6). The coordinator substantiates donor categorisation. The country report 

acts as a forum to discuss remaining doubts. Once the report is finalised, the coordinator presents 

it to the DAC secretariat that complies the overall report, summarising the country report into a 

country chapter for inclusion in the final global monitoring report. 

 

The labour and responsibility of executing the survey has been divvied up. In part, the national 

coordinator has been given a support team. Alternatively, it could be argued that donors have been 

given greater control of the data gathering exercise. The coordinator has the option to nominate a 

donor focal point in-country. This is a donor (or other authority) nominated to act as a focal point to 

collect donor data. It acts as a point for donors to raise issues. The authority can support the 

coordinator to complete any survey management task. The coordinator resembles more a team 

leader. Additionally, the authority has been given the principal funding role. 

 

In 2008, three staff from OECD-DAC and the World Bank manned the help desk with five UNDP 

staff offering regional technical support to national coordinators in real time, a significant expansion 

on 2006. Nevertheless, not all has changed. The questionnaires were kept the same; although, 

new aid practices criteria were added for indicators 4, 5(a), 6 and 9. Also, definitions were 

tightened for indicators 3,4,5,7 and 9. Definitions proved the weakest part of the quantifying 

process for the 2006 survey117. 

 

Tightened definition ensures coherency across time and space, better criteria helps classify 

programmes; however, any change in an indicator or target would mean a change in monitored 

                                                
117

 “[T]he scope that the guidance allowed for discussion to be diverted from factual into definitional questions” (WP-AE, 2007, p.45) 

“[T]he Baseline Survey carried out in 2006 on the 2005 state of affairs is inconclusive about several of the 12 monitoring 

indicators because the survey guidance gave too much freedom to respondents to define their own terms” (Booth, 2008, p.21) 

 “The data gathered by governments and Donors diverged in many cases, leading to intense discussion around the 

interpretation of some indicators” (WP-AE, 2007, p.40) 

 And “It is clear in retrospect that the survey guidance gave too much ground to the case for “localising” concepts and 

measures. It is, of course, difficult to produce watertight definitions, and there are some genuine grey areas and classification problems 

needing discussion. Firmer definitions should not be used to gloss over disagreements about the substance of aid policy. Nevertheless, 

definitions that are looser than they need to be prevent clear discussion of policy differences and do little to assist the technical 

discussion than may be needed on the genuine borderline cases and grey areas.” (WP-AE, 2007, p.47) 



 102 

activity. The 2008 Definitions & Guidance document claims that the indicators are the same118, yet 

indicators 2 has been reduced (rather than changed). 

 

All three monitoring surveys share general objectives: to stimulate country level dialogue; to 

understand how aid effectiveness contributes to development results119; to provide an accurate 

description of how aid is managed; and to assess progress 120; however, central objectives of 

individual surveys vary. The central objective for the 2006 survey was to create a baseline for eight 

indicators of progress whilst the 2008 survey‘s central objective is to provide a base to discuss the 

Accra Action Agenda (AAA) to outline concrete steps to accelerate the declaration‘s 

implementation. 

 
3.1.6 The 2006 Report 

 

Report 2006 clarifies concrete lessons to improve the declaration‘s implementation. Improved 

predictability requires donors to be realistic (commitment v. distribution) while partners need to 

record ODA inflows more accurately on budget. The argument is that even if you discount 

predictability, partners continue to weakly capture ODA data. Also, predictably should be assessed 

on a multiyear as well as yearly basis. 

 

The report also accepted that governments need to be more accountable, particularly in connection 

to budgetary and parliamentary oversight. One concrete suggestion is the enhancement of SAIs. 

Using auditing procedures - indicator 5(a) - is a criterion for alignment to country system. There is 

still a large question mark over how to encourage donor use of PFM systems and how to enhance 

partners‘ PFM systems. 

 

Cost effectiveness mainly requires donor action to internalise and accept as much of the expense 

of the Paris process as possible. Functional action could also be taken to use more joint missions 

and delegate more. Aligning technical cooperation could possibly be the most expensive country 

system alignment activity. It has received, I believe, muted attention. It strongly requires action on 

both sides. Without partner leadership, it will not advance. Perhaps the country report or 

consultancy group are forums to address this issue that is in need of mutual action and cooperation. 

                                                
118

 “No significant changes have been made to the 2008 survey: the purpose and design…remain the same” (WP-AE, 2008f) 
119

 I believe this is not possible under the current survey structure because the Paris process only affects the country system. 
120

 As the 2006 survey set down the baseline against which future aid is assessed, then assessing progress cannot be said to be 

technically true of the 2006 survey; even though, it is outlined as a general objective of the survey process. 
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3.2 Achieving Targets 
 

3.2.1 Indicator 1 
 
Indicator 1 monitors the number of operationalised NDSs in partner countries. An operationalised 

strategy requires a long-term plan, development goals and a broad base of policies costed over the 

mid-term period. The development goals should target poverty reduction and be costed in a MTEF. 

In short, what is necessary to operationalise a NDS is the implementation of a plan spanning years. 

The plan prioritises goals and sequences actions financed in the budget. Operationalising this into 

one programme is difficult. Executing a standardised global monitoring process across time and 

space will be tough. 

 

A targeted NDS is seen by the development community as a document to incorporate all aid 

objectives - economic growth, poverty reduction and macroeconomic stability. The development 

community has come to appreciate that each objective is dependent on the good performance from 

other areas of the state and economy. An inclusive framework increases the potential gain while 

amplifying the possible pitfalls. Donors often attach conditions to aid when they wished to target 

such wide policy areas, yet aid does not directly affect the performance of a NDS, even if its 

success may improve aid effectiveness. 

 

The indicator monitors government action not aid. Donors can justify aid distribution based on NDS 

performance, which is assessed according to three criteria: i) A unified strategic framework with a 

long-term vision and medium-term strategy; ii) Prioritisation of development goals linked to this 

vision. Action is sequenced according to goals; iii) The strategy is linked to the budget, earmarking 

finance to achieve goal. 

 

These criteria are assessed in-country by a World Bank AER team. In fact, the criteria are just 

three of twenty assessment criteria by which the World Bank judges its ODA recipients. An in-

country AER team classifies each criterion on a scale from E to A. The three grades are averaged 

to quantify indictor 1. 

 

The success of a criterion is often dependent on the others. For example, without any form of long-

term vision, action cannot be taken on either prioritising or budgetary planning. A basic strategic 

plan is likely followed by some action prioritising short-term government policy. This, however, 

might not necessarily be earmarked in the budget if the budget is a poorly functioning document. 
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For the national strategy to score a C, the vision must be linked to policy instruments at a local 

level. Likewise, policy prioritisation would need to transcend singular objectives by incorporating 

multiple and cross-cutting goals. A C is attained for budget linkage where medium term costed 

objectives influence the annual budget. Advancing to a B requires expanding the strategy to sector 

plans with sequenced actions. Prioritising must include actions on MDGs outlined in a sector plan. 

For the budget, individual policies are funded based on performance allocated decisions by the 

finance ministry. An A requires sustainability. 

 

I specify a difficulty rating to operationalise each criterion based on the sequencing needs to 

operationalise the overall strategy. Implementing a unified strategic framework is the easiest 

criterion to implement. To improve a NDS requires first the outlining of a plan. Drawing up a plan to 

attain a D is independent of other actions; however, both other areas require a plan before they 

can advance up the scale. To attain a C would mostly like require some demonstration that the 

strategy incorporates prioritised action, but budget maturity may still linger. To attain a B requires 

equal action in both other areas. The most common complaint for strategic frameworks across 

countries is the existence of multiple mid-term strategies, duplicating and confusing objectives (WB, 

2007a, p.xi). Unifying strategies requires leadership across government and ministries to the local. 

 

I classify prioritisation as medium difficulty. It requires decision making between policy choices to 

achieve results according to a strategy’s goals. Achieving goals depends on implemented action. 

The MDGs offer targets to rate the benefits of actions taken. One policy can be judge against the 

next on the number of schools, hospital beds or jobs it produces. Action towards these goals is 

clearly definable; however, choice requires trade-offs. Budget allocation is a tool to support policy 

preference. Prioritisation is dependent on the strategy, but to attain a B, it requires the budget to be 

an advance tool. At no point is prioritisation independent of a unified strategy. 

 

Linking a NDS to the budget is by far the hardest criteria to implement. It is the most independent 

area of the three spheres under scrutiny; however, implementing and prioritising a strategy is 

highly dependent on the functioning of the budget121. A clear view of what resources are available 

is essential to mobilise action on national goals. Also, without transparency in finances, donors will 

not align to national development goals in the short, medium or long term. The MTFF is an 

                                                
121

 “Linking the strategy to the budget is the transmission chain between strategic priorities and results on the ground. Failing to 

establish such a link undermines implementation of [NDSs] and ultimately increases the risk of backsliding” (WB, 2007a, p.xiv) 
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evolution of the budget to look at a medium-term timeframe linked to a strategy. Constructing a 

MTFF is technical demanding. Partners usually need capacity building assistance in addition to 

support from the highest political offices. Cross ministry linkage is necessary to incorporate 

sectoral and local needs. Costing this is an organisational challenge (WB, 2007a, p.xvi). 

 

A partner country must score at least a B to be considered to have an operationalised strategy. 

The target is to have at least 75% of partners with operationalised strategies. Only 17% met the 

criteria for the CDF survey. That equates to 5 of 29 partners attaining a positive result plus five 

others that did not attain a score as they were ineligible for assessment under the CDF rules. Each 

country that scored a B had already started its second PRSP122. Of the rest, 18 have scored Cs. 

As PRSs evolve, a large number should rise up a score on the CDF scale. It is possible the target 

will be attained; however, NDS progress takes time, which is restricted. More participants might 

reduce the success rate. 

 

According to the authors of the 2006 report, the most common failing is the weakness of 

mechanisms to link the budget formulation to strategy execution. The biggest challenge will be to 

move budget linkage from C to B as the other two areas require the budget linkage to attain a B for 

them to advance to a B too. Many countries will stay stuck on a C rating until the government takes 

action on budget reform. 

 
3.2.2 Indicator 2(a) 

 
Indicator 2(a) assesses the institutional capacity of countries‘ financial institutions, policies and 

procedures. The state has a central role in managing national wealth. It does this through 

regulation of the private sector, trade policy and taxation; although, the indicator only monitor how 

well national finance is spent (expenditure) and record (reported and audited) in national 

accounting structures. Regulative control of economic activities like private enterprise and trade 

can never be 100% certain as these activities are private and exposed to the market. In contrast, 

fiscal controls are completely within the hands of state apparatus (even if national income is 

exposed to externalities). 

 

                                                
122

 “The agreed target for this indicator is…75%. The baseline numbers suggest this is a difficult challenge, but not completely 

unrealistic. Encouragingly, three out of the five countries rated B in 2005 are countries that have been in the vanguard of the PRSP 

initiative, having submitted three annual progress reports and a second-generation PRSP by the end of 2006” (WP-AE, 2007, p.18) 
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If aid is only effective in a good policy environment it is logical that policies the state has complete 

control over would be target first before entering into complex social or economic objectives. The 

connection is concert between aid and fiscal policy. Aid acts as a subsidiary to national income. 

The effectiveness of national spending is first dependent on the transparency of spending; second 

comes the shape of economic or social policy. Accountability for results (and transparency) of 

national spending follows from the existence of good fiscal standards to monitor how income is 

spent. 

 

The World Bank CPIA index is intended to capture the quality of a wide range of country policies 

and institutions as a guide to inform the lending activities of the Bank. The CPIA has 16 indicators 

one of which is used to monitoring PFM systems for Paris indicator 2(a). CPIA 13, the Quality of 

Budgetary and Financial management, has three sub-sections: (a) comprehensiveness and 

credibility of the budget and its link to policy; (b) consistency and control of budget expenditure and 

revenue; (c) fiscal reporting and audits. There are two stages to assess the CPIA index and CPIA 

13. First a wide range of sources are used to assess a benchmark country in each of the six World 

Bank lending regions so as to provide a broad benchmarking process. Next, the remaining 

countries are assessed against goalposts, definitions for scoring activities under scrutiny. 

 

The CPIA measurement scale goes up in half points from zero to six; however, the CPIA guidelines 

are not broken down into half points, leaving us in doubt over differences between, for example, 2 

and 2.5. Though, unlike CDF rating system the CPIA are described in great detail. To an extent, 

the sub-indicators of CPIA 13 are more independent than the CDF sub-indicators that measure 

Paris indicator 1. No doubt; dependence exists, but precision of definitions make it easier to 

compartmentalise the qualifying and quantifying of performance for each sub-indicators of CPIA 13. 

 

For the budget, i.e. CPIA 13 (a), 1 is allocated when the budget does not act as an indicator of 

policy or an allocation tool. There is no contact with ministries, no classification system, and over 

50% of resources are off-budget. To attain a 2 requires the reduction of off-budget resource to 

between 50-25%. 3 is attributed for explicit policy aims (NDS) even if budget allocation does not 

reflect those priorities. Ministries are consulted to produce the budget, and only 25-10% of 

resources are off-budget. 4 is attributed where policies are reflected in budget spending, there is a 

form of budget classification and less than 10% of resources are off budget. 5 is attributed where 

the budget adheres to legislation and a strict budget calendar in addition to international budget 
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classification standards. 6 requires the attainment of 5s for both other CPIA 13 sub-indicators along 

with a strong system of parliamentary oversight of the budget. 

 

Control and implementation of budgetary aims and expenditure, CPIA 13 (b), is attributed a 1 

where no equivalence exist between the amount budgeted and the amount spent; no reporting 

exists; and payment arrears from the previous budget exceed 10%. 2 is attributed where deviation 

from budget to expenditure is quantifiable but still exceeds 30%. 3 is attributed where deviation 

exceeds 20%, reporting exists but is inaccurate, and arrears makes up between 5-10% of the 

budget. 4 is attributed where deviation exceeds 10%, reporting still retains deficiencies, and arrears 

is less than 5%. 5 is attributed where deviation is less than 10%, budget reporting and information 

continues all year round, and arrears is negligible. 6 requires the attainment of 5s in both other 

CPIA 13 criteria in addition to predictable yearly spending and insignificant in-year budget changes. 

When changes exist, they must adhere to national priorities and rules. 

 

For timely and accurate accounting and fiscal reporting, CPIA 13 (c), a 1 is attributed where 

expenditure has no equivalence with fiscal reporting. National public accounts are rarely produced 

and are more than five year out of date. The use of public resources is not on the public agenda 

with no legislative or auditing oversight. 2 is attributed where reporting takes place less frequently 

than monthly, entrees are often inexplicable with inaccurate data. Public accounts are three years 

out of date. Where audits exist, conclusions are ignored. To attain a 3, reporting is done at least 

quarterly, but still may be inaccurate. Accounts are ten months or more out of date. Audits are 

infrequent and conclusions have little impact. 4 is attributed where reporting takes place every 

month. It is reasonably accurate, and the delay in producing public accounts after the financial 

yearend is only six month. Auditing is still weak. 5 is attributed where reporting is weekly in addition 

to national accounts are produced within 4 weeks of the financial yearend. Audits are professional 

and conclusions are acted on. 6 requires the attainment of 5s in both other CPIA 13 criteria along 

with external audits. 

 

The target is to have half of all partners to go up at least half a percentage on the CPIA 13 scale. 

The baseline was established by the 2005 CPIA rating. Four partner countries did not receive a 

CPIA grade for 2005. To compare progress, the result must be compared to a proceeding year‘s 

CPIA score. The World Bank does not dispense a lot of information on countries performance. The 



 108 

information available is vague and generalised123. All countries except one are between 2.5 and 

4.0. 

 

Indicator 2(a) takes on extra significance seeing that for indicator 5(a), countries must achieve at 

least 3.5 for donors to be obliged to align to partner PFM systems. 19 of 34 countries that 

participated in survey 2006 attained at least 3.5. But with regard to the target, it is not possible to 

assess the potential to reach it without comparing one year to another. In addition, limited 

information on weaknesses of individual country performances restricts case by case assessments 

of progress. 

 
3.2.3 Indicator 2(b) 

 
In spite of being a part of PFM systems, procurement procedures have received a Paris sub-

indicator - 2(b). Improving procurement procedures is essential to ensure the good use of public 

resources. Donors have a direct interest in the quality of procurement systems were budget or 

sector support is used to procure goods and services. Where procurement procedures are weak, 

the tenure process is easily corruptible. 

 

The WP-AE has developed a methodology/framework for assessing procurement procedures over 

the last numbers of years to fill a gap in procurement assessment tools. The new assessment 

framework was not fully in place for the 2006 survey. The new framework is a mixture of two 

processes. First, there are 12 indicators to assess standards (BLIs) complemented by an in-

country assessment of implementation procedures and practices structured around the 12 

indicators (CPIs). 

 

The framework requires calculating a raw BLI score. BLIs are 12 indicators grouped under 4 pillars: 

(1) legislative and regulatory framework; (2) institutional framework and management capacity; (3) 

procurement operations and market practice; and (4) transparency and integrity of public 

procurement systems. The 12 indicators have a varied number of sub-sections of between 1 and 8 

worth 3 points each to the BLI score. Thus pillars are unequally weighted. There are 54 sub 

indicators. The summed figure is then divided by the maximum possible score of 162. To convert 

                                                
123

 “The countries scoring at the higher end of the central range from 2.0 to 4.5 are those that have made most headway in ensuring the 

national budget is a credible estimate of actual revenues and expenditures, and in providing a mechanism linking budget formulation 

and execution to formally agreed policy priorities” (WP-AE, 2007, p.19-20) 
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the raw score to a percentage, you divide the raw score by 162 than multiply it by 100 to get a 

percentage. The determined percentage is appropriated a level (A, B, C or D). 

 

Table 1: Indicator 2(b) Formula 
Level Raw Score (points) Percentage Score 

A 152 to 162 94 - 100 % 

B 113 to 151 70 -   93 % 

C  89 to 112 55 -   69 % 

D less than 89 less than 55 % 

 

BLI can either be self-assessed or conducted by an independent body according to the choice of 

the government. The tightly structured BLI assessment only requires simple yes or no answers 

against strict criteria making a self assessment appear plausible. The CPI, the second part of the 

procurement monitoring framework, is optional. In contrast to the BLI that assesses the quality of 

procurement procedures at one point in time, the CPI requires subjective assessment of progress 

over time. The CPI qualifies how well these procedures are being implemented in practice. The 

CPI has guidelines and directions for a qualitative assessment, but there is more room for 

interpretation. The evaluation team (also chosen by the government) assess procurement policy 

implementation against the 12 BLI areas; however, the team can weight the indicators depending 

on country circumstances124. 

 

For Paris indicator 2(b), the raw BLI score or joint BLI/CPI score is attributed a mark from D to A. 

The objective is to raise one third of countries up one mark on the procurement quality scale. As 

yet, there is no baseline as the framework was not in place for the 2006 survey. The 2008 survey 

provides the baseline against which to judge partner performance in 2010. Partner countries will 

only have two year to achieve this target, a challenge given the newness of the framework. 

 

There are a number of issues surrounding the measurement framework that limit any estimation of 

progress towards indicator 2(b). First, the option to self-assess raises questions of independence. 

The alternative, external or joint assessment raises other questions. Second, the pilot process is 

going to be used in the 2008 survey, leading any observer to ask has this framework been properly 

vetted. Third, weighing of CPI indicators in-country depends on country circumstances. This may 

lead to inconsistencies. It is also unclear how the methodology balances between the BLI and CPI, 

or how to compare cross-country where some partners completed just the BLI while other 

                                                
124

 For a complete break down of BLI and CPI methodologies see OECD-DAC (2006), “Methodology for Assessment of National 

Procurement Systems” Based on Indicator from OECD-DAC/World Bank Round Table Meeting, Version 4, July 17 (Paris, OECD) 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/1/36/37130136.pdf 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/1/36/37130136.pdf
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completed the full framework. The newness of the framework extenuates doubts. There is not 

enough information to clarify what actions partner countries need to complete to score well. 

 
3.2.4 Indicator 3 

 
Indicator 3, the first of our indicators monitored through the survey process, assesses ODA 

distribution. The indicator is a proxy of alignment; however, both donors and partners are 

responsible for its monitoring. In each country, the government questionnaire asks how much 

estimated ODA (less non-compliant ODA) was recorded in the annual budget as revenue, grants or 

ODA loans while the donor questionnaire asks how much aid was distributed for that year. The 

objective is to increase the amount of aid recorded on national budgets, building government 

capacity to manage national resources. 

 

The target aims to halve the proportion of aid to government sectors not reported on-budget with at 

least 85% of aid reported on-budget. This necessitates donors to report aid flows destined for 

government sectors and partners to record that information on budget. The baseline survey found 

88% of aid was record on-budget. The indicator has been achieved; though, over or under-

distribution by donors (vs. commitments to distribute) caused by unpredictability of donor aid 

overstates the amount of aid governments record on-budget. The country average for aid on-

budget is only 43%. 

 

Unpredictable donor distribution cannot be eliminated from the current format for calculating 

indicator 3. Attaining a country average of 85% is a credible alternative target, which would reduce 

the effect of unpredictability. To succeed, donors must share timely and accurate information on 

intended disbursements to establish a base for governments to accurately record aid on-budget. 

Partners need to build their capacity to capture information on-budget. 

 
3.2.5 Indicator 4 

 
Indicator 4 monitors ODA management (and distribution); it requires action from both partners and 

donors and is monitored through the survey process. The indicator measures the amount of donor 

capacity development support (technical cooperation) provided through coordinated programmes 

consistent with partners‘ NDSs. To have the greatest impact, technical cooperation should be 

aligned to national priorities; however, it is often supply driven, employing experts from donor 
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countries with limited sustainable impact on the development of partner capacity. On the flipside, 

partners need to outline where capacity building is required in line with NDSs. Success for this 

indicator will require the stimulation of demand driven technical assistance. 

 

For ODA to be recorded in the questionnaire, technical cooperation must adhere to the definitions 

outline in the survey document ―Definitions and Guidelines‖. The 2008 definitions to establish what 

is or is not aligned technical cooperation have been tightened while at the same time the 

alterations from survey 2006 have diluted the reform potential of aligned technical cooperation. 

Four criteria qualify technical assistance as aligned (See footnote 93). The criteria are largely the 

same from 2006 to 2008; however, the 2008 set up the criteria in the form of yes or no questions. 

In 2008, question 1 125  was ―Have relevant country authorities communicated clear capacity 

development objectives as part of broader national or sector strategies?‖, which was changed from 

―Do donors integrate support within country-led programme to support capacity building?‖. This 

specifies support as demand driven instead of just being inside a country led programme. 

 

A fundamental change was made to the 2008 definitions. Only one of the remaining two criteria, 3 

and 4, needs to be met to qualify technical cooperation as aligned. In 2006, both criteria had to be 

met. Despite tightening criteria 3 on country control for 2008, any optional use of country control 

dilutes the conception aligned technical cooperation126. Whatever the definition is, if country control 

is not adhered to, then ownership will be undermined. (To compare the 2006 Definitions & 

Guidelines for indicator 4 on to the 2008 Definitions & Guidelines see annex X) 

 

The target is to have 50% of technical cooperation implemented through coordinated programmes. 

The 2006 report recorded 48% of aid as compliant; however, the reaction from the national 

coordinators and the country report made clear that partners and donors strongly disagreed on 

definitions in-country. The compromise made on definitions in most countries may have helped to 

overstate the quantity of aligned technical assistance127. Donors appear to have held sway over 

coordinators when resolving disputes. 

                                                
125

 This was criteria 3 for the 2006 survey document “Definitions and Guidelines”. 
126

 Criteria 2 in 2006 was long winded. „Partner countries exercise efficient leadership over the capacity development programme 

supported by the donor. This implies clearly communicated objectives from senior government officials‟. Question 3 was simpli fied 

for 2006: “Do relevant country authorities have control over the technical co-operation?” 
127

 “[S]everal National Co-ordinators took the view that in 2005 there were no technical co-operation programmes in the country 

meeting all four criteria, making the true baseline zero percent. The element most often missing was effective country leadership 

based on a specific strategic vision for capacity development. Donor respondents, on the other hand, took the view (sometimes 

individually and sometimes jointly and with government assent) that the definition in the survey guidance was too stringent. Very 

different views emerged on what should count as co-ordination and as government leadership. The numbers generated by the survey 
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The definitions need to be ironed out; though, it is essential not to water down the definitions in a 

way that might circumvent ownership. Like indicator 3, clear country leadership is needed. Donors 

can help by better coordinating their technical assistance with country priorities and by fully 

involving partners when commissioning technical cooperation. The relevance of the target, which 

has nearly been satisfied, looses credence given the laxity of definitions128. Capacity development 

support must correspond to partners‘ stated goals; transfers skills; and build capacity in-country, 

whilst using country systems when and wherever possible. 

 
3.2.6 Indicator 5(a) 

 
Indicator 5(a) monitors the amount of ODA disbursed to government sectors. The donor 

questionnaire asks four questions that break down donor use of partners‘ PFM systems according 

to: (i) national budget execution procedures; (ii) national financial reporting procedures; (iii) national 

auditing procedures; and (iv) all three national procedures. For ODA to qualify in either or all of 

these PFM categories, donor projects and programmes must adhere to definitions in each area as 

outlined in the survey guidelines document. 

 

Originally, this indicator had two targets that assessed, one, the percentage of donors using 

partner PFM systems; two, the percentage of aid that is used within PFM systems. The 2006 

Definitions and Guidelines specified that there were two targets; though, it also informed that no 

additional information, assessment criteria or definitions would be needed to assess the second 

target. The target to assess the percentage of donors using PFM systems was completely dropped 

from the 2008 guidelines. 

 

 

To gather data in the survey process for indicator 5(a), development agencies self-assess each 

programme and project in their portfolio for the country questionnaire. The development agency 

asks a set of ‗yes‘ or ‗no‘ question on each programme it is involved in in-country. The 2008 survey 

definition for donor use of (i) national budget execution procedures is largely the same as the 2006 

definition129; however, some extra criteria were added to complement the definition. Donors are 

                                                                                                                                            
therefore include technical co-operation efforts that are co-ordinated in a relatively loose sense, with the accent on consistency with 

the relevant policy framework (e.g. a sector strategy or PFM action plan) rather than on the presence of a specific country initiative for 

capacity development” (WP-AE, 2007, p.23) 
128

 “Many recipient country officials believe that countries have seen relatively little benefit from technical co-operation, even though 

it constitutes a significant share of aid” (WP-AE, 2007, p.43) 
129

 Definition for use of national budget execution procedure 2008: Donors use national budget execution procedures when the funds 

they provide are managed according to the national budgeting procedures established in the general legislation and implemented by 
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asked four new clarification questions outlined in guidelines that must be answered positively for 

the programme or project aid to be counted in question 7 on the donor questionnaire130. 

 

The definition and criteria to consider ODA being used through (ii) national financial reporting 

procedures is largely the same for both surveys. The definition primarily requires that donor donors 

do not impose additional requirements on governments for financial reporting131. Penultimately, the 

definition for compliant ODA with national auditing procedures is that ‗donors rely on the audit 

procedures issued by the country SAI and do not require further audits‘132. The criterion for auditing 

procedures only require programmes or projects to adhere to one of the following: that SAI audit 

standards are used or that the SAI audit cycle is used. This is tantamount to cherry picking the 

parts of national audit procedures that donors wish to use. 

 

Target 5(a)133 is one of the most complex indicators as the performance of partners for indicator 

2(a) sets the target for donors in 5(a). The target is subdivided. The first aim is to reduce one-third 

of aid flows that do not use PFM systems where partners score between 3.5 and 4.5 on the CPIA 

13 scale. The second aim is to reduce two-thirds where partners score 5+. The 2006 report 

provided little details on this target. I believe this was an attempt to avoid debate on how 

monitorable this target really is 134 . The WP-AE effectively shortened the target to one third 

reduction of all aid not using PFM once authors of the 2006 survey realised that nearly all partners 

perform between the 3.5 to 4.5 range. The impression given is that partners below 3.5 should 

come up, but they assume that no partner will achieve a 5 on the CPIA scale. 

 

39% of ODA was considered compliant with PFM systems in 2006. Budget procedures were used 

more than reporting or auditing procedures. This might reflect the adoption of budget support by 

                                                                                                                                            
government. This means that programmes supported by donors are subject to normal country budgetary execution procedures, namely 

procedures for authorisation, approval and payment. 
130

 Budget Execution: Are your funds included in the annual budget approved by country legislatures?; Are your funds subject to 

established country budget execution procedures?; Are your funds processed (e.g. deposited & disbursed) through the established 

country treasury systems?; and you do NOT require the opening of separate bank accounts for your funds?  

www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey - Indicator 5(a) 
131

 Financial Reporting: You do NOT require maintenance of a separate accounting system to satisfy your own reporting 

requirements?; and you ONLY require financial reports prepared using country‟s established financial reporting arrangements?  

www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey - Indicator 5(a) 
132

 Auditing Procedures: Are your funds subject to audit carried out under the responsibility of the Supreme Audit Institution (SAI)?; 

you do NOT under normal circumstances request additional audit arrangements?; You do NOT require audit standards different from 

those adopted by the SAI?; and You do NOT require the SAI to change its audit cycle to audit your funds? 

 www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey - Indicator 5(a) 
133

 I only refer to one target for indicator 5(a) since the WP-AE has dropped the assessment of the % of donors using PFM systems. 
134

 “[T]he indicator is not entirely free of measurement problems. After thorough review of the data submitted, some concerns remain 

about the way the survey questions on Indicator 5 were interpreted in some countries and by some donors” (WP-AE, 2007, p.24) 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey
http://www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey
http://www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey
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donors, in addition to the weakness or perceived weakness of partner procedures135. A one-third 

increase of donor use of PFM would roughly make the target 60%. Executing donor alignment can 

be ambiguity, but the target is also vague. 

 
3.2.7 Indicator 5(b) 
 

The objective for indicator 5(b) is similar to 5(a): to enhance the use of partner country systems 

through donor use of, in this case, country procurement procedures. The indicator monitors the 

amount of ODA that complies with national legislation136. The definition is the same as indicator 

5(a), requiring ODA to be compliant with national procurement procedures as outlined in legislation. 

 

As in indicator 5(a), the target for this indicator is determined by 2(b). Again, partner performance 

in 2(b) sets the target for donor compliance to 5(b). The target also includes two subdivisions: to 

reduce one-third of aid flows that do not use national procurement procedures where partners 

score a B on the BLI scale. The second aim is to reduce two-thirds where partners score an A on 

the BLI scale. 

 

The 2006 survey set out the guideline on how to assess donor projects and programmes use of 

national procurement procedures. 40% of ODA was compliant. However, a baseline could not be 

established because indicator 2(b) was not assessed in 2006. Thus, the 2006 report presented 

data on aid flows‘ absolute use of procurement procedures but did not brake down the data into 

subgroups. The 2008 report sets the baseline. No extra assessment criteria were added in 2008. 

 
3.2.8 Indicator 6 

 
Replacing duplicate day-to-day structures used to implement ODA on the ground with national 

procedures is a central objective of the declaration. Its success will build capacity and reduce costs. 

To succeed, donor must transfer over control of their parallel PIUs to partners. 

 

The target of this indicator is presented in absolute terms rather than as a ratio. The target is to 

reduce by two-thirds the stock of parrellel PIUs. The 2006 survey recorded 1832 parallel PIUs. The 

target is to reduce this to 611 by 2010. Problems affect this target. More countries have taken part 

                                                
135

 “[A]uthorisation procedures that are formally those laid down in the country‟s laws and public-sector financial regulations can be 

subject to a large degree of de jure or de facto delegation, meaning that the “use of country systems” is somewhat nominal. Together, 

these factors may mean that the numbers overstate somewhat the effective use of country systems” (WP-AE, 2007, p.24) 
136

 As with indicator 5(a), there were originally two targets for 5(b), which aimed (i) to increase the % of donors using national 

procurement procedures, and (ii) to increase the amount of global ODA that was compliant with national procurement procedure. The 

first target to increase the % donor use of procurement system was dropped at the same time as its equivalent 5(a)-i indicator. 
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in the 2008 survey, adding PIUs. In addition, coordinators clearly believe that parallel PIUs have 

been underestimated due to an inadequate application of the definition. 

 

The 2008 definition is similar to 2006. PIUs use national procedures when (i) staff are on the 

payroll and pay scale of the national implementing agency; (ii) they are accountable to the national 

implementing agency, not an external funding agency; (iii) they have terms of reference for 

externally appointed staff that are determined by the national implementing agency (WP-AE, 2005, 

p. 27). A fourth criterion was added in 2008. The terms of references are set by a national agency; 

however, in 2008, only three criteria of four needed to be met to qualify a project. 

 

Donors have been slow to reduce their stock of parallel projects. They must reduce the quantity of 

projects where they act alone and/or design projects in cooperation with partner governments. This 

will require convincing donors that projects implemented from within government structures will be 

effective. The task and target will be hard to achieve. I predict the target will not be reaches as it 

requires a leap of faith by donors. 

 
3.2.9 Indicator 7 

 
The objective of indicator 7 is to enhance partner capacity to plan into the med-term. To build this 

capacity, donors commit to distribute more accurate and predictable ODA; however, the indicator 

only monitors in-year predictably of ODA distribution. The indicator measure the amount of ODA 

secluded for distribution versus the amount recorded on the government budget137. The donor 

questionnaire asks how much total ODA for the government sector did the donor schedule for 

disbursement in that calendar year while the government questionnaire asks how much total ODA 

for the government sector was recorded in its accounting systems in that calendar year. 

 

Like indicator 3 and 4, indicator 7 requires action from both donors and partners138. In addition to 

donors distributing what they commit, partners need to make more realistic budget estimations. 

The introduction of a donor/partner mechanism for notifying and recording donor distribution in-

country would facilitate better information transfer. This would need to include in-year recording; 

                                                
137

 This many differ from the amount donors disburse in-country. The difference can be reduced by better information capture, 

recording distribution on government accounting systems during the calendar year. 
138

 “[Indicator 7] is influenced by both the ability to disburse funds on schedule, and the extent to which aid can be accurately captured 

in country accounting systems” (WP-AE, 2007, p.30) 
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although, this information would only help inform governments to better estimate the following 

year‘s budget. 

 

The target is to halve the proportion of aid not disbursed within the fiscal year for which it was 

scheduled. County figures are summed globally. The 2006 report recorded 70% of aid disbursed 

on schedule. Hence, the target would be to reduce the figure by 15%; however, under and over-

distribution masks the true level of predictability. Either donors under-disburse or perhaps over-

disburse because of unplanned needs that crop up in-year like when a project requires more 

funding than was scheduled. Better estimation of yearly expenditure on projects could greatly 

increase predictability. 

 

When you look at country averages for 2006, the predictably of ODA drops to 41%. It is not simply 

a question of donors not distributing ODA commitments, even though, the gap between 

commitments and distributed ODA for 2006 was about a billion dollars, roughly 12% of scheduled 

ODA. It is both under and over-distribution that damages partner capacity to plan their financial 

expenditure. The country average eliminates this factor by summing the ratios of predictability in 

each country thus over-distribution in one country cannot be offset by under-distribution in another. 

If the indicator was to employ country averages, then the target would be to reduce unpredictability 

by 30% 

 

Perhaps, if the data were broken down by aid modality, it might appear that countries that receive 

more budget support collect more predictable aid compared to those who have many projects in-

country. It is unlikely, and as yet unadvisable, that donors adopt budget support just to increase 

predictability, so they have to take action in other areas. Costing projects and programmes better is 

a proven action that donors can take to increase predictability. 

 
3.2.10 Indicator 8 

 
Indicator 8 commits bilateral donors to reduce the quantity of tied aid that they distribute to partner 

countries. No concert target exists nor is indicator 8 assessed through the monitoring survey. Data 

from the OECD-DAC is used to assess this indicator. Most donors, in fact, do not tie or have 

negligible tied aid. Untied aid already account for 75% of ODA. Only Australia, Austria, Italy, 

Portugal, Spain, New Zealand and the USA have tied above 45%. The remaining 14 bilateral 

donors have an average tied aid of 7%. Commercial interests have no place within development 
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policy, and should be stopped outright. Donor peer pressure could play a big role in eliminating tied 

aid. 

 
3.2.11 Indicator 9 

 
Donors assist partners when they use their country systems. Many donors duplicate activities when 

more than one completes the same or a similar task in-country, or worse, they have competing 

aims. Harmonising objectives and practices should reduce costs and could be used to assist 

alignment. Indicator 9 aims to increase the amount of ODA distributed through PBA i.e. 

coordinated activities that incorporate partner objectives. Yet, how PBA is defined causes doubts to 

whether it can affect so many diverse goals. 

 

The 2006 survey considered a programme or project to be using PBA when it included (a) country 

leadership; (b) single planned budget; (c) formalised harmonisation process for donors; and (d) 

increased local system use through programme design. The addition of questions to the 2008 

survey has arguably loosened PBA criteria. Both (a) and (b) have been retained in there entirety. (c) 

have been specified with greater detail; however, it loosens the criteria139 by only requiring donors 

to harmonise around two of the four PFM system outline in indicator 2. Likewise, (d) is specified in 

greater detail but reduces the areas of country system activities necessary to be included in the 

PBA140. 

 

Donor performance is measured in terms of budget support (donor questionnaire no. 14) in 

addition to all areas that qualify as PBA (donor questionnaire no. 15). Nearly half of PBA is in fact 

budget support, around 5 billion for 2005. Definition doubts were raised over question 15141 . 

Donors are not taking concrete steps to align and harmonise better their projects or programmes to 

national systems because broadened definitions relax condition on ownership, alignment and 

                                                
139

 “Is there a formal process for donor co-ordination and harmonisation of donor procedures for at least two of the following systems: 

(i) reporting, (ii) budgeting, (iii) financial management and (iv) procurement?” www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey - Indicator 9 
140

 “Does your support to the programme use at least two of the following local systems: (i) programme design, (ii) programme 

implementation, (iii) financial management and (iv) monitoring and evaluation?” www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey - Indicator 9 
141

 “It is clear from the survey returns that donors had some difficulty in accepting the suggested definition of a PBA, and  usually 

National Co-ordinators did not feel empowered to impose a ruling. In a number of countries, a looser set of criteria was adopted on the 

basis of some degree of consensus, while in some others individual donors were permitted to follow their own definition of a 

“programme”. In these cases, at least, the true baseline numbers for use of common procedures are lower than those presented. ..more 

substantial progress is called for to achieve the target than the baseline level of 43% might suggest” (WP-AE, 2007, pg. 31) 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey
http://www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey
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harmonisation142. PBA is an exercise in redefining ODA. As yet, PBA has not been proven to 

contribute to more effective aid. 

 

The target is to have 66% of ODA provided as PBA. 43% of aid was recorded as PBA in 2006. If 

the definitions are kept as broad or broadened it is easily possible that this target will be reached; 

however, the simple fact that so many donors seem to already distribute ODA as PBA should raise 

eyebrows over the accuracy and relevance of the approach. Donors need to act on the substance, 

not the definitions, of the declaration. 

 

The 2006 report encourages donors to work aggressively in reducing the transaction costs of 

delivering and managing aid. Donors could employ more productive actions than merely using PBA. 

Concert action could be taken to divide labour and delegate cooperation. Reducing the number of 

PIUs or untying aid would also have a big impact. As regards PBA, a fundamental rethink is 

required on how programmes are set up, because an ill thought out sector approaches could 

create parallel rather than alignment structures. 

 
3.2.12 Indicator 10(a) 

 
One of the most frequent compliant of costly donor practices is levied against the amount of donor 

missions143. Around 300 missions on average were conducted in partner countries by donors in 

2005, an incredible average. The administrative costs and strain on the public services‘ human 

resources of partner countries is enormous. 

 

This indicator is monitored through the survey process, but it does not monitor ODA quantities. Nor 

does indicator 10 A or B require a baseline as an absolute target has been set for both. While the 

success of the indicator would undoubtedly benefit from action on both sides - for example, 

governments and donor headquarters can develop lines of communication - the responsibility to 

achieve target 10(a) rests squarely on donors. 

 

The primary objective of indicator 10(a) is to reduce the number of missions, not just conducted 

joint missions. At times, a single or joint mission may be necessary; though, alternative 

                                                
142

 “[PBA] diverted dialogue that might have been productively focused on the facts of the situation in the country into a rather 

unproductive discussion of how to report those facts for the purposes of the survey” (WP-AE, 2007) 

“The ability of individual donor respondents to adopt, in effect, their own definition of key terms, such as “programme-

based approach” made the process more burdensome without any real justification” (WP-AE, 2007, p.43) 

And “Donors use their own procedures for the major part of the resources delivered through PBAs” (WP-AE, 2007, p.59) 
143

 The definition of a mission excludes workshops and conferences, political or parliamentary delegations, electoral observers or other 

special mission and external consultants. 



 119 

donor/partner forums to discuss information have been developed in recent years. Of particular 

importance is the continued dialogue in-country between field missions and authorities. These can 

be conducted through structures like consultancy groups. 

 

The monitoring process is relatively simple: the donor questionnaire asks (no.16) how many donor 

missions to the field were undertaken in the year. (no.17) how many of these were coordinated i.e 

missions undertaken by one or more donor jointly, or missions undertaken by one donor on behalf 

of another. The only logistical challenge is for national coordinators to ensure that double counting 

does not occur. The target is to have 40% of field mission joint. The 2006 report recorded 18% of 

mission joint in 2005. 

 

The 2006 report offered little in the way of proposals to increase joint missions beside suggesting 

that donor missions from headquarters take into account timing of the mission to align to, primarily, 

government budget schedules and to respect quiet period that government call for to conduct work 

on budget preparation. What the data does offer is an exposure of good and bad donor performers. 

Perhaps, peer pressure is the strongest tool to achieve this indicator. At the current rate, I have to 

predict failure to achieve target 10(a). 

 
3.2.13 Indicator 10(b) 

 
The objective of indicator 10(b) is to strengthen public policy and the implementation of the country 

system approach through better coordinated and shared analytical work. Joint work should also 

help reduce costs by eliminating duplicate country analytical work. Country analytical procedures 

must be used where they have attained a basic standard. 

 

Like 10(a), the indicator is monitored through the donor questionnaire. National coordinators must 

ensure that double counting does not occur. The definition for coordinated works has been retained 

from 2006, which includes work that is undertaken by more than one donor; or that is undertaken 

by one donor on behalf of another. Importantly, joint analytical work necessitates having 

substantive involvement from government authorities. 

 

The target is to have 66% of all analytical work conducted jointly by donors in conjunction with 

partner governments. An extremely high quantity of work was recorded as joint in the 2006 report - 

42%. This may appear high; however, the definition and results were not contested by coordinators 
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in 2006. It appears country and sector studies, evaluations, discussion papers etc. are already 

being conducted jointly. 

 
3.2.14 Indicator 11 

 
Indicator 11 is the final CDF monitored indicator of the Paris 12. This monitors partner actions to 

operationalise PAFs, which assess policy performance in line with the results agenda in-country. 

The objective of the indicator is to increase the number of partner countries with transparent and 

monitorable PAFs. While the indictor assesses partner action, it should be noted that the PAF has 

become a structure around which donors discuss partners‘ country system reforms. The PAF is a 

monitoring tool to assess the progress governments make in implementing NDSs or other reforms. 

Donors can align to this tool to monitor the implementing of the declaration on the ground. The tool 

is a flexible framework that can be adopted to assess any public policy. In addition, donors are 

often called on to provide technical support in the construction of PAFs. 

 

The PAF is an in-country monitoring tool the quality of which is monitored by the CDF. Assessing 

the transparency and capacity of a PAF is based on three criteria of 20 from the CDF: i) quality of 

development information; ii) stakeholders access to development information; and iii) coordinated 

country-level monitoring and evaluation. The assessment provides a snapshot of the quality of a 

PAF at one point in time. The three criteria are rated on a five point scale from E to A. 

 

The CDF guidelines assess partners‘ progress towards developing PAFs. For the quality of 

development information, a partner‘s PAF is attributed an E if data collection is sporadically with 

little relation to tracking the goals of a policy. D is attributed where data is collected but is limited to 

certain sectors or regions. C is attributed where data collection is more systematic and widespread 

in addition to tracking central goals. B requires that this becomes timely, standardised and precise. 

A signifies sustainability. 

 

For stakeholders access to information, a partner‘s PAF is attributed an E if information on the 

policy strategy is not publicly available. D – information is available but hard to access or is 

inaccurate. C – information is regularly updated and made available. B – information is systematic. 

It is available in all local languages as well as in the form of multiple media. An A requires 

sustainability. 
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For coordinated country level monitoring and evaluation, a partner‘s PAF is attributed an E if no 

country strategy exists for monitoring and evaluating. The task is largely completed by donors. D – 

A strategy exists but is fragmented and maintained by donors. C – An action plan exists to 

operationalise the strategy but may not be, as yet, completely operational. A significant problem 

may be coordination of the plan across ministries and national institutions. B – The PAF is 

operationalised and the system tracks a manageable number of input, output and outcome 

indicators identified in the medium-term strategy, and produces unified reports used by country 

policymakers and external partners. It is coordinated across ministries and national institutions. A – 

sustainability. 

 

The 2005 CDF report and the 2006 monitoring survey have provided little information on where the 

PAFs are weakest. The three areas of action to operationalise a PAF are largely independent, but 

they all come under the umbrella of monitoring and evaluation capacity. The institutional 

development of one area should have a great impact on another as they are all different shades of 

the same colour. Gathering, distributing and evaluating data can all be done simultaneously. The 

WP-AE should take substance from what the MfDR principles propose and disseminate lesson 

learnt for cross county comparisons. 

 

The target is to reduce by one third the proportion of countries without operationalised PAFs. This 

requires the setting up of a baseline derived from the 2005 CDF report. To be considered as 

operationalised a PAF needs to score a B. Only 2 of 30 countries scored a B in 2005, meaning that 

just 4% of countries qualified in the top two brackets. Four countries were not eligible to be 

assessed under the CDF. The target given the baseline, 7%, is 32%. The target might be achieved 

for two reasons: first, the target is very low following a poor performance by partners in the 2005 

CDF report; second, the majority of countries scored a C in 2005. A lot of those 17 countries that 

scored a C could rise to a B over the preceding five years. 

 
3.2.15 Indicator 12 
 
Partnership and mutual accountability are both principles of the Paris Declaration. It has become 

clear that aid cannot be a tool for development, help in the achievement of results, or become more 

effective without participation from all actors in the aid relationship. The indicator proposes to 

monitor the number of formal mechanisms to assess mutual accountability in-country. 
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This indictor was scantly defined in 2006, but definitions were outlined in the 2008: i) a broad-

based dialogue must exist that include ministries, donors and civil society. ii) a formal and regular 

assessment process must measure progress on results and be available in the public domain iii) 

Partners and donors must agree country targets. 45% of countries, 17 in total, were considered to 

have an operational mutual accountability mechanism in 2005. Even so, the target, 100% of 

countries with formal mutual accountability mechanism in place, is still a long way off. 

 

To begin addressing mutual accountability requires countries and donors to define a mutual action 

plan in-country. The indicator has been enhanced through clearer definitions. There are country 

mechanisms and forms, which actors could use to establish a formal mechanism like the 

consultative groups and roundtable meetings; though, moving from an ad-hoc relationship to a 

formal structure might be difficult where in-country cooperative structures are relatively new. The 

2008 survey extended the definition of broad-based dialogue to civil society. This sanctioned civil 

society to offer oversight on the implementation of the declaration in-country. How inclusive this 

has been is under debate. 
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Conclusion 
 
A complete evaluation of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness requires an examination on 

two fronts: (i) what are the systematic effects, consequences, and proven results of the new aid 

objectives as outlined in the declaration on the aid relationship, and how do they stimulate or retard 

real development in the poorest regions of the world; and (ii) how effective is the declaration‘s 

structure in achieving results as targeted in its 12 indicator of progress. 

 

On both fronts, it may be premature to cast judgment. The declaration is only two and half years 

into its five year timetable. The systematic effect of the Paris Declaration on the aid relationship 

and on real development results might take years to fully digest. For sure, such an analysis would 

need to reach beyond the mere structure of the declaration to include an in-depth research of the 

labyrinth of implementation activities that can be related to concrete effects on the standard of 

people‘s living. Even so, such an analysis would first have to establish agreed parameters to judge 

development results, a contented issue among researchers. 

 

Any analysis of the Paris effect would need to be broken down along the lines of the country 

system approach i.e. PFM system reform; the quality of NDS reforms; and the capacity of PAFs as 

a monitoring tool, in-county, of the country system approach. The analysis would also need to 

consider the benefits and effects of alignment to country system reforms. And finally, an evaluation 

would need to address donor harmonisation, division of labour and delegation by donors 

contributes to more effective aid would be required. In comparison to such a board assessment of 

the effects of the Paris Declaration, the Paris monitoring process is a much easier framework to 

assess. 

 

Within the timeframe of the declaration, it will be possible to assess the Paris Declaration as an 

exercise in monitoring ODA; donor H&A practices; and country system reforms (as opposed to a 

long-term analysis of the effects of these processes on development, worldwide). That said, this 

paper cannot fully assess the results of the monitoring process in terms of the 12 indicators and 

targets until the five year period has run its course. An interim assessment is also unfeasible 

because the thesis only covers the first monitoring report from 2006. The 2006 survey was a 

benching marking process; it outlined the baselines for 8 indicators, which the 2008 and 2010 

monitoring reports will be assessed against. 
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It appears that the two areas that I outlined in the first paragraph as needing evaluation cannot be 

fully assessed at this point. This is true, but do not disappear! There are benefits to this work. 

Besides generally assessing the new aid objectives outlined in the declaration, this thesis offers an 

assessment of the attempt to set up implementation structures, in-country, to stimulate aid 

effectiveness. MTEFs, the PEFA PMF and consultancy groups all contribute to the implementation 

of country system reforms and alignment of donor activity in-country. Also, the paper offers insight 

into the assessment tools of the World Bank that are so important in evaluating the performance of 

partner countries in implementing country system reforms. The final contribution of this thesis is the 

evaluation of the Paris Declaration as a monitoring exercise. It may be too early to call the outcome 

of the result-orientated monitoring process, but it is possible to assess the process itself. The two 

monitoring surveys and the 2006 monitoring report have given us a clear idea of the ability to 

monitor the new aid management and delivery practices as well as improving the statistical data 

and information gathering capacity of partner countries. 

 

There are clear limitations to the declaration. The monitoring process has rightly been restricted to 

a narrow number of assessment objectives, which it monitors globally. The declaration seems to 

have retracted from making individual targets for either partners or donors. This could seriously 

undermine results as it does not oblige the individual actor take any responsibility. That said the 

declaration does appear to make a great stride in improving the quality of data and analysis on 

implementing country system reform – i.e. on in-country frameworks like NDSs, PAF, MTEF, the 

PEFA PMF etc., and it expands our knowledge of donor aid delivery and management activities – 

i.e predictability and accuracy of aid distribution, aligned technical cooperation, parallel PIUs, 

untying aid, PBA, joint missions and joint analytical works. Some of the more reactionary reasons 

that have incentivised donor actions on aid effectiveness like improved aid absorption capacity, 

reduction of transaction costs, democratisation and increased fiduciary safeguards are not 

assessable under the declaration‘s monitoring process. These issues could be overlooked once 

improvements in partner country‘s country system plus aid delivery and management activities are 

achieved. 

 

On a broader note, the declaration is also limited in effecting quantifiable development results in 

partner countries. The declaration limits itself to targeting actions on country systems in addition to 

managing, delivering and aligning aid to these systems. Success in these areas would not ensure 
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development result beyond the country system. Building partner capacity and improving country 

systems should, however, create an environment in which partners can begin to plan and 

implement development strategies in a functioning institutional environment while making the aid 

that enters that environment more effective. 

 

Even so, it is possible to make some general observations on the declaration‘s progress. It is clear 

that most development actors agree that without partner countries leading the process or in the 

absence of good institutional policies, practices and procedures, aid will be ineffective. However, 

the system that has been created under the Paris framework can sometime undermine its own 

principles, especially ownership. It appears that in-country actors are more interest in showing 

results than implementing significant reforms in line with the substance of the declaration. The 

asystematical power of donors also seems to put pressure on national coordinator to bend to their 

interpretation of Paris definitions. Donors‘ deep seated need to protect themselves against fiduciary 

risk and to control the aid relationship undermines the partnership principle. Development agencies 

need to give prominence to policies that are technically sound, orientated towards development 

outcomes and country-owned (Booth, 2008, p. 1). 

 

Donors can take clear action to use country systems where it is possible, reduce PIUs, encourage 

and adopt demand driven technical cooperation, in addition to aligning to country system reforms 

where they exist. The nature of the Paris Declaration is selective, targeting performing partner 

countries, but action can be taken to enhance country ownership even where this is weak. 

 

Donor behaviour is largely an independent factor in the aid relationship. While partner countries 

need to show more ownership, it is donors that are in the strongest position to step up to their Paris 

commitments. Partner countries are often forced to ebb and flow with changes. The weight of 

responsibility and the clearest capacity to induce change worldwide still lies with developed nations. 

Without a balanced relationship on aid, trade and politics, developing countries will never get a far 

and equal chance to participate in the world economy; even if, internal policies are good. That said, 

constructing a functioning state still offers the best policy options to partner countries for 

development, even more than policies that address external push and pull factors of our 

interdependent world. Building a functioning state apparatus is, and always has been, in the hands 

of the citizen of a country. Perhaps the founding stone of modern development, as we know it, is 

the franchise that each citizen acquires in the State. 
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Annex I: The Break Down of Financial Flows to Sub-Saharan Africa 1970 to 
2005 
 

 

Source: Sundberg and Gelb, 2006, p.6 

 

 

Annex II: Aid Recipients Executive Power 
 

  
Source: Sundberg and Gelb, 2006, p.5 
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Annex III: The Monetary Consensus Point 43 
 

Pt. 43 is in many ways a first draft of the Paris Declaration. ―Recipient and donor countries, as well 

as international institutions, should strive to make ODA more effective. In particular, there is a need 

for the multilateral and bilateral financial and development institutions to intensify efforts to: 

 

• Harmonise operational procedures at the highest standard so as to reduce transaction costs 

and make ODA disbursement and delivery more flexible, taking into account national 

development needs and objectives under the ownership of the recipient country; 

 

• Support and enhance recent efforts and initiatives, such as untying aid, including the 

implementation of the OECD-DAC recommendation on untying aid to the least developed 

countries, as agreed by the OECD in May 2001; 

 

• Enhance the absorptive capacity and financial management of the recipient countries to utilize 

aid in order to promote the use of the most suitable aid delivery instruments that are 

responsive to the needs of developing countries and to the need for resource predictability, 

including budget support mechanisms, where appropriate, and in a fully consultative manner; 

 

• Use development frameworks that are owned and driven by developing countries and that 

embody poverty reduction strategies, including PRSP, as vehicles for aid delivery; 

 

• Enhance recipient countries‘ input into, and ownership of, the design, including procurement of 

technical assistance programmes; and increase the effective use of local technical assistance 

resources; 

 

• Promote the use of ODA to leverage additional financing for development, such as foreign 

investment, trade and domestic resources; 

 

• Strengthen triangular cooperation, including countries with economies in transition, and South-

South cooperation, as delivery tools for assistance; 

 

• Improve ODA targeting to the poor, coordination of aid and measurement of results. 
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Annex IV: Guidelines Used to Score Progress toward Operational Development 
Strategies 
 

  Assessment Criteria 

 Score 
Unified strategic 

framework  
 Prioritization 

Strategic link to the 
budget 

E 

Government action is 
not guided by a long-

term vision linked to a 
medium-term strategy, 
and there is little to no 

effort within the country 
to develop or update 

these strategic 
instruments. 

There is little to no effort 
within the country to 

define long-term 
objectives and medium-

term or short-term 
targets. 

There has been little or 
no attempt to cost a 

medium-term strategy 
and link it to the 
budget, including 

through devising a 
medium-term fiscal 

framework. 

D 

A medium-term strategy 
is under preparation, but 
may not yet be derived 
from a long-term vision. 

Sector strategies are 
few, and may not yet be 

tied into a medium-term 
strategy. A strategic 
framework may be 
guiding short-term 
government action. 

Initial efforts are 
underway to define 
holistic long-term 

objectives and prioritized 
medium-term or short-

term targets.  

There has been a 
preliminary attempt to 
cost a medium-term 
strategy and link it to 
the budget, including 

through initial efforts to 

prepare a medium-term 
fiscal framework. 

C 

There is a long-term 
vision and a medium-

term strategy or 
strategies that may not 
be linked. Strategies in 
key sectors may not yet 

be integrated into 

national development 
strategy. The role of 

different strategy 
instruments in guiding 

policy is unproven, 
unclear, or provisional. 

Where they exist, efforts 
to align local with 

national strategy are 
preliminary. 

There is a preliminary set 
or sets of specific long-

term objectives and 
medium-term targets, 

and some prioritization of 
sequenced actions 

including attention to 

cross-cutting issues. 

The medium-term 
strategy has been 

costed, linked to the 
medium-term fiscal 
framework and has 

some limited influence 
over the budget. 

B 

There is a long-term 
vision and medium-term 

strategy derived from 

the vision that is a 

The long-term vision and 
medium-term strategy 
identify objectives and 

targets linked to the 

A results framework is 
in place linking long-

term goals to outcomes 

and outputs. The 
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reference point for 
policymakers, nationally, 
locally and at the sector 
level. Sector strategies 

and local development 
planning stem from the 
medium-term strategy 
and are sequenced with 

it. 

MDGs but tailored, with 
some specificity, to 

country circumstances. 
The medium-term 

strategy focuses on a 
prioritized set of targets. 
It adequately addresses 
cross-cutting issues such 
as gender, HIV/AIDS, the 

environment, and 
governance. 

government is 
progressing toward 

performance-oriented 
budgeting to facilitate a 

link of the strategy with 
the medium-term fiscal 

framework and the 
budget, and helps focus 
capacity and resources 
at the national and local 

level on national 

objectives. 

A 
There are no warning signs of possible deterioration, and there is widespread 

expectation that the progress achieved is sustainable. 

Source: www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey - Indicator 1 
 
 
 
 
 

Annex V: Distribution Inaccuracy or Weak Information Capture 
 

 

Source: OECD 2006 Survey on Monitoring the Paris Declaration - Originally this was called Do Budgets Report 
Distribution Plans Realistically Chart 1.4 in the 2006 Baseline Survey Report. 
 

 

 

 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey
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Annex VI: The Guidelines for Awarding PFM/CPIA Score 
 

   Assessment criteria 

 
A comprehensive and credible 

budget,linked to policy priorities  

Effective financial management 

systems to ensure that the 

budget is 

implemented as intended in a 

controlled and predictable way 

Timely and accurate 

accounting and fiscal reporting, 

including timely and audited public 

accounts and effective 

arrangements for follow up. 

1 

 If there is a budget, it is not a 

meaningful instrument, nor an 

indicator of policies or tool for 

allocation of 

public resources. There is no forward 

look in the budget, nor any meaningful 

consultation with spending 

ministries. No consistent budget 

classification system is used. More 

than 50 percent of public resources 

from all sources do not flow through 

the budget. 

Expenditures across broad budget 

categories have little or no 

relationship to the amounts 

budgeted. There 

is practically no monitoring and 

reporting of public expenditures. 

Payment arrears exceed 10% of total 

expenditures, or cannot be 

determined.  

There is no reconciliation of cash 

accounts with fiscal records. No regular, 

in-year fiscal reports are 

produced. Public accounts are seldom 

prepared, or are more than five years 

out of date. The use of public 

resources is not on the public agenda.  

2 

There is no discernible link with 

government policies or priorities, and 

no forward look in the budget. The 

budget is formulated without 

meaningful consultation with spending 

ministries. No consistent budget 

classification system is in use. 

Significant fiscal operations (e.g., 

extra-budgetary expenditures and 

donor 

funded projects of 25-50 percent of 

total spending by value) are excluded 

from the budget. 

 Actual expenditures often deviate 

significantly from the amounts 

budgeted (e.g., by more than 30 

percent 

overall or on many broad budget 

categories). There is no adequate 

system of budget reporting and 

monitoring. Payments arrears exceed 

10% of total expenditures. 

 Reconciliation of banking and fiscal 

records is undertaken less frequently 

than monthly, and discrepancies 

are often left unexplained. In-year 

fiscal reports are largely useless, due to 

lengthy delays or inaccurate 

data. There are significant delays (more 

than three years) in the preparation of 

the public accounts. The 

accounts are not (professionally) 

audited or submitted to the legislature 

in a timely way, and no actions are 

taken on budget reports and audit 

findings. 

3 

 Policies or priorities are explicit, but 

are not linked to the budget. There is 

no forward look in the budget. 

The budget is formulated in 

consultation with spending ministries 

The budget classification system does 

not provide an adequate picture of 

general government activities. A 

significant amount of funds controlled 

by the executive is outside the budget 

(e.g., 10-25%), and a number of 

donor activities bypass the budget. 

Expenditures deviate from the 

amounts budgeted by more than 20 

percent overall, or on many broad 

budget categories. Budget 

monitoring and control systems are 

inadequate. Payment arrears are 5-

10% of 

total expenditures. 

Reconciliation of banking and fiscal 

records is undertaken less frequently 

than monthly, or discrepancies 

are not always accounted for. In-year 

budget reports are prepared quarterly 

less than 8 weeks after the end 

of the period, but their usefulness is 

undermined somewhat by inaccurate 

data or reporting only at high 

levels of aggregation. There are 

significant delays (e.g., more than 10 

months) in the preparation of public 

accounts. Accounts are not audited in a 

timely and adequate way, and few if 
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any actions are taken on 

budget reports and audit findings. 

4 

 Policies and priorities are broadly 

reflected in the budget. Some 

elements of forward budget planning 

are 

in place. The budget is formulated in 

consultation with spending ministries, 

from a sufficiently early stage 

in the budget preparation process. The 

budget classification system is 

comprehensive, but different from 

international standards. Less than 

10% of funds controlled by the 

executive are outside the budget. 

 Actual expenditures deviate from the 

amounts budgeted by more than 10 

percent on many broad budget 

categories. Budget monitoring and 

control systems exist, but there are 

some deficiencies. Payment arrears 

may exist but are less than 5% of 

total expenditures. 

 Reconciliation of banking and fiscal 

records is undertaken satisfactorily, on 

a monthly basis. In-year 

budget reports are prepared quarterly 

less than 6 weeks after the end of the 

period, with reasonably accurate 

data, broken down to at least program 

or functional level. There are delays 

(e.g., more than 6 months) in 

preparation of the public accounts. The 

accounts are audited in a timely and 

professional manner, but few 

meaningful actions are taken on budget 

reports or audit findings. 

5 

 Policies and priorities are linked to the 

budget. Multi-year expenditure 

projections are integrated into the 

budget formulation process, and 

reflect explicit costing of the 

implications of new policy initiatives. 

The 

budget is formulated through 

systematic consultations with spending 

ministries and the legislature, 

adhering to a fixed budget calendar. 

The budget classification system is 

comprehensive and consistent with 

international standards Off-budget 

expenditures are minimal, and 

transparent. 

 The budget is implemented as 

planned, and actual expenditures 

deviate only slightly from planned 

levels 

(by less than 10 percent on most 

broad categories). Budget monitoring 

occurs throughout the year based on 

well functioning management 

information systems. Payment 

arrears are negligible or non-

existent. 

 Reconciliation of banking and fiscal 

records is practiced comprehensively, 

properly, and in a timely way 

(daily or weekly). In-year fiscal reports 

are prepared at least quarterly, issued 

within 4 weeks of end of 

period, and provide accurate data on all 

budget items, with coverage of 

expenditures at both the 

commitment and payment stages. The 

public accounts are prepared within 6 

months of the end of the fiscal 

year, and include full information on 

revenue, expenditure, and financial 

assets and liabilities. Accounts are 

audited in a timely, professional and 

comprehensive manner, and 

appropriate action is taken on budget 

reports and audit findings. 

6 
 Criteria for “5” on all three sub-

ratings are fully met. In addition: 
    

  

Budget supporting documents are 

submitted to the legislature, with the 

annual budget, with information on 

macroeconomic assumptions, 

estimates of budgetary impact of 

major revenue and expenditure policy 

changes, and comparisons to previous 

budget outturns or estimated outturns. 

Funds available to spending agencies 

or ministries are highly predictable 

within the budget year. In-year 

adjustments are infrequent, follow 

pre-specified guidelines, and are 

consistent with stated priorities. 

The public has timely and inexpensive 

access to annual budget 

documentation, in-year and year-end 

reports, and external audit reports. 

Source: www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey - Indicator 2(a) 
 

 

 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey
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Annex VII: Guidelines Used to Score Progress toward Developing a Results-
Orientated Framework  
 

  Assessment Criteria 

 Score 
Quality of development 

information 

Stakeholder access to 

information 

Coordinated country-level 

monitoring and evaluation 

L 

Data collection is 

sporadic and outdated. 

Data have little relation 

to tracking the goals and 

targets in the long-term 

vision and medium-term 

strategy. 

Little information on the 

long-term vision or 

medium-term strategy is 

available publicly, either 

in hard copy or 

electronically. 

The government does not 

have a strategy or an action 

plan to develop a country-

level M&E system. M&E is 

still largely fragmented, 

supported largely by 

external partners at the 

project level. 

E 

Data collection is 

improving but largely 

restricted to limited 

geographic or sectoral 

areas. Data may not 

cover key goals and 

targets in the long-term 

vision and medium-term 

strategy. 

Some information on 

the long-term vision or 

medium-term strategy is 

available publicly, but 

may not be updated 

regularly or widely 

accessible. 

The government has begun 

developing an M&E 

strategy and action plan to 

work toward the 

development of a country-

level M&E system. M&E is 

still largely fragmented, 

supported largely by 

external partners at the 

project level. 

A 

Data collection has 

become more systematic 

and efforts to extend its 

geographic or sectoral 

scope are underway. 

Data are increasingly 

related to tracking goals 

and targets in the long-

Some information on 

the long-term vision or 

medium-term strategy 

and some public 

expenditure data are 

publicly available and 

regularly updated. 

Efforts may be 

A country-level M&E 

system has been at least 

preliminarily designed and 

its action plan is in the early 

stages of implementation 

but may be without fully 

coordinated support. The 

system is not yet 
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term vision and medium-

term strategy. 

underway to actively 

disseminate 

information. 

functioning at all levels of 

government or sectors. 

There may be parallel 

country-level systems 

housed in different 

institutions. 

D 

Data are generally timely 

and comprehensive, and 

directly related to 

tracking the achievement 

of country goals and 

targets identified in the 

long-term vision and 

medium-term strategy. 

There is coordinated and 

systematic data gathering 

and analysis. 

Information on the long-

term vision and 

medium-term strategy, 

and progress in 

implementation, 

including public 

expenditure data, is 

made systematically 

available, including in 

local languages and 

through various media. 

Implementation of an action 

plan for a country-level 

M&E system is well 

underway. This system 

tracks a manageable number 

of input, output and 

outcome indicators 

identified in the medium-

term strategy, and produces 

unified reports used by 

country policymakers and 

external partners. 

Institutional responsibilities 

for M&E across government 

are clear. 

S 
There are no warning signs of possible deterioration, and there is widespread 

expectation that the progress achieved is sustainable. 
 

Source: www.oecd.org/dac/hlfsurvey - Indicator 11 
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Annex VIII: Global Targets, Global Baseline Figures and Comparative Country 
Averages 
 

 
Source: WP-AE, 2007, p.53 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Annex IX – Global Ratio Versus Country Average Ratio: an Illustrative Example 
 

 
Source: WP-AE, 2007, p.89 
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Annex X: Guidelines for Scoring Technical Cooperation Programmes 2006 and 
2008 

 
Definition and Guidelines 2006: Technical Cooperation - Indicator 4: 
 

1. Programmes support partners‘ NDSs. 
2. Partner countries exercise effective leadership over the capacity development programme 

supported by donors, implying clearly communicated objectives from senior officials. 
3. Donors integrate their support within country-led programmes to strengthen capacity development. 
4. Where more than one donor is involved, arrangements for coordinating donor contributions are in 

place, for example, pooling of resources       
Source: WP-AE, 2006e 

 
Definition and Guidelines 2008: Technical Cooperation - Indicator 4: 
 

1. Have relevant country authorities (government or non-government) communicated clear capacity 
development objectives as part of broader national or sector strategies? (Y/N) 

2. Is the technical co-operation aligned with the countries‘ capacity development objectives? (Y/N) 
 

AND at least ONE of the criteria below: 
 

3. Do relevant country authorities (government or non-government) have control over the technical 
co-operation? (Y/N) 

4. If more than one donor is involved in supporting country programmes, are there arrangements 
involving the country authorities in place for co-ordinating the technical co-operation provided by 
different donors? (Y/N)        

         Source: WP-AE, 2008f 
 

Chart 1.7 What drives use of country PFM systems? 
 

 
Source: WP-AE, 2007, p.25 

 


