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Preface

he Paris Declaration poses an important challenge both to
the world of development cooperation in general and to
the field of development evaluation. Compared with previous
joint statements on aid harmonisation and alignment, it
provides a practical, action-oriented roadmap with specific
targets to be met by 2010. The number of countries and inter-
national organisations participating in the High Level Forum and
putting their signature to the joint commitments contained in
the Declaration was unprecedented and reflected a progressive
widening of the range of voices in the aid effectiveness debate.

Alongside its strong focus on monitoring, the Paris Declaration
also highlights the importance of undertaking an independ-
ent joint cross-country evaluation to provide a more compre-
hensive understanding of how increased aid effectiveness
contributes to meeting development objectives.

The overall purpose of the evaluation is to assess the relevance
and effectiveness of the Paris Declaration and its contribution
to aid effectiveness and ultimately to development effective-
ness. In order to provide a proper basis for assessment, the
evaluation is being carried out in two phases:

Phase One has been conducted with the purpose of
strengthening aid effectiveness by assessing changes of
behaviour and identifying better practices for partners
and donors in implementing the Paris commitments.

Phase Two will be conducted with the purpose of assess-
ing the Declaration’s contribution to aid effectiveness and
development results.

The first phase of the evaluation is now completed and we
hope it will contribute constructively to the ongoing aid ef-
fectiveness policy debates and, in particular, to the 3 High
Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness which will take place in Accra
in Ghana in September 2008. The second phase is planned to
start in early 2009 and to be completed in time for the 4" High
Level Forum in 2011.

Phase One comprised eight Country level evaluations designed
within a common evaluation framework to ensure compar-
ability of findings across countries while allowing flexibility
for country specific interests. These evaluations looked at the
actual implementation of the Paris Declaration in concrete
settings and were undertaken in Bangladesh, Bolivia, the
Philippines, Senegal, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Uganda and
Vietnam (the Vietnamese study was an Independent Monitor-
ing Exercise designed and executed separately). The country
level evaluations were managed by the respective partner
country and most were supported, both financially and
substantively, by donors.

The country level evaluations were supplemented by eleven
Donor and multilateral development agency evaluations which
looked at how the Paris Declaration is represented in their
policies and guidelines. These evaluations were mainly based
on document reviews and supplemented by interviews with
key players and were undertaken in the Asian Development
Bank, Australia, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Luxem-
bourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand, the United Kingdom,
and the UNDG. (The UNDG conducted a joint headquarters
and country level evaluation). They were managed by the
respective agencies’ evaluation departments.

The country and agency evaluations were reviewed by two
independent advisers: Rikke Ingrid Jensen and John Eriksson.

The present report is a synthesis of these nineteen evaluations.
It was prepared by an independent team comprising Dorte
Kabell (Denmark), Nansozi Muwanga (Uganda), Francisco
Sagasti (Peru) and Bernard Wood, team leader (Canada).

The Synthesis Report was reviewed by Mary Chinery-Hesse,
Adviser to the President of Ghana and formerly Deputy
Director General of the International Labour Organisation

and Bruce Murray, Adjunct Professor at the Asian Institute of
Management and former Director General of Evaluation at the
Asian Development Bank.
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Strategic guidance to the evaluation has been provided by an
international Reference Group comprising members of the
DAC Network on Development Evaluation, representatives
from partner countries, principally the members of the Work-
ing Party on Aid Effectiveness, and representatives for civil
society'. The Reference Group convened three times in the
course of 2007 and 2008. It has also had the opportunity to
comment on successive drafts of the Synthesis Report.

The Reference Group appointed a small Management Group?
tasked with the day-to-day coordination and management of
the overall evaluation process. The Management Group also
supported the donors and partner countries conducting their
evaluations. The Reference Group and Management Group
were co-chaired by Sri Lanka and Denmark and were sup-
ported by a small secretariat hosted by Denmark.

The Synthesis Team took guidance from the Management
Group regarding such issues as interpretation of terms of
reference and operational matters, including time-frames

Vo )

Velayuthan Sivagnanasothy

and budget constraints. As specified in its mandate, the team
also gave full consideration and responses to substantive
comments from both the Reference Group and the Manage-
ment Group, but the responsibility for the content of this final
report, is solely that of the Synthesis Team.

This evaluation was initiated on the premise that - in spite of the
complexity of evaluating the outcomes of a political declaration
- it would be possible to identify useful lessons and actionable
recommendations for the governments, agencies and individuals
concerned with development effectiveness. We believe that the
evaluation has identified such lessons and recommendations.
Moreover, the evaluation process itself has been an example of
the Paris Declaration’s basic principles of partnership and owner-
ship and has contributed to better insights and dialogue with the
countries and agencies that participated.

It is now up to the governments, agencies and civil society
groups for whom this evaluation has been prepared to apply
the lessons and recommendations.

iels Dabelstein

Co-chairs of the Reference and Management Groups

1 The Reference Group comprises: Asian Development Bank, Australia, Austria,
Bangladesh, Belgium, Bolivia, Cambodia, Cameroun , Canada, Denmark, EURODAD,
Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Japan, Luxembourg, Mali, the Netherlands, New
Zealand, Norway, OECD/DAC, the Philippines, Reality of Aid, Senegal, South Africa,
Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Uganda, United Kingdom, UNDP/UNDG, USA, Vietnam, The
World Bank and Zambia.
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2 The Management Group comprises: Niels Dabelstein, Evaluation Department,
Danida/Secretariat for the Evaluation of the Paris Declaration, Denmark; Ted Kliest,
Senior Evaluation Officer, Policy and Operations Evaluation Department, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, The Netherlands; Saraswathi Menon, Director, Evaluation Office, UNDP;
Velayuthan Sivagnanasothy, Director General, Department of Foreign Aid and Budget
Monitoring, Ministry of Plan Implementation, Sri Lanka; and Advocate Elaine Venter,
Director, International Development Cooperation, National Treasury, South Africa.
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Executive Summary

Purpose and background

he Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, endorsed in
March 2005, is now recognised as a landmark international

agreement aimed at improving the quality of aid and its impact

on development. It lays out a road-map of practical commit-

ments, organised around five key principles of effective aid:

a.  Ownership by countries

b. Alignment with countries’ strategies, systems and proced-
ures

¢. Harmonisation of donors’actions
Managing for results, and

e. Mutual accountability

Each has a set of indicators of achievement. The Declaration
also has built-in provisions for the regular monitoring and
independent evaluation of how the commitments are being
carried out.

This report synthesises the results of the first evaluation

of the early implementation of the Paris Declaration, from
March 2005 to late 2007. It comprises extensive assessments
in eight countries, together with “lighter” studies on eleven
Development Partner or “donor”! agencies, focussing at the
headquarters level. Participation by all countries and agencies
was voluntary. An international management group managed
the evaluation and received guidance from a reference group

1 ANOTE ON TERMINOLOGY: The terms used in the terms of reference for these

two groups were “countries” or “partner countries” for countries receiving aid and
“Development Partners”for the countries and agencies providing it. This reflects

the understanding that the old terms of “recipient”and “donor” (and “aid” for that
matter) implied an undue measure of beneficence in the relationship, and carried un-
desirable connotations. Nonetheless, the repeated use of “partners”for both groups
(several hundred times in this report) has been found to create enormous confusion,
especially for its intended non-specialist readership. For the purposes of this report,
“countries” or “partner countries” will refer to the countries receiving aid, and the
admittedly imperfect term “donors” (which is used in the Paris Declaration) or”
development agencies” will usually be used to signify those countries and
multilateral agencies providing aid. Other partners, such as non-governmental
organisations and private sector actors, will be specifically identified.

()

drawn from 31 countries and institutions. Since it is an early

evaluation, the focus is on ways of improving and enhancing
implementation, rather than giving any definitive judgment
about effectiveness.

This evaluation complements a parallel monitoring process. The
Monitoring Surveys are intended to monitor what is happen-
ing with respect to implementation against selected indicators,
while this evaluation is intended to shed light on why and how
things are happening as they are. In spite of a number of limita-
tions, which are acknowledged in the report, the evaluation
results make a significant contribution to that aim.

It should be stressed that no synthesis could hope to capture
the full wealth of information, perceptions and insights, and
not least remarkably frank assessments, in the individual nine-
teen reports on which it is based. These reports have a value in
themselves in advancing the Paris Declaration in the countries
and agencies where they have been conducted. Their detailed
findings, conclusions and recommendations merit wide na-
tional and international attention. Their executive summaries
are annexed to this report, and the full texts are available in
the enclosed CD-ROM.

The evaluation questions

The evaluation has focused on answering three central ques-

tions:

«  What important trends or events are emerging in the early
implementation of the Paris Declaration?

+  What major influences are affecting the behaviour of
countries and their Development Partners in relation to
implementing their Paris commitments?

+ Isimplementation so far leading toward the Declaration’s
five commitments of ownership, alignment, harmonisa-
tion, managing for results and mutual accountability?

If so, how and why? If not, why not?

All the evaluation teams were expected to examine three
“enabling conditions” for implementing the Paris Declaration:

Evaluation of the Implementation of the Paris Declaration « Synthesis Report « July 2008



«  The commitment and leadership being applied
«  The capacities to act
«  Theincentives to do so.

Context is key

The Paris Declaration in 2005 was not the beginning of inter-
national concern for improving the effectiveness of aid and
its contribution to development. The Paris Declaration was,
however, a watershed in formalising and refocusing efforts to
develop an international plan of action with unprecedented
breadth of support. It was finally spurred by a long-brewing
crisis of confidence in the field of aid in the 1990s, and several
major global policy responses. Joint actions were needed,
based on a new set of relationships between countries and
their “Development Partners”. A majority of the countries and
agencies evaluated here were already among the acknowl-
edged leaders in aid effectiveness reforms, so that the Dec-
laration came as a major milestone rather than as a point of
departure. Context is also dynamic: Several studies highlight
substantial shifts and/or uncertainties in implementation per-
formance that can be attributed to political changes and pres-
sures. One other crucial, and changing, part of the context, not
yet properly analysed, is the effect of non-aid resource flows
and growing aid flows which may remain outside the Paris
Declaration frameworks (particularly from major foundations
and other private sources, non-traditional official donors, and
development NGOs.)

Implementation of the five commitments:
findings and conclusions

Ownership by countries

The principle of ownership has gained much greater promin-
ence since 2005, although the evaluations show that the
practical meaning and boundaries of country ownership and
leadership often remain difficult to define. In both partner
countries and donor administrations engagement and leader-
ship at the political level do most to determine how they will
act to strengthen country ownership in practice.

All the partner country evaluations indicate a strengthening
of national development policies and strategies since 2005,
providing a stronger base for ownership. Yet even the coun-
tries with the most experience face difficulties in translating
these national strategies into sector strategies and operational
and decentralised programmes, and in coordinating donors.
So while national ownership is strong in these countries, it is
also narrow. In practice, it remains heavily weighted in favour
of central government players rather than provincial and local
authorities, even in fields that are supposed to be devolved.
The ownership situation also varies across sectors, with sectors
such as education, health, energy and infrastructure remain-
ing primarily government-led, while civil society and marginal-
ised groups find greater space for partnership in cross-sector
and humanitarian areas of cooperation and development.

Since 2005, all the donors evaluated have taken further steps
to acknowledge the importance of partner country owner-
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ship and to ensure that it is respected in practice. At the same
time, most donors’ own political and administrative systems
are found to set differing limits on their actual behaviour to
support country ownership.

To remain useful in advancing the implementation of the Paris
Declaration, the concept of ownership in this context needs to
be approached not as an absolute condition, but as a process or
a continuum. The Monitoring Survey'’s indicator on ownership?
relates to only one simple dimension of this complex picture.

Alignment with country strategies, institutions

and procedures

Development agency and partner country evaluations reveal
that, despite clear commitments to alignment, implementa-
tion of the various components of alignment set out in the
Paris Declaration has been highly uneven. Progress is more
visible in aligning aid strategies with national priorities, less
so in aligning aid allocations, using and building country
systems, reducing parallel Project Implementation Units and
coordinating support to strengthen capacity. Among bilateral
donors, there is only sparse evidence of improvements in aid
predictability and untying. As with ownership, the leadership
exercised by the host partner country is the prime determin-
ant of how far and how fast alignment will proceed.

The real and perceived risks and relative weaknesses of
country systems are serious obstacles to further progress with
alignment. Efforts by most countries to strengthen national
processes and systems are not yet sufficient to support the
needed progress, and not enough donors are ready to help
strengthen these systems by actually using them. On the
other hand, donors do appear ready to continue and increase
financial and technical assistance for the further capacity
strengthening required.

Harmonisation of donors’ actions

The evaluations do not suggest any backsliding on harmon-
isation, but neither do they indicate any overall trend toward
progress, with the exception that the European Union Code
of Conduct of 2007 is seen as having strong potential to bring
further harmonisation among its members. The responsibility
for changes to implement harmonisation goals falls primarily
on donors. At the same time, the evaluations make clear that,
as in other areas, leadership, initiative and support from host
partner countries are important, and often indispensable, fac-
tors for progress.

Debates about the particular instruments of budget support®
- especially in a number of countries and circles where these
instruments have become highly controversial - run the risk

2 Indicator 1:“At least 75% of partner countries have operational development
strategies. (By 2010)”

3 Budget support is generally aid provided through the country’s own financial
management systems, and not earmarked for specific projects or expenditure items
in the same ways as in traditional aid modalities.



of overshadowing the broader harmonisation agenda and
diverting attention from a number of achievements and other
harmonisation needs and commitments spelt out in the Paris
Declaration.

Basic issues of confidence and trust in others’ systems need

to be satisfied for harmonisation to meet expectations. This is
true even for those donors who do not have to overcome “har-
monisation” problems within their own systems, major formal
restrictions on entering into harmonised arrangements, or
strong pressures for maintaining direct visibility and account-
ability for their own aid.

Finally, some findings strongly suggest that the role and
importance of harmonisation within the Paris Declaration
agenda may be changing, increasingly taking a back seat to
the push for greater alignment with country systems.

Managing for development results

Many of the evaluations have documented and helped explain
the relative lack of attention and progress recorded in imple-
menting the Paris commitment toward managing for results.
The evaluations are virtually unanimous that progress is slow
toward meeting the Monitoring Survey’s benchmark for what
partner countries need to do.* Several studies raised the need
to strengthen statistical capacities and to use them more ef-
fectively for decisions.

At the same time, the evaluations also re-focus attention on
the Paris Declaration’s other concerns: What donors need to
do to gear their own systems and their active support to more
effective country systems. Given the weak capacity in this area
that is also reported, it may not be surprising that different
frameworks for results on the two sides are seen as a con-
straint to progress.

More encouragingly, where information and platforms for
participation exist?, it is easier for donors to make progress in
meeting their own Paris commitments for the better manage-
ment of aid for results.

Finally, the recognition that significant actions by partner
countries in areas related to managing for results may in fact
be under-reported suggests that there are also problems in
how the requirements to fulfil these particular commitments
are being presented and/or understood.

Mutual accountability

All the evaluations convey a sense that the joint processes
for tracking progress and resolving problems fall short in
terms of mutual accountability. In order to capture what the
evaluations actually said about the implementation of the

4 To have in place by 2010 transparent and “monitorable” performance assessment
frameworks to assess progress against a) the national development strategies, and b)
sector programmes.

5 Asin the example of Uganda.

mutual accountability commitment, it is necessary to look
beyond the single indicator selected for the Monitoring
Survey®, and go back to the carefully framed and reciprocal
package of mutual commitments in the Paris Declaration
itself. It shows that the key questions about mutual account-
ability that otherwise seem unclear or potentially divisive

- particularly regarding who is accountable to whom and
for what — had been anticipated and opened up for mutual
review by the Declaration.

The evaluations themselves show that, although they all view
mutual accountability as a complex puzzle, more pieces of the
solution are actually at hand than is generally assumed. The
synthesis report identifies a half-dozen types of mechanism
that are already being used to varying degrees, and could

be better harnessed to fulfil this commitment, on which the
credibility of the Paris Declaration depends. Evaluations, and
especially joint evaluations, should also play a greater role.

The evaluations show that in this pivotal commitment area of
mutual accountability, the obstacles limiting progress are politi-
cal in nature, primarily related to the potentials for embarrass-
ment or interference. Political leaders need to re-engage to get

it on track. Among other benefits, such re-engagement should
help clarify the intended role and limits of the Monitoring Survey
in the ongoing assessment of implementation, and correct some
of the unintended effects of the ways it has been used to date.

Overall conclusions

The Paris Declaration is a political agenda for action, not just a
technical agreement. The reports have underlined the fact that
the entire Paris Declaration and its commitments are political
undertakings. In the difficult processes required for implemen-
tation, real issues of power and political economy come into
play, in many cases requiring political solutions.

As examples of the political steps needed, most donors have
yet to prepare their publics and adapt their legislation and
regulations as necessary to allow for:

«  Putting less emphasis on visibility for their national efforts
and tying aid to their own suppliers;

+  Accepting and managing risks in relying on country and
other donor systems rather than insisting on applying
their own;

«  Agreeing to delegate greater decision-making power to
in-country staff;

+  Assuring more predictable aid flows; and

+  Finding ways to resolve political disputes with partner
countries without undermining long-term relationships.

For their part, most partner countries need:

«  Stronger political engagement to assert more fully their
leadership in aid alignment, coordination and harmonisa-
tion, accepting the risks and managing the effects in their
relations with donors.

6 Indicator 12: “All partner countries have mutual assessment reviews in place. (By
2010)."
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- To ensure that responsibility for development and aid is
shared more widely between different parts and levels of
government, as well as with legislatures, civil society and
the private sector, and citizens at large.

It is a shared agenda, with some divergences. This evaluation
reveals only a few consistent differences between the perspec-
tives of country and donor representatives (especially those
responsible for programmes and on the ground) on the key
issues examined. Three key points where they diverge are:

«  What s really limiting the use of country systems to man-
age aid?

«  The relative priorities among ownership, alignment,
harmonisation, managing for results and mutual account-
ability; and

«  The degree of concern over transitional and increased
transaction costs to date in changing systems to live up to
Paris Declaration commitments.

Strengthening capacity and trust in country systems is a major
issue. One of the most important obstacles to implementing
the Declaration is the concern about weaknesses of capacities
and systems in partner countries. This obstacle is repeatedly
identified in almost all of the evaluations, even though the coun-
tries assessed here include some of those with the strongest
capacities and most advanced systems among all partner
countries. This indicates that the concern may at least in part
be the result of outdated perceptions among some donors.

Expectations and uses of the Paris Declaration differ. In the
words of one of the evaluations, views of the Declaration vary
from it being a “statement of intent” all the way to it being a
set of “non-negotiable decrees”. The widespread tendency to
focus almost exclusively on selected indicator targets feeds
the latter view. Both country and donor partners are evidently
struggling to get a firm grasp on how to actually use the Dec-
laration as implementation proceeds in different settings.

How to deal with different contexts is an unresolved issue. A
general finding across the evaluations is that a better balance
needs to be struck in recognising and adapting the Paris Dec-
laration to different contexts, while maintaining its incentives
for the most important collective and collaborative improve-
ments.

The appropriate uses and limits of the monitoring indicators
need to be more clearly recognised. The evaluations show that
misunderstanding the role and place of the Monitoring Survey
and its indicators has had serious unintended effects in nar-
rowing the focus of attention, debate and perhaps action to a
limited set of measures.

There are important synergies and tensions between commit-
ments. Across the board, there are strong indications that
movement on the different commitments is in fact mutually
reinforcing, but there are also signs of some differences in
priorities and possible trade-offs. As implementation advances
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on several fronts, it is becoming clearer that countries expect
donor harmonisation to be country-led, and to be geared to
support alignment. Some of the donors are perceived to be
emphasising managing for results, selected aspects of mutual
accountability and harmonisation, while partner countries
tend to be most concerned with strengthening alignment and
ownership.

The challenges of transition and transaction costs in implemen-
tation need to be tackled. Without calling into question the
directions and measures specified by the Paris Declaration

to strengthen aid effectiveness, all of the donor evaluations
record that these changes are resulting in difficult transitional
adjustments and increased transaction costs in managing
their aid programmes. The studies suggest that harmonisation
and division of labour have not yet advanced to the point of
yielding much relief. Partner countries’ evaluations are not yet
clear about the burden of the new demands of strategic lead-
ership being placed on them, or old ones of managing mul-
tiple donor interventions perhaps being alleviated. Overall,
the evaluations do not yet yield a clear view as to whether the
net transaction costs of aid will ultimately be reduced from the
pre-2005 situation as originally anticipated as a key reason for
the reforms, and how the expected benefits (if they exist) will
be shared between countries and their Development Partners.

Partner country assessments of the Paris

Declaration as a tool for aid effectiveness

Six country studies included chapters evaluating the Paris
Declaration as a tool for aid effectiveness, specifically exam-
ining the clarity, relevance, and internal coherence of its
provisions. The reports find that the Paris Declaration is still
really clear only to those stakeholders working with it directly.
This highlights the need for broader engagement and popu-
larisation to avert the danger of it becoming a subject only
for dialogue among bureaucrats, divorced from the political
landscape in which it must be carried forward.

Countries raised concerns about the clarity, validity and
purpose of some of the indicators being used to monitor
implementation. They challenged the perceived notion that
“one size fits all”. Some of the Paris Declaration’s targets are
deemed unhelpful, unrealistic or insufficiently adapted to
diverse conditions. As examples, informants cast doubt on
such issues as: The actual capacity of governments in some
countries or donor field staffs to carry the new tasks; the
donors’ ability to provide more predictable aid flows; the feasi-
bility or merit of phasing out parallel project implementation
units across the board; or of phasing down projects (which
are still seen by some as the best vehicle for reaching some
vulnerable groups).

The Paris Declaration is relevant to some of the main issues
regarding the effectiveness and strategic use of aid, and it
encourages greater impetus toward development goals. At
the same time the Declaration is not necessarily designed to
offer any tailored solutions to some of the other most pressing



development preoccupations, such as: The management of
devolution and de-centralisation; human resource and cap-
acity issues; new thematic thrusts in development; sustainabil-
ity of the results of development projects and programmes;
environmental issues; gender concerns; or better manage-
ment of non-aid financing for development. Simply put, while
the Paris Declaration has relevance within its particular sphere
of aid effectiveness, it is far from being seen as a panacea for
many countries’ main development concerns.

The Declaration is seen by some as too prescriptive on coun-
tries and not binding enough on donors, and some point to a
continuing perception that it is “donor-driven”. All see a need
to ensure that action on the different commitments is made
complementary and mutually reinforcing, and to reduce the
potential for incoherence and potential conflicts between dif-
ferent commitments and implementation measures.

Are the required commitments, capacities

and incentives in place?

All of the individual evaluations assessed the “enabling condi-
tions” - commitment, capacities and incentives — available in
countries and agencies to support successful implementation
of the Paris Declaration. The three tables in Section VIl syn-
thesise in one place the overview from the evaluations of the
“whys” and “hows” of performance. It should be stressed that
the variations in performance - and of the supporting com-
mitment, capacities and incentives in different countries and
especially agencies — are extremely wide. This is because the
issue of managing aid better is only part (and often a relatively
small part) of managing development priorities in all the part-
ner countries assessed. These countries find the Declaration
more or less useful for a variety of purposes, and the enabling
conditions put in place will naturally reflect those variations.

A few development agencies are now internalising effect-
ive aid as their “raison d'étre”, and the Paris Declaration is a
constant guide to how they organise and do their work. For
other donor agencies, the evaluations find that aid effective-
ness concerns do not always prevail over institutional inertia
or other foreign policy or commercial objectives in their aid
programmes, and Paris Declaration approaches are not fully
internalised or applied. The summary assessments combine
the findings and conclusions from both country and donor
assessments, since their self-assessments and mutual assess-
ments arrived at remarkably consistent results.

Key lessons

1. To counter the growing risks of bureaucratisation and “aid
effectiveness fatigue” that many of the evaluations warn
against, concrete measures are needed to re-energise and
sustain high-level political engagement in the imple-
mentation of aid effectiveness reforms, both in countries
and in Development Partner systems. Faster movement
from rhetoric to action by both partner governments and
donors is now crucial to retaining the Paris Declaration’s
credibility.

2. Successful implementation of the Declaration’s reforms is
much more likely in countries where understanding and
involvement are extended beyond narrow circles of spe-
cialists, as has been shown in some promising advances
in involving legislatures and civil society in both partner
and donor countries. Within many countries, regional and
local levels of government are also increasingly important
actors and must be fully involved.

3. Other factors for successful implementation in countries
often include the role of “champions” who ensure that the
necessary capacity is deployed, and lead the vital drive
to align aid with the country’s budgetary and account-
ability systems. Among donors, the changes in regulations
and practices to delegate greater authority and capacity
to field offices have been the most important enabling
conditions for successful implementation.

4. Strengthening both the actual capacities of partner coun-
try systems to manage aid effectively, and the internation-
al recognition of those capacities where they already exist,
are now key requirements for advancing the implementa-
tion of the Paris Declaration reforms. Using those systems,
while accepting and managing the risks involved, is the
best way that donors can help build both capacity and
trust.

5. Theintegrated, balanced and reciprocal character of the
full package of Paris Declaration commitments needs to
be strongly re-affirmed and applied, and the Monitoring
Survey and indicators placed in their proper perspective
as part of the overall agenda.

6. To offset the image of the Paris Declaration as a “one size
fits all” prescription for rigid compliance, there is a need
to reiterate and demonstrate that its guidance can and
should be adapted to particular country circumstances,
while also clarifying the features to be maintained in
common.

Key recommendations

These recommendations are derived directly from the syn-
thesised findings and conclusions of the evaluation, building
both on examples of good practice and revealed weaknesses
in the different countries and Development Partner pro-
grammes evaluated. They are set at a strategic level, and are
likely to be applicable to a much wider range of countries and
donor agencies than those directly evaluated, a number of
which are already at the forefront of reform.

It is recommended that countries and partner agencies take
the following steps for the remainder of the Paris Declaration
review period up to 2010, establishing a clear basis for the
five-year assessment of progress and further course correc-
tions as needed at that time.
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It is recommended that partner country authorities:

1. Announce, before the end of 2008, a manageable
number of prioritised steps they will take to strengthen
their leadership of aid relationships up to 2010 in the
light of lessons from monitoring, evaluations and other
stocktaking to date.

2. Build on the interim reviews of implementation in 2008
to ensure that they have in place a continuing transpar-
ent mechanism, ideally anchored in the legislature, for
political monitoring and public participation around aid
management and reform.

3. Give clear guidance to donors who are supporting cap-
acity strengthening on their priorities for assistance to
manage aid more effectively, consistent with their main
development concerns.

4. Work out, by 2010 at the latest, adapted systems of
managing for results that will best serve their domestic
planning, management and accountability needs, and
provide a sufficient basis for harnessing donors’ contri-
butions.

It is recommended that Development Partner/donor authori-
ties:

5. Update their legislatures and publics in 2008 on
progress to date with aid effectiveness reforms, under-
lining the need and plans for further concrete changes
to be implemented before 2010 to accept and support
country leadership in aid implementation and greater
donor harmonisation.

6. Before the end of 2008, announce their further detailed

plans to delegate by 2010 to their field offices sufficient
decision-making authority, appropriately skilled staff
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and other resources to support and participate fully
in better-aligned and harmonised country-led cooper-
ation.

Specify their concrete planned steps to improve, by
2010 at the latest, the timeliness, completeness and ac-
curacy of their reporting and projections for aid flows to
feed into the planning, budgeting and reporting cycles
of partner countries, together with other donors. Make
the necessary provisions for multi-year allocations, com-
mitments, or firm projections.

Provide supplementary budgets, staffing and training
up to 2010 to help their own programmes adjust for the
transitional and new demands and transaction costs
and learning needs that are being reported as major
concerns in implementing the Paris agenda.

Allocate special resources (budgets and coordinated
technical assistance) to support and reinforce countries’
prioritised efforts to strengthen their own capacities

to implement more effective cooperation. Work with
partners to design and manage other interim means of
implementation (such as project implementation units)
so that they steadily enhance capacity and country
ownership.

It is recommended that the organisers of the Phase Two
evaluation on implementation:

10. Design the evaluation strategically to: Pursue the results

and dilemmas found during Phase One and address
squarely the question of “aid effectiveness”, assessing
whether aid is contributing to better development
outcomes and impacts (development effectiveness).
It should rely on representative country evaluations
and apply a consistent core methodology.
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Chapter 1

1. Introduction

1.1 The Paris Declaration
he Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness' is a landmark
international agreement intended to improve the quality
of aid and its impact on development. It was endorsed in
March 2005 by more than one hundred ministers, heads of
agencies and other senior officials from a wide range of
countries and international organisations. It lays out an action-
oriented roadmap with 56 commitments, organised around
five key principles: Ownership, alignment, harmonisation,
managing for results and mutual accountability.

The Paris Declaration is a major challenge to the world of devel-
opment cooperation. Going beyond previous joint statements
on aid harmonisation and alignment, it sets out practical meas-
ures with specific targets to be met by 2010 and definite review
points in the years leading up to it. The final declaration text
included commitments not just on the established agenda for
harmonising and aligning aid, but also on other areas, including
country ownership and results management as well as mutual
accountability. It contained clear provisions for regular monitor-
ing and independent evaluation of the implementation of com-
mitments. A first Monitoring Survey of progress was carried out
in 2006 and a second will be completed in 2008 The surveys
are intended to monitor what is happening against specified
indicators with respect to implementation, while the evaluation
is intended to illuminate why and how things are happening as
they are and to shed light on emerging effects (intended and
unintended) of changes in behaviour among countries and
their Development Partners. This report covers the first phase
of the evaluation called for by the high level participants who
endorsed the Paris Declaration.

1.2 The evaluation of implementation
The overall purpose of the two-phase independent evaluation
is to assess the relevance and effectiveness of the Paris Declar-

1 The text of the Declaration is provided as Annex 1 of this report for ready reference.

2 Twelve indicators of aid effectiveness have been selected as a way of tracking and
encouraging progress against the broader set of commitments.
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ation and its contribution to development. The evaluation is
intended to complement the ongoing monitoring of imple-
mentation with a more comprehensive and qualitative under-
standing of how increased aid effectiveness may contribute
towards improved development effectiveness.

Because of its ambition, scope and broad participation, the
Paris Declaration poses an important new challenge to the
field of development evaluation as well as to development
and development cooperation. The Framework Terms of Refer-
ence for the Evaluation are provided in Annex 2. They outline
the management and quality assurance provisions applied,
including the responsibilities of the international reference
and management groups guiding the evaluation, backed up
by a team of independent peer reviewers. Importantly, the
Paris Declaration specified that the evaluation process should
be applied without imposing additional burdens on partners
- a condition that has been reflected in various ways in the
evaluation processes and products.

The scope of Phase Two of the evaluation, to be completed in
2011, will be to test whether the intended effects of the Paris
Declaration are being achieved: Are the Paris commitments
being realised and serving to make aid more effective (“out-
comes”), and is this in turn resulting in greater development
effectiveness (“impacts”) as intended in the theory underlying
the Declaration?

1.3 Purpose and scope of the Phase One
Evaluation
The first phase of the evaluation process runs from March 2007
to September 2008 with the aim of providing information on
how and why the implementation of the Paris Declaration has
proceeded as it has done to date. The evaluation will therefore
focus on causal effects which are not captured within the pa-
rameters of the Paris Declaration Monitoring Surveys, and will
begin testing the expected outputs of the aid effectiveness
agenda and giving attention to unintended outcomes of the
implementation process.
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Since this is an evaluation focused on helping improve activities
that are still underway, the focus of the Phase One exercise is on
ways of improving and enhancing implementation, rather than
rendering definitive judgment about its effectiveness. Thus it fo-
cuses on drawing out key issues, lessons and points of concern
to policy makers, particularly on explanations for why and how
progress in implementation of the Paris Declaration is being
achieved or not. The synthesis team has also been requested

to use the evidence as a springboard to raise issues and pose
questions that will move the implementation process forward.
This synthesis of the first phase evaluation results is primarily
targeted at the audiences to be represented at the Accra High
Level Forum and their colleagues at home, with a view to reach-
ing wider audiences in the international community.

1.4 Approach, methodology and limitations
The emphasis in this Phase One Evaluation has been on as-
sessing implementation to date, focusing on three central
evaluation questions:

«  What important trends or events are emerging in the early
implementation of the Paris Declaration?

«  What major influences are affecting the behaviour of donors
and partners in relation to implementing their Paris commit-
ments (“inputs”)?

- Isimplementation so far leading in fact to actions and
changes in behaviour toward the Declaration’s five com-
mitments of greater ownership, alignment, harmonisation,
managing for development results and mutual accountabil-
ity (“outputs”)? If so, how and why? If not, why not?

The architecture of Phase One of the evaluation (2007-2008)
has comprised: Country level evaluations; donor headquarter
evaluations; thematic studies; and the present synthesis of the
first two sets. The results of several thematic studies will be
released separately. This synthesis is based on the eight part-
ner country and eleven Development Partner headquarters
evaluations in hand by 1 March 2008 and inputs from a work-
shop on emerging findings in early February 2008.

1.5 Country level evaluations

The sample group for the country level evaluations has been

a self-selection of partner countries volunteering to conduct
such studies® applying a set of Generic Terms of Reference (See
Annex 3) as well as common guidance for management ar-
rangements. In order to reduce the burdens and maximise the
usefulness of the work, the national management groups and
teams were free to determine and adapt the depth required of
the various dimensions to be investigated in their respective

3 The partner countries approached to undertake such studies were those participat-
ing in 2006-2007 in the the Joint Venture on Monitoring. One additional partner
country (Sri Lanka) volunteered as well, and these countries’ participation in the Joint
Venture and volunteering for this exercise would suggest their relatively high levels
of interest and engagement in aid effectiveness issues. Thus there is no claim that
the self-selected countries are formally representative or comprehensive. However,
the participating countries do include small and large, federal and unitary states,
different political and economic systems, and more or less “aid dependent” countries
as well as a geographical spread.

@)

countries. It must be noted that least developed countries are
far less heavily represented in this group than in the general
population of partner countries. Moreover, half of the self-se-
lected countries are widely viewed as being far above average
among all partner countries in the advancement of their aid
effectiveness reforms. The possible implications of these char-
acteristics of the group of country evaluations have not been
systematically analysed, but they do need to be borne in mind
in considering the possible wider applicability of the findings,
conclusions and recommendations here.

The demands of country studies were more extensive than
those of donor/agency evaluations®. This reflects the fact
that the country studies were planned as the most important
source for assessing implementation on the ground, supple-
mented by a“lighter” headquarters evaluation on the donor
agencies that have been more regularly reviewed elsewhere.

With a view to helping explain the action or lack of action
that was found, all the evaluation teams were expected to
examine specifically three “enabling conditions”: The commit-
ment and leadership being applied, the capacities to act, and
the incentives to do so. The findings on these conditions can
be traced through the following chapters of this report and
are summarised in Chapter VII. Chapter VI summarises specific
assessments, in the country studies, of the utility of the Paris
Declaration as a tool for aid effectiveness, as well as the behav-
iour of donors and the country itself in implementing each of
the five main commitments.

Eight country teams were in a position to produce evaluation
reports in time to be synthesised and presented in Accra. The
partner country studies synthesised here are those cover-
ing implementation in Bangladesh, Bolivia, the Philippines,
Senegal, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Uganda, and Vietham. The
studies on Bolivia, the Philippines and Uganda were still in
draft stages when the synthesis was prepared. The Vietnam
study was prepared for a parallel process by an independent
monitoring team and is not a country study by the Govern-
ment of Vietnam.

Several of the country studies selected samples of Develop-
ment Partners’ programmes to analyse and survey, while
others focused on the implementation of the Declaration’s
commitments in particular sectors. These adaptations proved
valuable in helping to ground the broader explanatory factors
with concrete examples, and deeper analysis through the
inputs of sector specialists and practitioners.

The studies applied accepted methodologies and data collec-
tion instruments, with substantial reliance on survey tools. The
specific designs, sampling techniques and levels of effort used
for the country studies differed widely, but overall they yielded
information and findings that were broadly comparable.

4 Donor agencies volunteered to assist with financial support for country studies.
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1.6 Development Partner headquarters

level evaluations
As with the country case studies, there was a self-selection
process among donor countries and agencies that volun-
teered to undertake headquarters level evaluations®, also
based on a generic set of Terms of Reference (See Annex 4).
While major adaptations of the terms of reference were not
considered appropriate for the donor studies, the respective
teams were free to add issues and points for special atten-
tion responding to their agencies’ particular interests for
related evaluative work. A number of the evaluations included
optional additional sections on particular sectors and cross-
cutting issues, as well as adopting more extensive sampling
techniques and methodologies. As with the country studies,
the findings of the evaluations concerned were evidently
enriched and strengthened by these additions, even though
these supplementary findings cannot be directly reflected in
the common framework for the synthesis. They should, how-
ever, be expected to add continuing value to the work of the
donor agencies concerned and their partners.

Eleven Development Partner or donor agencies produced
reports to be covered in this synthesis and presented in Accra.
The Development Partner studies synthesised here are those
of the Asian Development Bank, Australia, Denmark, Finland,
France, Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand,
the United Kingdom, and the United Nations Development
Group (UNDG). Despite substantial variations in both the
depth and approach of these Development Partner evalu-
ations, they yielded a comparable base of information and
findings in line with their terms of reference. It must be noted
that those terms of reference did not call for dedicated treat-
ment of each of the Declaration’s five commitments, as did the
partner country studies, so that the overall reflection of the
Development Partner studies is more limited. From the outset,
the intention has been that the country evaluations would be
the principal base while the donor headquarter evaluations
were meant to supplement the country studies - by providing
explanations for behaviour in the field.

1.7 Emerging findings workshop

Another important contribution was made to the Phase One
Evaluation by the 50 participants® in a workshop on emerging
findings organised in Parys, South Africa from 30 January to

1 February 2008. These sessions generated useful feedback on

5 There is no claim that the self-selected donor organisations are in any way
representative or comprehensive. It should be noted that the two largest bilateral
donors (the United States and Japan) and multilateral agencies (the World Bank

and European Commission) did not volunteer to take part. Beyond adherence to the
Paris Declaration, the universe of aid has to begin to take account of the very large
flows now being allocated, and relationships developed, by major foundations and
similar private organisations, as well as the activities of “non-traditional” donor
countries and hundreds, if not thousands, of non-governmental agencies focusing on
international development.

6 They represented the international reference group as well as the independent
evaluation teams from several countries and partner agencies and some additional
observer countries.
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the preliminary findings, helping to test, clarify and amplify
many points, and highlighting some for special attention in
the final reports. The workshop also helped to examine some
important working hypotheses and underlying assumptions
about the implementation of the Paris Declaration.

1.8 Limitations of the evaluation

Most of the limitations of the Phase One Evaluation were

anticipated from the outset by the international reference and

management groups and accepted in the interest of providing
early evaluative assessments to help in lesson-learning and pos-
sible course-corrections. The main limitations are the following:

«  The fact that the Declaration is relatively recent, and thus
the evaluations could only assess early progress in the
implementation of its far-reaching commitments;

+  The fact that many parts of the aid effectiveness reform
agenda were already underway well before the Declara-
tion, limiting the extent to which many changes can or
should be causally attributed to the Declaration;

«  The self-selection of relatively small groups of countries
and partner agencies for evaluation’;

«  The absence of control groups or clear baselines, and
major gaps in reliable quantitative data in almost all cases
(anissue that is partly addressed, but with many of its
own difficulties, in the ongoing monitoring exercises).
The results of the 2008 monitoring exercise were not yet
available at the time this report was written;

«  Complex and differing methodologies for the country and
Development Partner evaluations, including the fact that
no standard questions were prescribed (even within these
groups) at a level that would permit useful quantitative
comparisons or aggregations;

+  Wide variability in the strength of the evidence and analy-
ses presented in reports;

- Different degrees of independence among evaluation
teams for the different studies; and

+  Relatively limited time and resources available for the
evaluations.

1.9 Thematic studies

As envisaged in the planning of the evaluation, the inter-
national Reference and Management Groups have commis-
sioned special thematic studies to supplement the country
level and donor evaluations. To date, such thematic studies,
which are proceeding in parallel with the synthesis and will be
reported on separately at Accra, have been commissioned on:
+  Statistical capacity building;

+  Untying of aid; and

«  The Paris Declaration and fragile states.

A special study on links between the Paris Declaration, aid
effectiveness and development effectiveness is being under-
taken to inform the design of Phase Two of the evaluation.

7 While the self-selected countries and donor organisations are not formally repre-
sentative or comprehensive, these studies do permit detailed analysis of a significant
range and distribution of concrete experiences and, with careful attention to context,
may shed considerable light on experience elsewhere.
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Additional studies had been considered on questions around
technical cooperation, civil society engagement, and cross-
cutting issues, such as gender, environment and governance,
but it has so far been concluded that these topics were being
covered through other efforts. Possible needs for further
thematic studies are also being considered for Phase Two of
the evaluation.

1.10 Synthesis report purpose,

structure and approach
The purpose of this synthesis report is to provide a succinct,
credible and useable synthesis of the evaluation outputs of
Phase One, to be presented at the 3" High Level Forum on
Aid Effectiveness in Ghana in September 2008 and for wider
international use. It distils and analyses key findings from
the individual reports into a coherent strategic product with
conclusions and recommendations that are policy-relevant,
forward-looking and targeted to those who can act on them.
Reading this report should in no way be viewed as a substitute
for referring to the evaluation reports themselves, some of
which are rich sources of frank and detailed findings, conclu-
sions and recommendations that merit wide national and
international attention.

The structure of the synthesis report integrates the overall
terms of reference for the Phase One Evaluation and the more
specific mandates for the different country and Development
Partner agency evaluations. The framework for assessing
progress in implementing the Paris Declaration is quite
explicitly set out in the 56 commitments of the Declaration
itself, and the patterns of implementation will be reported
against these norms.®

On this basis, the sections 3.1 to 3.V below assess implementa-
tion under each of the Declaration’s key commitment areas.
Synthesising the evaluation findings and answering the evalu-
ation questions, each section provides an overall appraisal,

a description of emerging trends and events, influences on
the behaviour of countries and Development Partners, and
conclusions.

Taking account of the overall limitations noted, the synthesis
quantifies the overall results only in those rare cases where
this is clearly supported by the evidence in a sufficient number
of studies. In most cases the synthesis indicates the relative
prominence, frequency and distribution of similar findings
and conclusions, and focuses on drawing out examples of
promising or less encouraging practice, and offers lessons and
recommendations that potentially have broader relevance.

Sections 3.Vl and 3.VIl synthesise the results of two additional
features in the evaluations. Section VI reports on the specific
assessments, included in partner country reports only, of the
Paris Declaration as a tool for aid effectiveness, including its

8 At the same time, it should be noted that significant confusion, overlap and dif-

ferences in interpretations are reported around some of the commitments, and these
factors are reflected, assessed, and in some cases clarified in the report.
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clarity, relevance and coherence, and on their identification
of emerging outputs on the ground. Section VIl synthesises

in one place the results of the assessments made in all of the
individual evaluations on the “enabling conditions” - “commit-
ment, capacities and incentives” - available in countries and
agencies to support successful implementation. These assess-
ments were intended to generate answers to the “whys”and
“hows” of performance in the Phase One Evaluation.

At the end, the report draws together a number of broader
emerging issues, which go beyond or cut across the individual
commitments, as well as strategic conclusions, lessons and
recommendations.

The report examines the key contextual factors affecting the
implementation of the Declaration, both internationally and
within different countries and agencies. The different method-
ologies of the two groups of evaluation studies do not permit
any systematic comparisons or contrasts between perceptions
of the Paris Declaration and its implementation in countries
and Development Partner evaluations®. The evaluations did
not consistently include evidence relating to the reflection of
cross-cutting development issues (such as gender equality,
environment, human rights and governance) or civil society
engagement in the implementation of the Paris Declaration,
although a small number of studies added particular study of
some of these questions and the results are reflected in their
individual reports.

9 The country evaluations were specifically asked to canvas national and Develop-
ment Partner (field) perspectives on key issues, including implementation in each of
the five commitment areas. Sample sizes and distributions differed very substan-
tially, and results and strategic findings were not always reported separately by these
groups. In the donor headquarters evaluations, meanwhile, much narrower ranges
of questions and respondents were expected, but some went much further and
included extensive surveys of field staff, partners and others, although once again
with very different samples, and findings at the more strategic level that do not
always distinguish by groups of respondent.
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2. The Context for the Implementation
of the Paris Declaration

2.1 The international reform context
t is important for this evaluation to register clearly that
the Paris Declaration in 2005 was not the beginning of
serious international concern for maximising the effectiveness
of aid and its contribution to development.! The Declaration
was, however, a watershed in formalising and refocusing
international attention and concerted efforts to develop an
international plan of action.

While the difficulties and complexities of development and

development cooperation have always been recognised,

it was in the 1990s that a critical mass of governments and

international organisations began to show the necessary

determination to grapple with the challenges of reform. There

was widespread frustration — in both aid-receiving and donor

countries — with the perceived dearth and unevenness of de-

monstrable and sustainable results from development cooper-

ation, and many specific concerns relating to such issues as:

«  the overloading of developing countries with projects,
missions, reporting and other demands by donors;

« the failure of much technical assistance to strengthen
indigenous capacity;

«  the costly tying of aid procurement to national suppliers;
and

« examples and patterns of the misuse or misappropriation
of resources.

The overall frustration with the lack of tangible development
results was compounded by other factors, including unsus-
tainable debt and the growing HIV/AIDS pandemic; rising
concern for gender equity; severe governance problems; the
neglect or abuse of human rights; and environmental pres-
sures.

Several decades of effort and many unfulfilled expectations on
both sides of the development cooperation relationship — and

1 Infact, itis disconcerting to note the many excellent diagnoses and prescrip-

tions produced many years earlier which already focused on some of the same key
problems now being addressed under the Paris Declaration.
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not least the tensions around “structural adjustment” policies
and aid conditionalities — had taken their toll on confidence

in aid regimes and resulted in a genuine crisis in the field of
aid. One tangible indicator of the malaise was the decline in
international development spending. Different countries and
agencies launched or intensified remedial measures of their
own, including a far-sighted innovation in the Independent
Monitoring Group in Tanzania, that was set up to help bridge
the gulf between the government and the international finan-
cial institutions and donors.

These various efforts had mixed results, but their significance
lay in underlining the need for joint actions to improve and
demonstrate aid effectiveness, based on a new set of relation-
ships between countries and their “Development Partners".
Related developments included the initiative for Heavily
Indebted Poor Countries, the introduction of Poverty Reduc-
tion Strategy Papers, as well as the proposals of the Develop-
ment Assistance Committee of the OECD in Shaping the 21+
Century, and the Comprehensive Development Framework
from the World Bank. The thinking behind these various initia-
tives fed into major global policy responses, including: The
2000 Millennium Development Goals, a new agreement on
Aid Untying, the Monterrey Consensus of 2002 and the 2003
Rome Declaration on harmonisation. The 2001 launching of
the New Partnership for Africa’s Development and the African
Peer Review Mechanism on governance were key related
initiatives at a continental level.

This background is important for this evaluation, because it
demonstrates that many parts of the programme of action
that eventually constituted the Paris Declaration were already
in place and being applied in different countries and partner
agencies. So it would be difficult to attribute a good number
of changes solely to the implementation of the Declaration. In
fact a number of the evaluation studies and their interlocutors
have raised this as a methodological problem and/or a “politi-
cal” concern. They point to a number of actions where they
seek credit for pioneering before Paris.
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It is therefore worth re-emphasising that the evaluation fully
takes into account that aid effectiveness reform was already a
work in progress well before the Paris Declaration in 2005. To
this end, the evaluation should not be misread as automatically
attributing actions or changes in behaviour to the implementa-
tion of the Declaration because it takes into account those earl-
ier and parallel reform efforts. At the same time, it is noteworthy
that all the individual evaluation reports which raise this issue
as a concern also freely acknowledge the substantial reinforcing
and legitimising effect of the combined programme of action in
Paris, and its wide international support.

2.2 The context in different

countries and institutions
The studies for the Phase One Evaluation have highlighted wide
variations in the levels of commitment, capacity and incentives
to apply the Paris Declaration commitments, even between
this relatively small sample of countries and somewhat larger
relative sample of donor institutions. This variation is even more
remarkable when it is considered that all the participating
countries and institutions volunteered, which logically suggests
that at least some of those not participating are likely to be less
prepared and engaged and to vary even more widely.

Among the eight partner countries where evaluations were
completed,? some were already well-known to be among the
strongest advocates and practitioners of partner country lead-
ership in development cooperation in their respective regions.
All have themselves endorsed the Paris Declaration, and there
is some initial evidence in the evaluation that this adherence
itself does make a difference to performance in these areas.?

While there is no formally-recognised international categorisa-
tion of “fragile states,’ a substantial number of countries in the
world are commonly believed to fall into such a category at dif-
ferent times. Depending on the nature and degrees of fragility
and forms of aid involved, the conditions implied by this term

would be expected to have serious impacts on aid effectiveness.

These situations are being examined separately in one of the
thematic studies for the evaluation, and were not specifically
reflected in the evaluation studies here, although some effects
of past and current conflicts, as well as the impacts of major
natural disasters, do arise in some of the countries examined.

More broadly, it is clear that the engagement and implemen-
tation performance of all countries on the Paris Declaration
agenda is shaped by their political contexts, nationally, region-
ally and internationally. In several instances, the evaluation
studies highlight substantial shifts and/or uncertainties in
performance, attributed to political changes, pressures, and
adjustment periods. One other crucial, and changing, part of
the context, not yet properly analysed, is the effect of non-aid

2 Bearing in mind that the very useful Independent Monitoring Report on cooper-
ation in Vietnam was not itself formally part of the Phase One exercise, although
Vietnam was intensively engaged and supportive throughout the evaluation.

3 UNDG study survey results.
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resource flows and growing aid flows which may remain out-
side the Paris Declaration frameworks (particularly from major
foundations and other private sources, non-traditional official
donors, and development NGOs).

A number of other contextual differences have been discussed
in relation to partner countries’ willingness and ability to play
their full part in implementing the commitments in the Paris
Declaration, but they have yet to be subjected to rigorous
analysis. The sampling and focus of the present evaluation
have not been designed to provide a basis for generalisations
in this regard, but its consideration of the possible effects of
contextual differences may provide a basis for some useful hy-
potheses. Two potentially strong contextual determinants are
likely to be a country’s relative level of political cohesion and
administrative capacity, and others that should be taken into
account would include levels of aid dependency (which can
be measured in various ways), the numbers of donors present
and their relative shares of the aid provided, traditional aid
relationships, levels of national income, economic and social
systems, centralised or decentralised systems of governance,
and the development of civil society and the private sector.

Similarly, the contexts of the nine bilateral donors and two
multilateral agencies for which evaluations were conducted
differ substantially. All of them have endorsed the Paris Declar-
ation.* Among the nine national agencies where evaluations
were completed, several were already known as champions
of high volumes of aid as well as effectiveness reforms. The
group includes several large programmes and some quite
small ones, and both global and more regionally concentrated
programmes. Their political and administrative systems vary
considerably and this is reflected in their aid organisation,
including such aspects as the involvements of different min-
istries and agencies, levels of centralisation and decentralisa-
tion, and staffing and authority in the field.

The two multilateral Development Partners evaluated provided
insights into the key multilateral dimension and experience

in the overall aid picture. The Asian Development Bank is an
important regional international financial institution. The UN
Development Group has 27 members, including: Seventeen
UN agencies, programmes and funds; five regional economic
commissions; and five observers. The diversity of the UNDG
was reflected in the smaller group of five members designated
to carry out the assessment.’

4 Afurther reminder of the growing aid presence of donors which have not yet
endorsed the Paris Declaration, as well as countries which are both donors and
recipients of aid but have not endorsed it in both capacities.

5 The assessment of UNDG evaluated changes in behaviour in five agencies at
headquarters and at country level of the UN Country Teams in six case studies. It was
agreed after internal consultations that the United Nations Development Programme
would carry out the assessment on behalf of the whole Group jointly with the Inter-
national Fund for Agricultural Development, the Joint United Nations Programme

on HIV/AIDS, the United Nations Economic Commission for Africa, and the United
Nations Fund for Women.
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3. Synthesis of Evaluation Findings

1 Ownership

Partner countries exercise effective leadership over their development policies and strategies, and coordinate development

actions.

he explicit commitment to ownership was an addition in

Paris to the previous aid effectiveness agenda, and it was
intentionally placed first on the list of commitments. This
prominence of “ownership”, also evident in the 2006 Survey
and other analyses, reflects the understanding that ownership
and specifically partner country leadership is the most
important overarching factor for ensuring commitment to
Paris Declaration objectives. In other words, the ways in which
measures are taken on alignment, harmonisation, managing
for results and mutual accountability may often represent a
practical test of ownership.

3.1 Overall appraisal

All the partner country evaluation studies reveal a strength-
ening of national development policies and strategies since
2005. Even the countries with most experience face difficul-
ties in translating these national strategies across the board
into sector strategies and operational, result-oriented and
decentralised programmes, and in coordinating Development
Partners. While national ownership is strong, it remains nar-
rowly shared within these countries, mostly limited to the level
of central governments.

All the donors examined have put measures in place since
2005 to strengthen their acknowledgement and respect for
partner country ownership. For both countries and Develop-
ment Partners, political engagement and leadership are the
most important determinants of how they will act to strength-
en country ownership. Meanwhile, most donors’ own political
and administrative systems are found to set differing limits on
their actual behaviour to support country ownership. The find-
ings point toward ways to help advance understanding, both

Evaluation of the Implementation of the Paris Declaration - Synthesis Report  July 2008

The Paris Declaration

within and between partner groups, about the practical mean-
ing and boundaries of country ownership and leadership.

3.2 Emerging trends and events

Building further on pre-Paris foundations

All the partner country evaluation studies find that there

has been tangible strengthening of national development
policies and strategies and their implementation since 2005.
A clear majority of the countries examined were already well
advanced and experienced in this work, others less so. In both
instances progress since Paris has built upon this base. The
progress is evident in the refinement and updating of strat-
egies with strengthened consultation in most cases, as well as
detailed mechanisms for implementing strategies. A growing
number of such strategies are clearly judged to meet the Paris
Declaration’s standards of “good practice”. A number of cases
also document improved forums and procedures for man-
aging cooperation with Development Partners, at either the
national or sector levels.

Challenges in deepening and broadening ownership
Even the countries with longest experience, however, are
encountering challenges in translating these national strat-
egies across the board into sector strategies and operational
and decentralised programmes’, and in exercising their
leadership in coordinating cooperation. The less-experienced
countries are shown to be encountering the highest hurdles.
Also with recognised stimulus from the Paris Declaration, aid

1 One of the first key commitments in the Paris Declaration is for partner countries
to“translate their national development strategies into prioritised, results-oriented,
operational programmes, as expressed in medium-term expenditure frameworks
and annual budgets”.
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coordination work in general is reported to be more intensive
and purposeful (especially at the sector level) even where
host country leadership is not always as prominent as desired.
Some of the multilateral agencies are credited with useful
roles in helping to strengthen countries’ capacities to prepare
and execute strategies, though the need and extent for such
assistance varies considerably.

All the partner country evaluations report serious capacity
gaps in fulfilling their ownership responsibilities, although
the capacity gaps are not new nor are the strains they place
on weak bureaucracies. Overall the observed gaps and the
strained capacities are not attributed to meeting the Paris
commitments.

Consultative processes and dialogue with donors, civil society
and the private sector are now in place in all the partner coun-
tries where evaluations took place. Virtually all interlocutors
acknowledge a continuing challenge in achieving what they
would consider sufficient engagement of the broader society,
and even that of national line ministries and sub-national
levels of government.

“ The Development Partners expect a great deal
from the government in order to carry out its
coordination roles.

Senegal evaluation

Real and proactive steering of coordination by
the country is considered to be the exception.
France evaluation

... the evaluation team supports the 2006 find-
ings that ‘ownership capacity largely resides

in National Treasury and many key national
Departments, outside of which ownership/lead-
ership is ‘patchy.
South Africa evaluation ‘ ‘

Acceptance and respect of ownership

by Development Partners

All the evaluations of implementation by Development Part-
ners found that since 2005, measures have been put in place
to strengthen their acknowledgement of the importance of
and respect for partner country ownership. These measures
range from political and high-level administrative policy state-
ments in most cases, to new training and guidelines, to new
programming approaches and, in some cases, new capacity
building initiatives and incentives to support greater partner
country ownership and leadership.

In a clear majority of the partner countries examined, the
Development Partners are now expecting partner country
leadership and responding to it when exercised. Difficulties
arise when that leadership is weak or not forthcoming.

The evidence emerging reveals that Development Partners’
broad and increased readiness to accept leadership in aid co-
ordination from host countries is often exercised with the Paris
Declaration commitments explicitly in mind. At the same time,
the evaluations suggest, the host countries’ capacity to exer-
cise such leadership in meaningful ways is often overstretched
and/or can be only be selectively exercised.

Constraints on Development Partner support

Like their partner countries, most national donor agencies
can still count only on narrow circles of understanding and
support at home for the importance of greater ownership. In
fact they have virtually all cited reservations among their own
development NGOs who are worried about the apparently in-
creased reliance on government-to-government relationships
and a narrowing scope for civil society.

Meanwhile, most donors’ own political and administrative
systems are found to set differing limits on their actual behav-
iour to support country ownership. Key obstacles identified
include the pressures they face to maintain the visibility and
attribution of their individual contributions, to satisfy their in-
dividual fiduciary and accountability requirements, and to be
able to pursue foreign policy, commercial and/or institutional
interests through their aid programmes.

Defining and measuring ownership

Another issue found in many of the evaluation findings is

the continuing uncertainty and debate about the practical
meaning and boundaries of country ownership and leader-
ship. The expectation of greater ownership is found by many
donor and partner interviewees not to be very clearly defined,
and the Monitoring Survey’s indicator of ownership was found
inadequate in almost all the country evaluations. Yet, as the
overarching and guiding commitment in the Paris Declar-
ation, ownership is often held up as the key “political” test of
progress in implementing the other commitments, which are
often perceived as more “technical”

One not unexpected source of tension reported between
some countries and some of their Development Partners
comes from the dual dimension of developing country owner-
ship in the Declaration. It calls for the exercise of (government)
“leadership in developing and implementing national devel-
opment strategies” but specifies that this should be “through
broad consultative processes” and “encouraging the participa-
tion of civil society and the private sector”. In some few cases,
these requirements are seen to open the door to outside
interference. In a majority of the countries examined, however,
this potentially sensitive issue has not been reported as a
prominent source of contention since the Paris Declaration.

3.3 Influences on the behaviour of countries
and Development Partners

Commitment

In partner countries: Political commitment to asserting country

ownership and leadership has been very strong since well
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before 2005 in at least four of the countries evaluated here,
backed up with considerable determination to follow through
with measures to make that leadership effective. Since the
Paris Declaration, the evaluations show that its international
legitimising force and growing levels of donor commitment
have reinforced the pioneers’ efforts, and helped open up
greater space for more partner countries to assert ownership
and exercise leadership. It is not clear what effects may be felt
from the growing presence and role of emerging donors that
have not yet endorsed the Paris Declaration commitments.

However, the evaluations also show that within partner
countries themselves - including those with most experience
in improving aid effectiveness — the levels of commitment

to asserting ownership also tend to vary. For example, these
differences can be found between treasuries and ministries of
finance on the one hand, with their interests in coordination
and influence on the budget, and some line ministries, sub-
national governments, and non-governmental actors on the
other, which may have important stakes in traditional, some-
times donor-led, arrangements. Closely related to questions
of capacity discussed below, the evaluations also suggest
major variations among the partner countries in the levels of
confidence and ambition they are prepared to bring to the
challenges of assuming greater ownership and leadership.

In Development Partner agencies: The key behaviours to be
changed for donors to increase country ownership involve
“letting go” and reducing past degrees of strategic donor
control and leadership. In practical terms this implies reducing
demands for the visibility and attribution of their individual
contributions, less insistence on meeting their individual
fiduciary and accountability requirements, and reducing the
influence of foreign policy, commercial and/or institutional
interests on development programmes.

International and domestic political support and peer pres-
sure, combined with the experience and professional motiva-
tion of their personnel, have led most donor agencies to a
stronger commitment to ownership at the level of principle
and rhetoric, and to varying degrees in policy and practice.

At the same time, all the bilateral donor evaluations acknowl-
edge that the breadth and depth of political and public under-
standing and support at home are less than what they would
consider a secure base.

However, there are wide differences among donor countries
in this respect. In general those with the broader and deeper
bases of political understanding and support (usually where
there is stronger understanding by parliaments) have been
able to go further and sustain their adaptation to ownership,
for example accepting lower direct national visibility and more
realistic expectations for results. In countries where the Paris
Declaration and its central commitment of country owner-
ship and leadership are seen to be mainly about technical
and bureaucratic issues, the base for changing behaviour and
overcoming the obstacles is demonstrably weaker. Some of
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the evaluations and their informants are frank in their assess-
ments that aid effectiveness, as envisioned in the Declaration,
does not necessarily outweigh their other national concerns
and objectives in their aid programmes.

The multilateral agencies which carried out evaluations — both
the UN Development Group and the ADB - count partner
countries directly among their own owners and governors.

By the same token they also show that international politi-

cal and peer pressures tend to have more direct resonance

for them and have thus provided a considerable impulse to
change. To differing degrees, however, the evaluations trace
how these institutions have faced their own hurdles in adapt-
ing their own accountability requirements and overcoming
institutional rigidities and interests that present obstacles to
greater partner country ownership. These institutions, too,
face demands for their own visibility and attribution of results,
although they are largely removed from commercial and
foreign policy interests.?

Within the majority of Development Partner agencies as-
sessed, the understanding and commitment to ownership

is reported to be strongest among personnel with direct
engagement in programmes, especially on the ground in
countries. As a result, those agencies with the strongest
decentralisation and field orientation, and cohesive and influ-
ential institutional set-ups within their home administrations,
have been the most empowered to accept greater ownership
as an integral part of their organisational mission and culture.
On the other hand, three Development Partner evaluations
explicitly show how unresolved headquarters issues of
“ownership”and leadership within their own inter-ministerial
and inter-agency systems represent a substantial obstacle to
movement in accepting greater partner country ownership.
In other words, before these systems can present a coherent
position to partner countries and other donors, they report
that they have much further work to do in harmonising their
policies and procedures with their fellow ministries or agen-
cies at headquarters.

Capacity

In partner countries: The evaluations reveal both real and
perceived limits on the capacities of all partner countries to
exercise leadership, particularly in setting and implementing
operational strategies, in working at sub-national levels, and
in coordinating Development Partner contributions. Even
the better-endowed systems evaluated are grappling with
the need for dedicated units to promote, guide and monitor
leadership, but also the need for these responsibilities to be
“mainstreamed” throughout the relevant institutions.

2 The UNDG evaluation highlights some of the special responsibilities of its
members: “UNDG constituencies are member states. This enforces United Nations
neutrality as well as its normative role in following up international conventions and
intergovernmental agreements”. This mission is seen as compatible with implement-
ing the Paris Declaration commitments to ownership.
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‘ ‘ There is a contradiction between theory and
practice, for even if greater institutional capacity
is demanded from government, a high percent-
age of international cooperation [agencies]
demand hiring of [other] entities for admin-
istration and/or procurement, which further
weakens these capacities ...

Bolivia evaluation

The UN Development Group/Country Team
(UNDG/UNCT) contribution to strengthening
ownership mainly took the form of assisting
governments in strengthening capacity to
prepare and execute their country development
strategies and plans and preparing to deal with
new aid modalities such as Sector Wide Ap-
proaches and Direct Budget Support. Because
country ownership varied largely, the role of

the UN Country Team also varied. The Resident
Coordinator’s Office as well as individual UN
agencies, through collaboration with govern-
ment and both multilateral and bilateral agen-
cies, have played an important role in creating
an enabling environment for the achievement
of the Paris Declaration objectives through
promoting a shared understanding of the princi-
ples. UNDG/UNCT was seen as a trusted partner
supporting countries to fulfil their national as
well as international development obligations
and in designing and implementing develop-
ment strategies.
UNDG evaluation ‘ ‘

Even while some improvements are being registered, unrespon-
sive civil service systems and high staff turnover are still repeat-
edly reported as key capacity constraints: On policy and project
formulation, processing and approval, implementation and man-
agement (including financial management and procurement) and
monitoring and aid coordination. In these circumstances, constant
tensions and choices of priorities must be faced, and shorter-term
expedients may take precedence over longer-term capacity build-
ing and strengthening of ownership and leadership.

In Development Partner agencies: Most Development Partner
systems also have capacity constraints in supporting greater
ownership, both because of built-in limitations in their na-
tional systems, institutional structures and regulations, and
because of the ways they deploy their resources. These agen-
cies differ in the extent to which they have been willing and
able to grapple with these problems in the interests of greater
effectiveness, and the Paris Declaration has been a significant
support for action in all and adopted as a major driver in some.

Seen from the partner-countries, the capacities of different
donors to support ownership and leadership vary consider-

ably. Turnover of staff is a problem with some, and even the
better-endowed are reporting shortages of appropriately
skilled staff to manage the changing cooperation agenda and
cover their new responsibilities. At the same time, the excerpt
below from the Bangladesh study is representative of almost
all the country studies and several of the Development Partner
evaluations in its finding on the most important single capac-
ity constraint for donors: “The major capacity constraint of
some Development Partners is the lack of sufficient delegation
of authority from the HQ to take decisions at the field level on
many issues.”’

Incentives

The examination of incentives and disincentives to implement
the Paris Declaration has been interpreted somewhat differ-
ently in the various evaluation studies. It was given greater
attention in the terms of reference for partner headquarters
studies, with a particular emphasis on incentives for individual
performance. The German evaluation study included a break-
down of different types of incentives affecting implementa-
tion. With some modifications as below, these categories can
be helpful more widely in assessing incentives on all sides. The
incentives, and conversely disincentives, for implementation
might be found to lie in:

national or institutional policy direction;

institutional profile;

organisational targets;

individual targets;

a clear and important mission and responsibilities;

career recognition and tangible compensation for per-
formance;

synergies and learning; and

intrinsic professional or personal motivation.

noon oo

@

In partner countries: In several of the partner countries - and
especially in sectors or programmes where the overall role of
aid is relatively small - national or institutional policy direction
in favour of implementing greater ownership is shown to be
strong, but most of the other potential incentives only take on
substantial weight or importance for personnel who have a con-
siderable share of their work invested in development coopera-
tion activities. Even in those cases, systems for career recogni-
tion and tangible compensation for this work (and often for civil
service performance in general) are found to be inadequate.

Part of the aid reform underway is in the direction of reducing
the premiums in pay and conditions that have long been
associated with donor-led projects and parallel implementa-
tion units. The Uganda evaluation notes that motivation is
generally high in parallel units because they tend to offer
incentives in categories c. and d. above. As is seen in a number
of the studies, implementing even limited changes to these
special benefits is proving difficult and gradual. The result is
that in other aid work a great deal of reliance tends to fall back
on the intrinsic professional or personal motivation of person-
nel alone, together with some occasional ancillary benefits of
involvement in aid projects.
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“ Another critical area of aid effectiveness is the
absence of an appropriate incentive system for
Government of Bangladesh staff to motivate
the implementation of development projects.
In the absence of any special incentive in terms
of emoluments and with very limited promo-
tion and career prospects, there is very little
motivation for the GOB officials engaged in
aid management and project implementation.
There are many pronouncements to reform the
incentive systems but no concrete progress has
been achieved in this direction.

Bangladesh evaluation ‘ ‘

In Development Partner agencies

Most of the Development Partners’ suggest that they can

muster some measure of each of the types of incentives listed

above in support of implementation of the Paris Declaration in
general and ownership as its guiding principle. The issue, and
some of the significant differences among the agencies, lies in
the degree to which these incentives are binding, especially in
the face of incompatible or competing demands or disincen-
tives. Thus the donor studies specifically identify the following
as being among significant disincentives in their systems to
supporting ownership:

«  The pressure to show “maximum development for the
money”is likely to run counter to partner country owner-
ship;

«  The pressures and habits of “supply driven programming”
by donors are still a significant disincentive to proactive
support of country ownership;

«  There is failure to explicitly recognise, accept, and manage
the risks in promoting greater country ownership;

«  Very heavy demands on donor staff and systems in adjust-
ing to more country-led aid are becoming a disincentive
to further strengthening country ownership;

«  There is pressure or responsibility to pursue non-develop-
mental national objectives in aid programmes;

«  The pressure to “get things done quickly”is always
present;

«  There is an over-reliance on expatriate technical assist-
ance and seconded staff to execute and build capacity in
programmes, which tends to undermine ownership;

«  Unresolved questions exist about the legitimacy of owner-
ship in a partner country, and how it should be assessed;
and

«  Thereis the danger of “mechanical”implementation of
Paris, rather than allowing countries to adapt.

3.4 Conclusions: Is behaviour

changing around ownership?
1.1n all the countries examined, effective country owner-
ship of development cooperation is reasonably strong, and
has been reinforced to some degree by the use of the Paris
Declaration. Political engagement and leadership in setting

Evaluation of the Implementation of the Paris Declaration « Synthesis Report « July 2008

Chapter 3

the terms of aid relationships is the most important factor in
determining how much the country will exercise ownership in
practice.

In four of the country evaluations, powerful political consen-
sus and initiatives of the partner country governments fol-
lowing major political changes were clearly the prime driving
force in changing behaviour to strengthen ownership of de-
velopment cooperation well before 2005, and have remained
so since. The level of political impetus is also found to be a key
influence on behaviour in relation to ownership in the other
four countries. Since the stakes, as stated in the Declaration,
are the "exercise of effective leadership over development
policies and strategies and coordination of development ac-
tions’, they clearly go to the essence of political power within
a country, and “donor-led” aid relationships became politically
unacceptable.

2. Within national political and administrative systems in part-
ner countries, competing interests and values also come into
play in the exercise of ownership. In practice, ownership re-
mains heavily weighted in favour of central players rather than
sector or sub-national players (provincial and local authorities)
even in subject areas that are supposed to be devolved. The
ownership situation also varies across sectors, with the highly
technical sectors remaining exclusively government-led, and
with civil society and marginalised groups finding greater
institutional space for partnership in cross-sector areas of
cooperation and development.?

3.In all the cases of Development Partners’ performance
examined, the Paris Declaration provides a significant reinforc-
ing influence and climate for change, but is not a decisive
influence on its own. Three of the nine bilateral agencies
examined can be said to have reshaped their culture, organisa-
tion and much of their behaviour to put country ownership
first. The other six are found to be in various stages of accept-
ance and transformation, struggling with serious obstacles

of quite diverse kinds. Two or three are found to need further
fundamental changes, and/or an explicitly gradual approach
to implementing Paris. The country evaluations generated
inconclusive and some conflicting findings on the behaviour
of multilateral agencies in general in relation to ownership.
The two multilateral headquarters evaluations (supported by
case studies in UNDG's case) each yield a picture of consider-
able and continuing cultural and organisational change to put
ownership first, and document the particular hurdles they face
in achieving the necessary organisational and behavioural
changes.

Political and political/bureaucratic interests and values are
evidently key factors in explaining the varied responses of

the various bilateral donor agencies to the drive for greater
country ownership. As official aid agencies, they are creatures
of governments and must satisfy politically-determined objec-

3 The UNDG evaluation also suggests that this may be true of humanitarian assistance.
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tives and follow politically-sanctioned procedures in the use
of public resources. Their political objectives are shown to vary
quite widely — some donors even report that they are able

to present a leading role in aid effectiveness and supporting
greater ownership by partner countries as significant benefits
to their own countries. The fact remains that these are still
political interests.

As in partner countries, the donors also confront a variety of
competing interests and values at home. Some of the donor
studies underline how other interests in aid programmes,
beyond aid effectiveness, such as foreign policy or com-
mercial considerations, remain important and must be taken
into account. Moreover, the handling of relationships with
partner countries and accounting for aid activities often trig-
gers political issues within donor countries. One important
underlying implication of these continuing political stakes for
donor countries is the reminder that they all retain some levels
and types of “ownership” for their aid programmes - albeit as
“minority partners” behind the effective leadership of partner
countries.

4.To remain useful in advancing the implementation of the
Paris Declaration, the concept of ownership needs to be ap-
proached not as an absolute condition, but as a continuum
or process. The Monitoring Survey’s indicator on ownership
relates to only one simple dimension of this complex picture.

While it is accepted as the most crucial single factor in aid ef-
fectiveness, country ownership remains notoriously difficult to
define and measure, and in some cases becomes highly sub-
jective and controversial. Approaching ownership analytically,
as a process, may help to avoid it becoming a political football
or receiving mere lip-service.

A substantial number of interlocutors in a clear majority of the
Phase One Evaluation studies find difficulties in specifically

11 Alignment

defining the role for ownership and assessing implementa-
tion of this commitment. Nevertheless, the Paris Declaration’s
four sub-commitments on ownership go further in doing so
than is sometimes recognised. As with a number of the other
commitments, the Monitoring Survey indicator on ownership*
is found in a number of studies to be a necessary but far from
sufficient measure.

Moreover, and perhaps most importantly, the determination
of “effective leadership” in development cooperation rela-
tionships is revealed to be intensely political and subjective,
depending on the different perceptions and interests of differ-
ent parties.

Almost all of the Development Partner studies note a broad
political or philosophical acceptance of the objective of
greater ownership at top levels in their agencies, and a major-
ity of the studies demonstrate that policy and field staff does
attempt to translate the commitment into practice in their
design and implementation work with partner countries. In
other words, even though the commitment is less tangible or
more difficult to measure than some others, its pervasive im-
portance does motivate donor personnel close to the action.

Not surprisingly, since it is such an over-arching, political and
value-laden commitment, the implementation of ownership
is used as a continuing “litmus test” of the effects of action
related to the other, usually more tangible, areas of alignment,
harmonisation, managing for results and mutual accountabil-
ity, and in relation to all of a raft of measures that are sup-
posed to support implementation. There are some apparent
dangers in the use of such a crucial, but still subjective,
standard in these ways. In spite of this, these studies suggest
that the ownership dialogue to date has mostly remained
measured and constructive among these parties to the
declaration, and is also opening up to include other groups,
for example in civil society.

Donors base their overall support on partner countries’ national development strategies, institutions and procedures.

The commitment to alignment encompasses the largest

number of action areas and fifteen of the Declaration’s 56 sub-

commitments. The broad actions set out are as follows:

«  Donors align with partners’ strategies

«  Donors use strengthened country systems

«  Partner countries strengthen development capacity with
support from donors

«  Strengthen public financial management capacity

«  Strengthen national procurement systems

«  Untie aid, getting better value for money

The Paris Declaration

Not all of these areas were equally covered by the evaluations,
and the untying of aid, for example, is the subject of a separ-
ate thematic study. In line with some of the emphases in the
Monitoring Surveys, the evaluations paid particular attention
to the specific commitments around building reliable country
systems; aligning aid flows with national priorities; coordinat-
ing support to strengthen capacity; using country systems;

4 To remind, this is Indicator 1:“At least 75% of partner countries have operational
development strategies. (By 2010)"
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avoiding parallel implementation structures; providing more
predictable aid; and untying aid. Given the breadth and cover-
age of each of these topics in the evaluation, the treatment
below will be broken down into the five main subjects covered
under alignment, with overall conclusions on alignment at the
end of this section of the report.

3.5 Overall appraisal

Development agency and partner country evaluations reveal
that, despite clear commitments to alignment, implementa-
tion of the various components of alignment set out in the
Paris Declaration has been highly uneven. Progress is more
visible in aligning aid flows with national priorities, less so

in using and building country systems, reducing parallel
Project Implementation Units and coordinating support to
strengthen capacity. Among bilateral Development Partners,
there is limited reported evidence of significant changes in
aid predictability and less on untying. As stressed in the earlier
discussion of ownership, the leadership exercised by the host
partner country is the prime determinant of how far and how
fast alignment will proceed.

3.6 Donors align with partners’ strategies
Emerging trends and events

There is abundant evidence, in both country and Develop-
ment Partner evaluations, that donors are increasingly gear-
ing their aid activities to countries’ Poverty Reduction-type
strategies, Medium Term Expenditure Plans, budgets, and
national sector or thematic strategies. This picture includes
clear indications of progress since 2005 and is noted in all the
countries examined, although there is no simple way to assess
or quantify the full extent of the trend. The patterns of action
vary according to the contexts and systems of individual host
countries and donor agencies - including how aid resources
flow and are accounted for — and judgments differ on what
constitutes satisfactory alignment.

It is also clear that even in the most advanced situations, these
different strategies are not always clearly linked, internally
consistent, or politically durable enough to channel aid flows
to priority areas. Alignment at the relatively high level of
policies and strategies is proving considerably easier than
alignment at the operations and implementation level. There
are gaps in the transformation of policy agreements into
operational programmes and projects, particularly when sub-
national and local government execution is increasingly in-
volved. With respect to particular systems, even though there
may be high level policy alignment (for example, in reporting
aid in the national budget) the use of national systems at
other levels (audit, procurement, monitoring and evaluation)
is found to be less widespread.

“ Most donors have aligned their country
programmes to the Socio-Economic Develop-
ment Plan, or are in the process of doing so.
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However, alignment at this level is not a very
onerous commitment, and has not involved any
significant reorientation in donor programmes.
Aligning at the sector level is a more difficult
challenge, which depends on the state of plan-
ning and budgeting processes in the sectors, as
well as on the quality of engagement by donors.
Vietnam Independent Monitoring Report

Both the donors and the government are now
asking themselves about the rhythm of changes
and the levels of organisation needed to gener-
alise the use of country systems.

Senegal evaluation

To the extent that change processes demand
more time, it is necessary to promote processes
and not only results that are visible or measur-
able in less than two or three years.

Bolivia evaluation

At the policy level, generally good alignment
was found with UNDG members. UN Develop-
ment Assistance Frameworks were prepared
increasingly to coincide with the government'’s
own planning period, facilitating period-specific
alignment with government priorities and the
often underlying Poverty Reduction Strategy
Papers. Working groups (in some countries
called technical groups) within UN Country
Teams that cover different sectors and/or cross-
cutting issues, provided many opportunities for
alignment based on joint government-donor
planning and programming, from strategy and
action plan development to detailed activity
level design.

UNDG evaluation ‘ ‘

Some significant progress has been reported on donor
harmonisation, including Joint Assistance Strategies and joint
formulation of country assistance strategies and procedures
that are noted to have simplified the tasks of alignment in
several of the countries examined. At the same time, major
aspects of aid activity are still considered to fall outside the
arrangements for alignment in most countries, including aid
through non-governmental and even sector and sub-na-
tional government channels. Donor earmarking for special
thematic interventions and cross-cutting initiatives remains
common, even among donors that are highly-committed to
the Paris Declaration objectives, and these are sometimes
seen as “donor issues” that run counter to the commitment to
alignment. This relates to the advocacy role that donors play
in some countries in helping focus attention on issues such as
gender equity, the environment and democratic governance.
One country study specifically cites the chall