Aid Management and Donor Harmonisation
What I would like to do today is give you a very brief description of what the Paris Declaration entails, the objective of resulting research undertaken by AFRODAD, elaborate on one or two cross-cutting issues and then give a synopsis of the main findings along with offering some points for further discussion.

Official development assistance is not a new term for us, is it?  We’ve been suckling on the breast of development assistance for almost as long as we’ve been independent countries, which for most of us was during the 1960s.  I wonder if anyone would take an antibiotic for an infection for nearly 50 years, without asking a doctor why it isn’t working.  Perhaps the dosage wasn’t strong enough or one wasn’t taking it at the appropriate intervals or maybe one was doing something else to contravene the intended effect.
Well, despite the expansive list of examples of aid not accomplishing what was intended; nonetheless, it has been forthcoming and received, without ever broaching the issue of effectiveness, and also coming along with the unintended burden of debt.  Like medicine, aid is not meant to be indefinite or indispensable.  It is meant to assist nations to overcome periodic crises, tragic circumstances of nature and conflict, and generally unforeseen events.  It is most certainly meant to result in a country being in a better place for having received it. 
Lack of capacity in the distribution of aid, the absence of indicators to evaluate its effectiveness, the absence of transparency in public financial management, the non-alignment of aid and national priorities, and the divergences amongst donors regarding reporting requirements and the like, necessitated a unified system of aid delivery and management.  Towards this end, the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, signed in March 2005, resolved to reform the way aid is both delivered and managed.
· This agreement is aimed at strengthening partner countries’ national development strategies and associated operational frameworks (e.g. those associated with planning, budget, and performance assessment).
· This agreement is aimed at increasing alignment of aid with partner countries’ priorities, systems and procedures and helping to strengthen their capacities.
· This agreement is aimed at enhancing donors’ and partner countries’ respective accountability to their citizens and parliaments for their development policies, strategies and performance.
· This agreement is aimed at eliminating the duplication of efforts and rationalising donor activities to make them as cost-effective as possible.
· This agreement is aimed at reforming and simplifying donor policies and procedures to encourage collaborative behaviour and progressive alignment with partner countries’ priorities, systems and procedures.
· This agreement is aimed at defining measures and standards of performance and accountability of partner country systems in public financial management, public procurement, fiduciary safeguards and environmental assessments, in line with broadly accepted good practices.

It is based on five principles:

1. Ownership refers to exercising effective leadership over development policies and strategies, coordinating development plans via consultative processes, and translating the same into programmes with budgets and targets.

2. Alignment refers to donors linking their funding to recipient countries’ national development strategies, institutions and procedures.

3. Harmonisation refers to a more collectively effective aid delivery implementing where feasible common arrangements regarding disbursement, monitoring and evaluating, and reporting at country level.

4. Managing for results relates to improving planning and decision-making structures in a way that focuses on desired results.  This mainly entails strengthening the link between national development strategies and annual budget processes and evaluating outcomes against key indicators for which data is available.

5. Mutual Accountability is meant to place both donors and partners accountable for results, upholding transparency in the use and distribution of resources.

In light of this and the commitment to increase aid to Africa at the G8 Summit in Gleneagles, AFRODAD initiated a study to gather the evidence on the Post-Paris Declaration aid environment; in particular the issues regarding aid modality and management, donor accountability and harmonization in order to evaluate the progress made against the targets developed in the declaration.  The study was commissioned in five countries: Ghana, Kenya, Liberia, Malawi, and Mozambique.

The main focus of the project is to study and promote public dialogue within Africa concerning donor aid management and its impact on African countries’ development efforts.  It seeks to further promote AFRODAD’s work on Donor aid monitoring and evaluation in Africa.  It seeks to determine how funds and knowledge are transmitted to recipient African countries, and how recipients and donors interact in such processes. In so doing, we saw a need to unpack issues of how aid has been delivered and coordinated at the country level (aid modalities) with particular focus on aid modalities and mutual accountability.  

Specific objectives 

· To assess the current salient aid facts (requirements and availabilities) and policies about the quality of aid and its effectiveness in the context of a possible large increase of aid to Africa.

· To recommend ways of making aid management and delivery effective to poverty reduction and development to Africa, and lastly,
· To influence public policy makers and donor agencies to put in place national mechanisms of translating international donor commitments on Aid to the national levels.

Issues surrounding the case studies

There are some issues surrounding the country case studies that are not directly addressed by the Paris Declaration nor the terms of reference.

1.
Dependency on Aid

Some of the country cases are highly dependent on ODA as a source for merely operating, much less financing development projects.  According to the African Development Indicators (2006), the net aid received from all donors as a share of recipient GDP is on average 4.5% for SSA.  For Ghana, it is 15.7%.  For Malawi, it is 25%, and for Liberia, 42.8%.

Even more telling, total aid as a share of central government expenditures places both Malawi and Ghana at 57%, Mozambique at 84.3%, and Liberia at 307.5%.  This dependency on the funding for the general functioning of the respective governments is not only an incentive to quickly adopt the principles but also to also ensure the aid to general budget support continues to be delivered.  Thus, enhancing the predictability of aid becomes a crucial issue.
2.
Non-Paris Club Donors

While China is a signatory to the Paris Declaration and India is not, neither are members of the Paris Club.  Yet, these countries are becoming increasingly important with respect to ODA and trade with SSA.  Take Mozambique, for instance, both China and India are in the top five countries from which Mozambique imports.  China is also one of the top five destinations of Mozambican exports.  In what ways if any have non-traditional donors (e.g. China, India, Middle East) complicated harmonization attempts of the Paris Declaration with the Paris Club members? 
3.
Aid Management in Post-Conflict Societies

Donor agencies have adopted special procedures to assist operational departments and country directors in formulating and implementing programmes in conflict-affected countries.  Collecting information is an important part of the process.  Studying the conflict assists in developing sensitivity, strengthening knowledge generation, best practices capacity and peacekeeping missions.  
War complicates what are already challenging issues for developing countries; debt and development.  The task for Liberia, in particular, following the most recent conflict is to normalize relations with multilateral donors.  This generally requires the post-conflict country to:

1. Form an internationally recognised government, which would thus articulate a functioning voice in the aid management process, as Liberia has done with the election of President Sirleaf. 

2. The government must also establish the political will domestically to normalize relations and build capacity for aid management.  

3. Liberia will also have to undertake debt audit, a reconciliation of sorts to establish the actual level of debt, its nature and legitimacy, and identify the lenders of the at outstanding stock.
4. The country has also to re-establish relations with the IMF and other international donors in the hopes of rebuilding confidence.  

5. And though not a signatory to the Paris Declaration, Liberia must develop a national aid management framework with indicators and implement it with its partners.  

That said, all countries, post-conflict or not, must demonstrate some level of cohesion and the ability to manage resources before funding can be made towards direct budget support.
Some findings of the country cases and points for further discussion
I shall now elaborate on some of the common findings of the case studies and offer points for further discussion.

Papers highlighted the general lack of a framework for aid delivery.  Papers revealed that one of the main obstacles to achieving the desired levels of accountability are capacity constraints.  Meeting to coordinate agencies/donors/CSOs are resource intensive.  What indicators can be established for tracking the results of these efforts without increasing the burden (e.g. the cost of monitoring ) on recipient countries?  
Donors in all papers appear to have begun the process of harmonizing aid and evaluation processes.  However, recipient countries have not yet harmonized internal processes and the various agencies involved in planning, budget development, and financial management.  Another finding was that there was a lack of coherence between sector strategies and budgeting processes.

· How can we strengthen the marriage between national development planning ministries and ministries of finance, who have been given the mandate in most cases to coordinate and manage aid?

Papers reported shortfalls in allotted development expenditures.

· To what extent are funds that are being made available to promote growth and poverty reduction are not being unused because CSO have not had adequate opportunity to help direct the funds to the most emergent and efficient uses.

It emerged from the papers that CSO participation was as a result of ad hoc meetings.  
· Is there CSO representation at general budget support negotiations?  Some discussion is merited regarding the proposal that national budgets require parliamentary approval-which would in turn provide accessibility to CSOs. What are the implications for the creation of a leading CSO organization to coordinate CSO participation in the budget processes concerning their respective fields of activity.    To what extent, if any, does decentralization of the general budget deferral budget facilitate the engagement of CSOs?
It also emerged from the papers that donors continue to support CSOs via project support.  Obviously donors would be more inclined to use country systems as there are improvements to the public financial management.  Kenya is one of the cases in which there have been a number of fiscal reforms aimed at improving public expenditure management and accountability.  The country has abandoned central procurement boards and established a public procurement oversight authority.  It has also adopted a measurement framework for public financial management, based on a financial management action plan.
· To what extent has this prevented CSOs from integrating their objectives within national planning frameworks and ultimately to seek legislative solutions to the societal problems they seek to address?

No surprisingly, the dominant aid modality is project support.  Nevertheless, Mozambique seems to have made some headway in building up enough confidence to have a significant portion of aid directed towards government budget support, though Malawi has also experienced a substantial increase of aid in the form of budget support, going from just under 6 billion Malawi kwacha to 14 billion from 2005 to 2006.  And it has been noted that the level of project support remaining the same.  This going against the assumption that the pool of aid is limited and where projects and CSOs win, national governments tend to lose.  This is also indicative of the increased level of confidence in Malawi aid administration.  For example, its development assistance strategy is accompanied by a draft calendar to assist in meeting targets and coordinating donors as well as internal ministries.

· What initiatives are available as evidenced from the case studies to improve the capacities of the countries in order to demonstrate effective management of aid without putting undue cost pressures on the public?

Concluding statement

With these background issues, main findings, and points for further discussion and enquiry in mind, we may now move into discussing aid management and donor harmonisation within the specific country case studies.

