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I  Introduction 
 
1. The Working Party on Aid Effectiveness is seeking consolidated evidence-based key 
messages from its constituent Clusters to enable the Working Party as it sets out a menu of options 
for the Busan 4th High Level Forum (HLF4).  These themes and options will contribute to the first 
draft of the Busan Outcome Document (June 2011) as well as suggest proposals for interactive 
sessions at HLF4, which in turn will inform the high level political debates during the Forum.1 
 
2. Cluster A on Ownership and Accountability brings together several multi-stakeholder Task 
Teams and various constituencies interested in developing an evidence-based foundation for 
furthering commitments in the Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) and the Paris Declaration (PD) on 
ownership and accountability.  The Cluster is co-chaired by the Swiss Agency for Development and 
Cooperation, the Government of Tanzania, and the ITUC, representing the CSO BetterAid 
Coordinating Group (see the mandate for Cluster A in Annex 3). 
 
3. Based on a review of the research contributions to Cluster A, supplemented by a series of 
interviews with key informants, this Report, conducted under the request of the Swiss Agency for 
Development and Cooperation, seeks to synthesize and identify, 

 Findings and messages that deepen understanding of norms and principles associated with 
ownership and accountability, with reference to their evidential and constituency basis; 

 Findings and messages for strengthening the practices of development actors in implementing 
AAA / PD ownership and accountability commitments, particularly country level practices; and 

 Areas for further discussion and possible political debate in the Cluster and the HLF4 process. 
 

4. The 2005 Paris Declaration established partner country and donor commitments to the 
overarching principle of “country ownership” whereby “partner countries exercise effective 
leadership over their development policies and strategies and co-ordinate development actions” as 
the foundation for aid effectiveness.  While the PD acknowledges consultative processes and 
participation of non-state actors, the focus and measure of ownership in the Paris Declaration is 
donor alignment with the government’s “operational development strategy”.   
 
5. Mutual accountability is the fifth Paris principle for aid effectiveness whereby “donors and 
partners are accountable for development results” and commit to joint assessment through 
country-level mechanisms.  The 2008 Phase One Evaluation of the Implementation of the Paris 
Declaration concluded that “mutual accountability is the area of thinnest reporting and progress 
registered in the evaluations”, although it also suggested that some mechanisms were identified if 
not utilized (Wood et. al, 2008). 
 
6. In the lead-up to the 2008 Accra High Level Forum, the mutli-stakeholder Advisory Group 
on Civil Society and Aid Effectiveness recommended that all stakeholders “deepen their 
understanding and application of the Paris Declaration principles in ways that emphasize local and 
democratic ownership, social diversity, gender equality and accountability for achieving results of 
                                                        
1 See Annex 4 for the Working Party objectives for the Busan HLF4 and for guidance in making proposals for 
substantive themes. 
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benefit to poor and marginalized populations as essential conditions of effectiveness”. [Advisory 
Group 2008, Recommendation #4]  The Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) takes up these concerns in 
three areas 1) Deepening broad-based country ownership for policy dialogue (paragraphs 8, 10, 13, 
14 and 24); 2) Strengthening civil society as development actors (paragraphs 8, 13 and 20); and 3) 
Emphasizing accountability and transparency as powerful drivers of progress (paragraphs 22 and 
24). (See the detail for PD and AAA commitments in Annex 2.) 
 
7. The consultant has drawn from research presented to recent Cluster meetings (particularly 
its meeting, October 25, 2010 in Paris) as well as additional contributions from four areas of work 
brought together in the Cluster: the Broad-Based Democratic Ownership Group, the Task Team on 
Mutual Accountability, the Work-stream on Aid and Accountability (GovNet) and the Task Team on 
CSO Development Effectiveness and the Enabling Environment.  Interested constituencies 
associated with the Cluster, such as parliamentarians (AWEPA), civil society organizations, the 
European Centre for Development Policy Management (ECDPM) and the Commonwealth 
Secretariat were also consulted (see the list interviews in Annex 4).2 
 
8. The Report synthesizes key findings and recommendations in three broad thematic areas of 
Cluster work: 1) Broad-Based Ownership and Inclusive Policy Dialogue; 2) Enabling Civil Society as 
Development Actors; and 3) Strengthening Mutual and Domestic Accountability.  It sets out some 
proposals for messages and further debate that follow from the review of findings and 
recommendations.  It then concludes with some proposals for a convergence of messages for 
Cluster A.  A mapping of the research in each of the thematic areas can be found in the 
accompanying document, which is Annex 1 of this Report.  
 
9. There is a large body of highly relevant research, case studies and meta-studies on the 
challenges and issues for strengthening country ownership and accountability through 
international cooperation.  This Report provides only an overview of the research, presentations 
and discussions provided through Cluster A over the past 18 months.  Given the purposes in 
paragraph 3 above, the Report does not attempt a comprehensive summary of the often-detailed 
evidence presented; rather, the focus is on synthesizing findings and recommendations of the 
research as a framework for understanding potential messages for the Cluster going forward to 
Busan.  The Report proposes messages in two aspects – messages on ownership, enabling non-state 
actors, and accountability for Busan that build upon the progress and experience since Busan, and 
some proposals of issues for interactive sessions and political dialogue. 
 
10. The choice of findings and proposals to be highlighted has been guided by the Cluster 
mandate and its various sub-groups.  While informed by the nuanced outcomes of case study 
research, a short synthesis cannot do justice to their richness; the consultant alone is responsible 
for the selection and interpretation of the materials.  In determining messages for Cluster A, it is 
also clear that they cannot easily be separated from the experience of using country systems, 
transparency and predictable aid flows, conditionality, and the approach to strengthening 
capacities for financial management.  Such linkages should be explored, but an in-depth discussion 
of research in these important areas is beyond the scope of the Cluster and this Report.    

                                                        
2  A request for an interview with several additional constituencies were made, but could not be finalized in 
the time available to the consultant. 
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II  Key Findings and Messages for Busan 
 
A.  Broad-Based Ownership and Inclusive Policy Dialogue 
 
Findings presented to the Cluster: 
 
11. Understanding ownership as an endogenous political process        There is wide appreciation 
that the AAA represented progress in its elaboration of broad-based and inclusive ownership as an 
essential framework for improving aid effectiveness.  Indeed the Paris Declaration was in part 
rooted donor recognition that donor money and political power gave them disproportionate power 
and this inequality stood in the way of sustainable development outcomes.  But there remain 
significant differences on the meaning of “ownership” and its interpretation by various 
development stakeholders.  Whose ownership is a very complex issue, with “inclusiveness” strongly 
influenced by the positioning of the stakeholder (Collins 2010, Theisohn Interview).  Others make a 
distinction between inclusive ownership and rights-based democratic ownership (Dereymaeker 
Interview, Long Interview, BetterAid 2010a, Hauck & Land 2011, Hauck Interview).  The latter view 
is that democratic ownership is more precise, focusing attention on the institutional structures and 
processes whereby people claim their rights and establish authority over their own development 
priorities and resources, while “inclusive” remains highly subjective in its meaning.  
 
12. There are differing stakeholder views.  From the perspective of developing country 
governments, “ownership” emphasizes their exclusive leadership in coalescing country interests 
and in responding to the imperatives of international cooperation (i.e. sovereignty).  Paragraph 19 
of the AAA sets out some principles relating to national sovereignty.3  Other partner country 
stakeholders seek to reflect different but legitimate interests in “country ownership”, be they 
parliamentarians, CSOs, social actors or community-level associations (Collins Interview, Eyben 
Interview, Dereymaeker Interview). “Ownership of development” is widely viewed as a values-
driven political concept (Hauck & Land 2011, BetterAid 2010a), which can only be shaped through 
endogenous processes of citizen participation and engagement in development activities and policy 
deliberations.  For many CSOs citizen participation is not a discretionary choice by government, but 
rather the right to participate is a well-established obligation in international human rights law.4  
Within the context of the Working Party, ownership is largely understood as an aid issue inherently 
affected by donor-recipient power relationships, which may in various ways compromise recipient 
“ownership” of (or commitment to) development plans and outcomes (Eyben 2010, Whitefield 
2009).  Several studies however indicate that strengthened ownership should not be seen as a 
condition for successful aid, but rather as a means to sustainable development and a result in its 
own right. This is also how the Accra commitment to broadening and deepening the dialogue on 
development could be understood and taken forward (Keijzer et. al. 2010). 
 

                                                        
3  These principles in paragraph 19 include “non-interference in internal affairs, equality among developing 
partners and respect for their independence, national sovereignty, cultural diversity and identity and local 
content”. 
4   For example, the obligations for social dialogue is well established in ILO Conventions 87 (the right to 
organize) and 98 (collective bargaining) and there is a wealth of experience in social dialogue based on these 
ILO conventions (Dereymaeker Interview).  See also ILO Africa 2009 and ILO South Asia 2003. 
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13. Based on a review of 170 indicators of governance, Collins identifies five thematic areas that 
seem important for understanding inclusive ownership: the capacity and quality of choice available 
to a partner country; the legitimacy of leadership for government control and coordination of 
development; the freedom and capacities for participation of stakeholders; the qualities of 
‘donorship’; and the achievement of development outcomes (Collins 2010).  From the point of view 
of democratic ownership, Fonteneau and Huyse point to several preconditions – the recognition of 
a civil society that is legitimate, representative and having strong capacities; access to political 
rights by all stakeholders, and legitimate political structures within which the state, civil society 
and donors can act in the general public interest (Fonteneau & Huyse 2010).  Legitimate political 
structures for inclusive ownership include representative parliament, but also judiciary and other 
oversight bodies, local government, and consultative processes with civil society actors from local 
to national levels, including women’s organizations.  CSOs have also stressed the centrality of 
respecting, protecting and fulfilling human rights on the part of both partner governments and 
donors (political rights, freedoms of assembly and association, gender equality, decent work) as 
essential pre-conditions to enable civil society to be effective development actors for democratic 
country ownership (Open Forum 2010c).  
 
14. Ownership and the political dynamics of the aid relationship  Ownership has been 
described as a complex labyrinth of relationships that is characterized by a myriad of actors in 
constant and changing interaction with each other (Hauck & Land 2011).  Given the importance of 
women and promotion of their rights for development outcomes, the inclusion of women is a key 
development constituency (AWID 2010). The political realities affecting ownership will vary 
significantly country by country, depending on many factors – aid dependency, government 
commitment to development objectives, government openness to various stakeholders.  These 
actors include not only domestic development stakeholders, but also the proliferation of external 
donors as official agencies, private foundations or other non-state organizations.  But five years 
after the Paris Declaration, most studies point to a continued and often overwhelming influence of 
donor-driven agendas on development policy choices for many aid-dependent partner countries 
(Eyben 2010; BetterAid 2010a; Whitefield 2009; Open Forum 2010a).   Several studies identify 
increased pressures on partner country ownership arising from growing demands from 
constituencies in donor countries to demonstrate “value-for-money” with specific and quick results 
from their donor aid (Eyben 2010, Hauck & Land 2011).   
 
15. Given these inevitable power dynamics and political drivers within the aid relationship, a 
key framing question for “country ownership” (mainly by donors) has been what conditions might 
best lead to more equitable compromises between the donors and partner countries in aid 
negotiations. As noted above, important country differences arise when considering this question – 
what is the political context for country ownership?  What are the capacity realities that affect the 
potential for strong country leadership to propose and implement national development strategies 
within these negotiations (Collins Interview).   Whitefield’s case studies demonstrate that in a few 
cases high levels of aid need not lead to a significant loss of ownership: a key factor is the degree to 
which the partner country is vulnerable to “a state of permanent negotiations with donors”.  The 
latter has undermined ownership through decades of austerity conditions attached to plans to 
reduce indebtedness, which have weakened public services, fragmented development strategies, 
and increased political entanglement of interests between donors and political leadership 
(Whitefield 2010).   
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16. What are some enabling conditions for inclusive or democratic ownership?                     Case 
studies reveal that progress towards more inclusive ownership can and does happen in different 
government/donor processes at the country level and in specific micro development activities. 
Despite remaining relatively dependent on aid, several developing countries show signs of 
increased openness in government towards alternative policy positions put forward by specialized 
research organizations and other actors in society that are involved in conducting policy relevant 
research.  Studies suggests however that there are greater challenges for sustaining legitimate 
institutions for democratic ownership and people claiming their rights in many countries 
(Dereymaeker Interview, ACT Alliance 2010, Benequista 2010, ILO 2008, Keijzer et. al. 2010).  
 
17. Opportunities for more inclusive ownership at the meso or micro level can arise from 
deliberate donor/partner efforts to work with or facilitate coalitions for reform with like-minded 
actors.  These relationships often bridge state and non-state development actors, which may in turn 
have unpredictable influence on development outcomes in the wider policy arena (Eyben 2010, 
Keijzer et. al. 2010, Hauck & Land 2011, Inter-Parliamentary Union 2009).   Local governments, 
with their roots in social, economic and political fabric of communities, have been important 
avenues for inclusive local processes that build ownership for transformative change from the 
ground up (UCLG 2010).   Where parliamentary capacities are strong, parliamentarians are 
becoming more engaged in aid processes, and increased interaction between parliamentarians and 
local and national civil society, as well as other non-state development actors, tends to strengthen 
the performance of all stakeholder groups (Balch Interview).  The basis for these practical 
expressions of ownership is the participation of all partners as a development actor in their own 
right, and not as a means to a donor or government end (Hauck & Land 2011, Advisory Group 
2008). 
 
18. There are number of summary approaches that have been recognized as essential for both 
inclusive and democratic ownership: 

 Strengthening parliamentary processes, as the representative voice of people, and their 
capacities to engage in the determination of development priorities and strategies is an 
essential feature of democratic governance and democratic ownership of development.   

 Respect for the diversity of policy perspectives from various development actors, such as 
civil society, whose contributions to development will inform national strategies, but as 
actors in their own right their development activities may not necessarily directly align with 
these strategies (Advisory Group 2008; Open Forum 2010a).  

 Acknowledgement and strengthening of the role of local government as institutions and 
officials accountable to local citizens who can foster an environment of collaboration and 
dialogue based on local needs (UCLG 2010). 

 A focus on people relationships within international cooperation is essential, with an 
emphasis on and the strengthening of needed capacities for cross-cultural, cross-political 
networking relationships on all sides (Eyben 2010). 

 Access to nuanced and broad-based knowledge underlies the capacities for ownership, 
recognizing the existing knowledge of partners, strengthening knowledge areas identified 
by them and other social actors, and operating from a political informed perspective on the 
part of the donor (Hauck & Land 2011). 
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 The complex web of organizations trying to inform policy processes, of which some with 
support from donors, as well as the complex causal link between their contributions and 
actual increases in inclusive and democratic ownership, underlines the importance of 
moving beyond the presently inadequate investments in monitoring and evaluation (Keijzer 
et al. 2010).   

 Donors should avoid rapid rotation of donor officials at the country level, seek out diverse 
perspectives from relevant development actors outside capitals, and work collectively with 
other development actors through a diversity of support options and modalities, while 
avoiding excessive fragmentation (Hauck & Land 2011). 

 Donors should work from a capacity development perspective, taking on board learning in 
international cooperation, accepting complexity and diversity, while avoiding hands-on 
approaches and the accompanying power dynamics (see paragraph 21 below). 

 
19. Can ownership be meaningfully measured?  The Cluster responded and supported 
the Optional Survey Module on Assessing Inclusive Ownership, which is now part of the 2011 
Survey on Monitoring the Paris Declaration.  While acknowledging the weakness of the Paris 
indicator for ownership, several Cluster informants were also skeptical about both the survey 
process itself and the usefulness of the option module as additional indicators (Collins 2010, Eyben 
Interview, Theisohn Interview).   As complex processes of social and political interactions, the 
achievement of country inclusive or democratic ownership of development strategies is not 
practically measurable as such.  A review of more than 170 current indicators for governance, state 
fragility and development outcomes provide data from which not to measure, but to better 
understand enabling conditions for ownership (Collins 2010).   Developing this understanding will 
be informed through a variety of methodologies, particularly good practice case studies, but it can 
also benefit from careful analysis outcomes of empirical studies that utilize these and other 
indicators of citizen participation. 
 
20. Similarly, Fonteneau and Huyse reviewed indicators for CSO participation in policy 
processes and for measuring the results of this participation as a dimension of ownership.  They 
point to many indicators documenting the capacities of civil society, but they conclude that few 
measure participation.  There is also little experience-based analysis applying those indicators that 
exit (Fonteneau & Huyse 2010).  Donor agency civil society sections have also been grappling with 
conceptual and methodological challenges in measuring the overall impact of their civil society 
support programs. Donors are faced with finding a balance between encouraging monitoring and 
evaluation (M&E) practices that enable the organizations they support and themselves to learn, 
while avoiding placing excessive M&E demands which can reduce the capacity of their partners.  A 
large numbers of donor-supported interventions are not easily aggregated and related to 
effectiveness indicators (Griffin & Judge, 2010, Keijzer et al. 2010). 
 
21. Strengthening capacity development for inclusive ownership              The OECD DAC 
Capacity Development Unit is working closely with the informal Learning Network on Capacity 
Development (LenCD), made up of capacity development (CD) analysts and practitioners.  They are 
applying CD lessons to strengthen implementation of the AAA capacity development 



 9 

commitments.5   A broad consensus on the importance and best practice on how to support CD has 
emerged from a decade of work by these networks as well as the work of other actors such a 
international CSOs. There is also broad agreement that aid practitioners do not “do capacity 
development”, but rather CD results from complex political and technical processes over time.  Any 
support for CD, be it from donors, civil society or government, is one of facilitation and 
accompaniment (Guizzardi 2010, Guizzardi & Theisohn Interview).   But there is also recognition 
that a large gap exists between these norms and lessons for CD and actual donor practice and 
incentives that drive aid programming (DCD2011B).  
 
22. A wealth of CD experience suggests that readiness for behavioral change is an essential 
condition for realizing increased capacity (DCD2011B).   Such readiness can be measured by both 
human resource and financial commitments to CD processes.  But it is also noted that capacities for 
donor officials to engage and build relationships is often key to practices that strengthen 
ownerships.   But such capacities are often invisible ingredients in the effectiveness of aid (Eyben 
2010 and Interview).   
 
23. Several factors have been identified as important for strengthening donor relationship 
building capacities: 1) Give value to these facilitation / engagement capacities in recruitment 
including listening skills; 2) Give organizational permission to invest officials time in relationships; 
3) Create opportunities to learn country context with longer-term placements in country offices; 
and 4) Reduce mechanistic monitoring and reporting activities (Eyben 2010 and Interview, 
Whitefield 2009).   
 
24. In an examination of CSO support for capacity building in partner countries, issues that are 
likely common for other CD practitioners were raised: 1) Proliferation of fragmented, short term, 
supply driven initiatives; 2) The lack of enabling conditions for recipients to take up CD 
opportunities; 3) The lack of consideration for the risks and distortions that might be created from 
donor-directed approaches; and 4) The difficulty in measuring the impact of CD (Guizzardi 2010).  
Finally, experience points to the importance of changing incentives with respect to CD initiatives in 
the implementation of result management frameworks commonly practiced by donors.  Results 
frameworks and reporting requirements must provide greater flexibility and adaptation to CD 
approaches.  They should give stronger recognition of CD skills in achieving development results, 
including those related to relationship building noted above (DCD2011B, Eyben Interview). 
 
Messages and Issues for Interactive Sessions / Political Debate: 
 
25. The following messages on inclusive and broad-based ownership are reflected in the 
evidence and discussion presented by Cluster A: 

a) Reaffirming and clarify country ownership The Working Party should reaffirm, but also 
clarify with all stakeholders and in practical terms, “country ownership” in international 
cooperation, whether inclusive, broad-based or democratic, as a crucial but elusive 

                                                        
5  The DAC’s The Challenge of Capacity Development: Working Towards Good Practice (2006) defines capacity 
as “the ability of people, organizations and society as a whole to manage their affairs successfully”.  Capacity 
development “is the process whereby people, organizations and society as a whole unleash, strengthen, 
create, adapt, and maintain capacity over time”. 
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condition for the effectiveness of aid in delivering development results and impact, as well 
as a development result in its own right.  

b) Essential conditions and best practices to strengthen democratic governance     The Working 
Party and its constituent stakeholders should focus less on trying to measure ownership as 
a condition, and more on multi-stakeholder processes of dialogue at the country and global 
level for understanding and learning about essential conditions and best practices by all 
stakeholders that strengthen national and local institutions and processes for democratic 
governance.  A great deal needs to be learned, between and within donors and partner 
country governments, on the diversity of policy making processes encountered and how the 
quality thereof can be strengthened.  A key question to clarify is the relationship of human 
rights and democratic governance to development outcomes.    

c) Political conditions for government leadership in development           Governments are 
effective as development actors when they coalesce diverse domestic support for a 
development vision and strategy and provide clear leadership on priorities that follow from 
this strategy.  The legitimacy of government development strategies therefore depends 
upon consistent government practices related to roles and opportunities for structured 
policy dialogue on development with parliament (political parties), local government, a 
diversity of civil society organizations voices, the media, the private sector and other 
domestic social actors (see also key messages on governments, CSOs and other non-state 
actors in the following section).  Inclusive country ownership requires government and 
non-state development actors, including local government, to seek ways to work together 
for development, based on respect for the right of non-state development actors to conduct 
independent research and have views and activities independent of national strategies.  The 
latter have the right to receive direct external financing for their development initiatives, 
consistent with the realization of human rights in these societies.  These political conditions 
vary greatly from country to country. 

d) Institutional conditions for government leadership in development                     Institutional 
conditions for structuring developing country governments’ leadership in development also 
vary considerable, relating to 1) a coordinated public service with specific policy objectives 
derived from national development plans; 2) allocation of national revenue and only accept 
donor aid for these priorities; 3) structuring well-coordinated (centralized) aid 
management systems with donors; 4) decentralization of resources and resources to local 
governments on an equitable basis for local development activities, and 5) enabling real 
parliamentary oversight.   

e) Policies and practices of donors to enable country ownership  The policies and 
practices of donors continue to strongly influence the degree to which specific on-the-
ground aid relationships respect and promote country ownership and sustainable 
development outcomes.  Donor policies and practices, which aim to be consistent with 
strengthening inclusive or democratic country ownership, take account of the following 
enabling conditions: 

 Sufficient time and space for donor officials to understand how policy works in a given 
country context, with resources and capacities to facilitate, not direct, local multi-
stakeholder development initiatives with a shared interest in reforms; 
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 Agency incentives, oversight policies and officials capacities through which donors, 
individually and collectively, “step back” from day-to-day involvement in domestic 
decision-making arenas (such as the management of sector programs) and provide 
flexible facilitating support. 

 Sustained engagement with a wide variety of pro-poor reform-oriented development 
actors and networks, providing neutral convening opportunities for such actors – local 
policy research centers, parliamentarians, civil servants, local governments, civil society 
and other social actors, the private sector and other donors – to share experience, learn 
and form like-minded partnerships. 

 Facilitation of enabling country conditions and institutional mechanisms for the right to 
organize and participate in development for all citizens, and particularly for poor and 
marginalized populations.   

 Adequate investments in monitoring and evaluation need to be made in view of the 
complex theory of change behind strengthening inclusive and broad-based ownership, 
the need to avoid ‘one-size fits all’ approaches, and the importance of acknowledging 
what donors and partners do not yet know and need to learn more 

f) Incentives for effective capacity development  Donors need to address internal 
incentives that give priority to putting capacity development objectives and proven 
approaches into practice, improve their own capacities, while reducing rigid institutional 
barriers (quick results and rigid disbursement schedules etc.).  Country stakeholders must 
also invest in leadership to determine capacity development needs, put their own resources 
and the staff time to improve capacity in priority areas. 

 
26. Several issue areas were identified as possible topics that might structure future political 
debate on country ownership as shared principle for aid and development policy: 

a)   Clarifying the relationship between country ownership and national sovereignty        Are 
conditions for “country ownership” primarily a donor-derived framework based on finding 
compromises for irreconcilable power dynamics and differing interests in donor-recipient 
aid relationships?  How can practices to strengthen “country ownership” be informed by 
principles related to national sovereignty (see paragraph 19 of the AAA) and the implication 
of these principles for development cooperation, learning from the practices of developing 
country donors?  How can partner countries, supported by donors, as genuine development 
partners, be concerned about and find ways to improve evidence-based policy making for 
development?  Can principles governing national sovereignty shape an alternative 
development cooperation framework between donors and developing country 
governments, which bring on board non-DAC donors, while also retaining important human 
rights of peoples’ participation and empowerment essential to realizing development 
impacts for poor and vulnerable population? 

b) Donor practices and working in capacity development framework  What are the core 
competencies, fundamental capacities and related resources for inclusive or democratic 
ownership?  How can donors (official and non-state) reconcile the influence of their 
domestic constituencies for short-term “value-for-money”, and institutional cultures with 
donor practices required to deepen a capacity development culture in international 
cooperation?  How can the need for institutional honesty about what should not be 
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expected to be achieved in the short-run, be reconciled with the need to prove the worth of 
development cooperation?  What are the enabling conditions for stakeholders in partner 
countries to assume greater leadership in setting and responding to priorities for capacity 
development needs?  

 
B.  Enabling Civil Society and other Non-State Actors for Development 
 
Findings presented to the Cluster: 
 
27. Task Team on CSO Development Effectiveness and the Enabling Environment        The 
Task Team has been the post-Accra multi-stakeholder forum for support and learning related to 
independent CSO aid and development effectiveness processes.  It is also coordinating dialogue on 
issues in four thematic areas that follow from AAA paragraphs 13 and 20:  1) CSOs as independent 
development actors; 2) Donor models of support for CSOs as development actors; 3) Improved CSO 
accountability and transparency; and 4) CSOs and inclusive policy dialogue.  The Task Team has 
received and discussed recent research on donor modalities for CSO support, facilitated by the 
“Donor Group on CSOs and Aid Effectiveness”.6  It has encouraged a sharing of the outcomes from 
extensive consultative processes by the Open Forum on CSO Development Effectiveness (Open 
Forum 2010a), the BetterAid Coordinating Group (BACG) and the Reality of Aid Network and other 
research by individual CSOs and their networks.7  In January, the Task Team is finalizing short 
papers summarizing messages in these four areas, based on its body of work and deliberations.8   
 
28.  CSO and donor-sponsored research highlights a core question shaping Task Team 
deliberations:  Is there a basic tension between the priorities of the Paris/Accra aid effectiveness 
agenda and the commitment to support a diverse and vibrant civil society as development actors in 
their own right (Griffin & Judge 2010; Open Forum 2010a)?  In recent years, many bilateral 
agencies, influenced by the Paris/Accra agenda, have shifted their policies and practices with 
regard to civil society.  Donor research has confirmed that modalities for support of civil society 
have also become more oriented to perceived imperatives arising from commitment to implement 
the Paris Principles (DCD 2011a, Karlstedt 2010).  Among these shifts, donors have given more 

                                                        
6  This Donor Group is made up of donor officials from agency civil society sections and has been meeting 
alongside the multi-stakeholder Task Team.  While the Group has its own work-plan, it reports and 
contributes research and analysis as donor members of the Task Team.   
7  The outcomes of the Open Forum consultations (Open Forum 2010a) and its first Global Assembly (2010b) 
have been key documents for the Task Team, which participated in a multi-stakeholder day at the Istanbul 
Global Assembly at the end of September 2010.  The Task Team will focus attention in coming months on the 
Open Forum’s proposals for donor and government enabling conditions in its Draft International Framework 
on CSO Development Effectiveness (Open Forum 2010c).  In parallel, CSOs in various countries will be 
discussing guidelines based on the Istanbul Principles to apply to their own practices as development actors.  
CSOs will then agree at a second Global Assembly, mid-2011, on a final International Framework on CSO 
Development Effectiveness, which will be presented at Busan.  CSO overall messages for Busan will be brought 
together in 2011 within the CSO BetterAid Platform as the Open Forum and BetterAid coordinate 
preparations for Busan, while retaining their separate mandates.   
8 This section of the Report takes advantage of preliminary drafts of several of these papers (Task Team 
2011a & 2011b). 
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emphasis to direct support to strengthening civil societies in developing countries (Griffin & Judge 
2010, DCD 2010, Nordic Plus Group 2007). However, evidence that these mechanisms against 
“traditional” long-standing North/South civil society or sectoral partnerships produce better 
outcomes for development and/or civil society has yet to be presented (Dereymaeker Interview). 
 
29. Most donors now acknowledge in their civil society policies the importance of donor 
support for active and stronger citizenship participation in development in developing countries as 
an end in itself.  According to a recent compilation of case study research by academic institutions, 
active citizenship contributes to more responsive states services, advances the protection and 
extension of human rights, and cultivates a culture of democracy and accountability (Gaventa & 
Barrett 2010, Benequista 2010, Hauck & Land 2010).  However, at the same time, CSO research and 
case studies document a more constraining enabling environment for CSOs in some developing 
countries and in donor practices of engagement with civil society and their modalities of CSO 
support (Act Alliance 2010, Open Forum 2010a). 
 
30. In applying the Paris Principles to CSOs, the Accra Agenda for Action calls for an enrichment 
of these principles and strengthened enabling conditions, based on an understanding of the roles of 
CSOs as development actors “in their own right”.9  However, evidence presented to the Task Team 
indicates that donors and governments have made little progress in addressing, and in some 
instances have reversed, these enabling conditions. 

 Since Accra there has been thorough documentation of a narrowing in varying degrees of 
the democratic and legal space for CSOs to fulfill their development roles, and in particular 
for CSOs monitoring of government development policies and practices or seeking to 
influence these policies or defend human rights (Open Forum 2010a, ACT Alliance 2010, 
Tiwana & Belay 2010, Meja 2010, Gaventa & Barrett 2010, International Center for Not-for-
Profit Law 2010, ILO 2008).  These restrictions take a number of forms and degrees of 
severity (use of administrative regulation and restrictive legislation, threats and 
intimidation, use of counter-terrorism discourse and measures, and criminalization / 
repression of CSO work).  However, there are also no easily identifiable trends, as different 
measures can be observed in both authoritarian states and formal democracies (ACT 
Alliance 2010).  Based on extensive case research, important dimensions of an enabling 
legal framework for CSOs in developing countries have also been identified.10 

 Research by Civicus and the International Center for Not-for-Profit Law has documented in 
                                                        
9  This enrichment for each Paris Principle has been elaborated by the Advisory Group on CSOs and Aid 
Effectiveness (Advisory Group 2008).  The Advisory Group also drew together case studies that exemplify 
ways that CSOs are working, consistent with this enriched approach to the Paris Principles (Lavergne & Wood 
2009).  For an elaboration of different and widely accepted roles for CSOs as development actors see Open 
Forum 2010c, Annex 2 and Advisory Group 2008. 
10  See International Center for Not-for-Profit Law and UNDP, “The Role of Legal Reform in Supporting Civil 
Society: An Introductory Primer”, August 2009, accessible at 
http://www.icnl.org/knowledge/pubs/UNDP%20ICNL%20Primer.pdf.  Case studies for ACT Alliance point 
to the legal framework for NGOs in Malawi adopted in 2000: “The law serves the purpose of ensuring 
equitable sectoral and geographical distribution of NGOs activities, accountability and transparency of NGOs 
in their activities, coordination and consultation with the government in the implementation of NGOs 
activities and uniformity in the interpretation of policies. This would assist NGOs to contribute to 
development through the provision of social services and the creation of employment” (ACT Alliance 2010). 

http://www.icnl.org/knowledge/pubs/UNDP%20ICNL%20Primer.pdf
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some instances the use of the Paris Principles to justify inappropriate regulation of foreign 
assistance for CSOs and to undermine legitimate activities of CSOs.  Some governments 
have deliberately used a narrow interpretation of “country ownership” as justification to 
restrict international support for CSOs, particularly those who are adversarial. Similarly, 
“alignment” is used to control and insist on harmonization of all CSO development activities 
with national development strategies (Tiwana & Belay 2010, ICNPL 2010).  Such measures 
contradict commitments made in Accra to more “inclusive ownership” bringing into 
“country ownership” a diversity of approaches to development (Hauck & Land 2011).   It 
also raises serious questions concerning the application of human rights standards and 
democratic principles, which have been seen to be essential conditions for advancing 
development goals of empowerment, gender equality and decent work (BetterAid 2010a, 
Open Forum 2010a & 2010b, Long Interview).  

 Donor policies and practices in facilitating an enabling environment for CSOs as 
independent development actors have been mixed at best (Task Team 2011a, Lindstrom 
Interview, Long Interview, Dereymaeker Interview).   While donors provide significant 
resources for CSOs under different modalities, the Open Forum consultations in both donor 
and developing countries identified a wide range of concerns about current donor 
practices: lack of clarity about policies and expectations from CSO programming, high 
transaction costs, direct interference with local CSOs, highly directive and complex funding 
modalities, among others (Open Forum 2010a).  A review of donor policies and practices by 
the OECD Development Cooperation Directorate (DCD), not yet finalized, confirms a 
number of these challenges in donor funding modalities (DCD 2011a).   
The DCD is currently reviewing the degree to which there is statistical evidence regarding 
donor funding to CSOs for donor-determined priority areas (as implementing partners), 
versus CSO-designed programs based on their own determined activities (including core 
funding support for CSOs as actors in their own right) (DCD 2011a).  A SIDA-initiated 
review of donor conditions and requirements associated with CSO financing found that 
about half of those surveyed expected CSOs to work on either donor priorities or national 
development plans as a condition for funding (Karlstedt 2010).   
Donors can be inconsistent and overly rigid in their requirements for funding proposals, 
monitoring and reporting, and that this can put an unnecessarily heavy administrative 
burden on CSOs and on the official donors (Task Team 2011a). On a positive note, the 
Donor Group on CSO Development Effectiveness has been exploring areas where greater 
harmonization in donor conditions, aligned more closely with CSOs own systems, may be 
possible to ease some of the current transaction costs (Karlstedt 2010). 
A Synthesis of more than 60 Open Form consultations identifies a comprehensive set of 
CSO proposals for donor conditions to enabling CSO development effectiveness, focusing on 
1) Practical avenues of support for human rights to organize, assemble and speak, 2) 
Policies for respectful partnerships with independent CSOs, 3) Reform of conditions for 
funding, 4) Improved transparency of information, and 5) Inclusive policy dialogue, all 
consistent with their recognition of CSOs as development actors in their own right (Open 
Forum 2010c, Annex 3).  The Task Team will continue in the coming months in 2011 to 
organize a focused multi-stakeholder dialogue based on these Open Forum proposals and 
the research of the Donor Group. 



 15 

 Over the past four years, a group of donors (the Nordic Plus Group) have been exploring the 
country CSO dynamics for strategic joint models of direct support for southern CSOs 
(Nordic Plus Group 2007 & 2008).  Increased donor coordination through country-based 
joint programmatic support of Southern CSO-managed funding mechanisms is expected to 
improve broad-based Southern CSO capacities and local CSO accountability.  Interest in the 
use of multi-donor in-country funding mechanisms has grown as they are seen to be 
consistent with donor commitments to ownership and harmonization (Griffin & Judge 
2010).  While these modalities have been implemented in a number of African countries, a 
follow-up case study of donors and CSOs in Zambia challenged some of the assumptions 
and pointed to the importance of diverse funding mechanisms in support of CSOs (SIDA 
2010).  

There is a need to systematically examine the political and financial implications of these 
mechanisms against donor purposes and commitment in supporting CSOs as development 
actors.  What are the impacts on the strengths and diversity of the civil society as a whole 
and on support for different CSO partnerships and institutions (Task Team 2011a, 
Dereymaeker Interview)?  An emphasis on diverse funding mechanisms is also reinforced 
in academic literature (Hauck & Land 2011). Indeed other studies (DCD 2011a; Karlstedt 
2010) document the continued use of a wide range of donor modalities largely directed 
towards support for CSOs based in donor countries, with many different terms and 
conditions, some of which are seen to undermine CSO effectiveness (as noted above). 

 Donor support clearly continues for Northern-based international CSOs.  But it is sometimes 
accompanied by a trend in questioning the role and partnerships of these international 
CSOs.   In its most crude form, donor calculations reduce CSO international partnerships 
solely to considerations of “value-for-money” (Griffin & Judge 2010).  Other observers, 
including some Southern CSOs, have challenged both the roles of international CSOs, 
current modalities of CSO partnerships, and the impact on domestic civil society in 
developing countries (Open Forum 2010a).11  In agreeing to the Istanbul Principles for CSO 
Development Effectiveness, CSOs involved in the Open Forum across many countries, 
including those in donor countries, have committed to examining their own practices 
against these principles.  In doing so, they will be taking account guidelines and proposals 
for greater CSO accountability for their implementation by CSOs as set out in the Draft 
Framework for CSO Development Effectiveness (Open Forum 2010a, 2010b, 2010c).  
 

31. Donors and governments welcomed the Open Forum process in AAA paragraph 20.  In 
doing so, they made specific reference to the need to improve coordination of CSO efforts with 
government programs, enhance CSO accountability for results, and improve information on CSO 
activities.  Evidence of progress by CSOs in these areas is largely based on current practices in many 
countries and the implications and intentions arising from the Open Forum adoption of the Istanbul 
Principles. As the outcomes of the Open Forum evolve in 2011, issues of implementation and 
accountability will be increasingly addressed by CSOs in multi-stakeholder processes in the Task 
Team and the Working Party. 
                                                        
11 NGOs in both donor and developing countries may need to take account evidence from case studies that 
suggest that associational or movement-oriented CSOs in developing countries were more strongly linked to 
positive outcomes from citizens' participation than through formal NGO participation in structured 
governance spaces (Gaventa & Barrett 2010). 
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32. Several Open Forum consultations documented existing global accountability mechanisms, 
which are growing in number and diversity in many developing country CSO settings.  The Synthesis 
of these consultations identifies strengths and weaknesses of different approaches to improve CSO 
accountability; some of these are also reflected in the proposed Framework guidelines for 
implementing the Istanbul Principles (Open Forum 2010a and Open Forum 2010c).  Many CSOs 
have always worked with a strong commitment to mutual learning to improve their development 
results, creating and sharing knowledge with a diversity of development stakeholders including 
donors, government, and the private sector.    
 
33.  The Open Forum acknowledged the importance, but also some complex issues, in improving 
CSO transparency, given their numbers and diversity.  The Istanbul Principles set in motion 
improved practices in transparency as “the basis for public trust, while enhancing CSO credibility 
and legitimacy” (Open Forum 2010a & 2010c).  CSOs, alongside donors and governments, have 
been active participants in the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI).  
 
34.   Inclusive Policy Dialogue  The AAA calls for “broadening country-level policy 
dialogue on development”.  Unfortunately there is not a large body of evidence from which to 
systematically assess progress in implementing these commitments.  Some research however 
discusses inclusive policy dialogue as an aspect of broad-based and inclusive country ownership of 
development strategies (Collins 2010, Keijzer et. al. 2010; Hauck & Land 2011; Eyben 2010).  While 
not necessarily shared by others, one informant suggests the term “policy dialogue” sometimes 
masks the underlying politics of relationships and suggests that “policy negotiations” or “policy 
diplomacy” would more accurately reflect reality (Hauck Interview). 
 
35. Policy dialogue for inclusive or democratic ownership necessarily straddles the 
state/society divide, challenging stakeholders such as CSOs to explore different forms of 
engagement as space for dialogue becomes available with state institutions and other development 
stakeholders (Hauck Interview).  Parliamentarians in some instances have pro-actively sought civil 
society voices, which require capacities and resources on all sides for effective dialogue.  Local 
government, in the context of decentralization, can engage local constituencies, including 
marginalized groups, women and youth, in municipal decision-making processes that contribute to 
the formulation of more inclusive public policies and programs. 
 
36. On the other hand, CSOs have identified barriers for inclusive policy dialogue (Long 
Interview, Dereymaeker Interview), as well as important enabling conditions. The evidence comes 
from the Open Forum process (Open Forum 2010a), case studies on the political and operational 
space for civil society development actors (Meja 2010 and case studies prepared for ACT Alliance 
2010).  Barriers include lack of institutionalize processes, selectivity of participants to shape the 
outcome, including absence of grassroots perspectives, weak capacities for listening and engaging 
respectfully on all sides, participants ill-prepared for strategic compromises, the absence of timely 
and relevant information for preparation, and uncertain receptivity to diverse input particularly 
those that challenge government policies (Meja 2010, Long Interview; Sherlock Interview).  
Parliamentarians working through AWEPA have made strong representation about the exclusion of 
parliament and its centrality in policy dialogue that should be (but is normally not) determining 
and monitoring national development strategies (Balch Interview, AWEPA nd, Folscher 2009).  A 
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number of donors, coordinated by DANIDA, have launched a joint evaluation on donor support to 
civil society engagement in policy dialogue, with a report to be prepared for later in 2011. 
 
37. Enabling broad-based participation in policy processes requires not only access to formal 
and informal channels for consultation, but also enabling conditions of political freedoms derived 
from human rights (assembly, speech, organization) and stakeholder capacities to take advantage 
of these opportunities (Collins 2010, Sherlock Interview, Dereymaeker Interview).   Several 
informants pointed to important civil society and government capacities that may lead to more 
“constructive engagement” between stakeholders (analytical and logistical preparation skills, 
influencing and organizing capacities, communications skills) (Sherlock Interview, Guizzardi & 
Theisohn Interview).   
 
38. Independent policy analysis based on access to information and government/donor 
transparency is an essential enabler for effective policy dialogue.  But whose analysis is relevant, 
how are stakeholders able to use information, and who assesses the relevance and quality of 
analysis, are key questions (Keijzer in Cluster meeting discussion).  Several factors affect the 
effective use of independent research generated by research organizations in policy making 
processes: 1) These processes must be transparent and open to incorporate policy research; 2) 
Policy research must be context-appropriate and able to be taken into policy processes; 3) Research 
is inclusive by linking broader constituencies to the policy process; and 4) Research is supported in 
ways that preserve the independence and legitimacy of the research organization (Keijzer et. al 
2010; Sherlock interview). These considerations are likely to resonate with CSOs and other 
development stakeholders as they structure their engagement with policy processes. 
 
39. Case studies on the actual experience of development stakeholders in policy dialogue 
provide a few modest examples of trends towards good practice, but most suggest that progress has 
been minimal since Accra (and perhaps moving backwards) (Long Interview).  ACT Alliance case 
studies point to some positive experiences of inclusive policy dialogue and processes in the peace 
process in Guatemala, in Brazil with respect to Councils and Conferences on Rights and Politics, and 
in initiatives in Indonesia and the Philippines.  Another study pointed to improved quality of 
dialogue in Ghana where CSOs have created a platform to monitor the implementation of the Paris / 
Accra agenda.  But these examples are often very context-specific and are overwhelmed by cases 
where political space for civil society in inclusive policy dialogue is narrowing, as noted above.  
Even where seen as positive, CSOs comment that multi-stakeholder consensus is often not 
implemented, minimal government resources are put to promising consultative efforts, spaces are 
transitory, as they are often come from imposed requirements by donors, and leadership and 
capacity in civil society is sometimes weak.12   
 
40. A study of three African countries revealed that CSO-official donor dialogue on policy issues 
is virtually non-existent, with the justification that such engagement might undermine government 
ownership.  At the same time the researcher found that often CSOs were not monitoring donors at 
the national level (Meja 2010).  On the other side, a DCD study of donor policies found that all 
donors were committed to consulting civil society and the latter reported that they believed CSOs 
to be satisfied with these processes.  However, CSOs in many of the same donor countries reported 
                                                        
12  Derived from case studies associated with ACT Alliance 2010 and Meja 2010. 
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that the processes were inadequate in terms of timeliness, meaningfulness and ongoing feedback 
on the outcomes of the consultations (DCD 2011a).  
 
41.   Finally, parliamentarians are increasingly concerned that they have been systematically 
excluded from the aid process.  Where they are effective and balanced in their representation 
(Huack Interview), parliaments are uniquely situated to undertake outreach and draw upon local 
constituency experiences to work with governments and donors to determine national 
development policy and strategies (Hudson & Tsekpo 2009).  Similarly case studies of local 
governments and aid effectiveness establish some examples where local governments effectively 
coalesce local constituencies for policy engagement with national governments (UCLG 2010).    
 
42. More work is required on case studies on inclusion in policy-making processes.  There is a 
need to draw out more systematically the practices that contribute to success and those that 
reinforce barriers, including sensitive questions on how donors strengthen or not inclusive 
domestic policy processes.  Indeed, case studies should also focus on practices in donor countries, 
examining with domestic stakeholders, these same success factors and barriers for effective 
democratic inclusion of these stakeholders in donors’ own development policy-making processes. 
 
Messages and Issues for Interactive Sessions / Political Debate: 
 
43. The following messages on enabling civil society and other non-state actors for 
development are reflected in the evidence and discussion presented by Cluster A: 

a) Civil society as independent development actors Civil society organizations are a 
vibrant and essential feature in the democratic life of countries across the globe.  The 
Working Party should reaffirm the AAA recognition of CSOs as independent development 
actors, whose roles in development complement but are distinct from those of government 
and the private sector, whether in the provision of services, or contributing to policy 
dialogue or monitoring policies and laws related to development. 

b) Acknowledgement of the Open Forum process and endorsement of the Istanbul Principles        
The Working Party should acknowledge the outcomes of the CSO-led Open Forum on CSO 
Development Effectiveness by endorsing the Istanbul Principles for CSO Development 
Effectiveness as the basis for CSOs to realize their full potential as development actors.  As 
CSOs commit to strengthen their own practices and accountability to the Istanbul 
Principles13, donors and government should agree to continue a structured engagement 
with CSOs at country and global levels on proposals for creating corresponding enabling 
environments for CSO development effectiveness.   Among some proposals to be 
considered: 

 Continue efforts to harmonize donor terms and conditions that align to CSO systems and 
ownership by CSOs’ local partners and communities, in consultation with CSOs; 

 Support increased autonomy and local CSO capacity through multi-donor trust funds in 
developing countries, under the management of CSO platforms or joint initiatives, 

                                                        
13  CSO commitments to strengthen their practices and accountability in relation to these Principles will be 
found in the CSO International Framework for CSO Development Effectiveness, which will be presented by 
the Open Forum to the HLF$4. 



 19 

where local CSOs initiate and demonstrate democratic ownership and management of 
these funds.  

 Undertake a review of the effectiveness of different donor funding mechanisms for 
CSOs, their terms and conditions, for enabling CSO roles in development, using the 
Istanbul Principles as a basis for assessing CSO development outcomes.  This review 
should aim to increase core/programme support to CSOs that have the capacity to 
manage such resources.  An appropriate mix of funds and mechanisms should 
operationalize the principles of diversity, outreach and accessibility in donor support 
models.  

 Strengthen donor support for peer-to-peer initiatives (trade unions, parliamentarians, 
south-south exchanges) to increase opportunities for shared learning and relevant 
capacity development. 

c) Work with the Special Rapporteur on the Freedom of Peaceful Assembly and Association    
All governments have an obligation to uphold basic human rights – among others, the right 
to association, the right to assembly, the freedom of expression and gender equality.  The 
Working Party should reaffirm the importance of these basic rights as a pre-condition for 
effective development.  The Working Party members should welcome the intent of the 
Human Rights Council to appoint a Special Rapporteur on the Freedom of Peaceful 
Assembly and Association.14   Working Party members should work with this office and 
should encourage multi-stakeholder processes, work with country-based monitors, to 
deepen engagement on the conditions and best practices in laws, regulations and policies 
governing CSOs, which in their implementation strengthen the diversity of CSOs and fully 
accommodate their agreed roles in development.  As noted earlier in the text 
(paragraph12), the ILO also has considerable experience in reporting and supervisory 
mechanisms as well as evidence of both good practices and violations of these rights. 

d) Make more inclusive and open country level policy dialogue                     Building on the AAA 
commitment to broadening country level policy dialogue on developing strategies and their 
implementation, Working Party members should encourage pilot initiatives in a select 
number of developing countries, based on 

 Investment in improved stakeholder capacities for systematic and institutionalized 
policy dialogue, including trust funds at the country level that are independently 
managed to provide financial support; 

 Transparency and access to timely information for informed policy dialogue; 

                                                        
14  At its 15th Session, the Human Rights Council passed a resolution (A/HRC/15/L.23*) on September 27, 2010, 
reaffirming the importance of the rights to freedom of peaceful assembly and of association.  The same 
resolution decides to appoint for a three year term a Special Rapporteur “to gather all relevant information, 
including national practices and experiences, relating to the promotion and protection of the rights to freedom 
of peaceful assembly and of association, to study trends, developments and challenges in relation to the exercise 
of these rights, and to make recommendations on ways and means to ensure the promotion and protection of 
the rights to freedom of peaceful assembly and of association in all their manifestations”.  The Rapporteur in 
his/her first report will identify best practices that promote and protect these rights, will identify violations of 
these rights, and will consult widely with all relevant stakeholders.  At the time of writing the Special 
Rapporteur has not yet been appointed.  See www.icnl.org/knowledge/news/2010/FOA%20Final.pdf.  

http://www.icnl.org/knowledge/news/2010/FOA%20Final.pdf


 20 

 Recognition of the responsibilities and contributions of parliament and local 
government, as appropriate to their roles, mandates and legal obligations; 

 Extension of CSO engagement to assure inclusion of views from grassroots-based 
organizations, social organizations, faith-based organizations; and 

 Creation of country-level multi-stakeholder structures with a clear mandate to monitor 
donor, government and CSO commitments made in Busan to aid and development 
effectiveness. 

 
44. Several issue areas were identified as possible topics that might structure future political 
debate on enabling CSOs and other non-state actors for development: 

a) What actions are needed to enable CSOs to contribute more effectively to development? 
How do different Working Party stakeholders (national governments, parliamentarians, 
local governments, private sector, CSOs and donors) understand and work with the Accra 
recognition of CSOs as “development actors in their own right”, in relation to both the Paris 
Principles for aid effectiveness and the Istanbul Principles for CSO Development 
Effectiveness?  What mechanisms can donors, government, the international community put 
in place to enable CSOs in their roles as development actors, but also provide safeguards for 
space for civil society to play appropriate roles in development cooperation that are also 
acceptable to governments?  What conditions would enable greater CSO coordination 
amongst themselves, and with other development actors, including government?  How can 
donors and other development actors support a state that is more inclusive of 
parliamentarians, local government and local private sector actors in development? 

b) Drawing lessons and good practice from the experience of social dialogue What lessons 
and good practice can be drawn from the rich experience of social dialogue at country and 
global levels, which have been inclusive of the private sector on issues affecting the public 
welfare?  What are appropriate mechanisms for institutionalizing broad-based policy 
dialogue and negotiation for development that respect the rights of affected populations, 
but also the need for government leadership on strategic priorities for development?  How 
can such policy dialogue be structured so as to bring to the table the interests and 
contributions of various private sector to development outcomes? 

 
C.  Mutual and Domestic Accountability 
 
Findings presented to the Cluster: 
 
45. Accountability is understood as the ability of the governed to hold to account those who 
govern.  Both the Paris Declaration and the AAA place strong normative emphasis on accountability 
in the use of development resources as a key driver for progress in aid and development 
effectiveness for poverty reduction (GovNet 2010a, ADB 2010).  But the PD/AAA offers little in the 
way of guidance for putting this principle into practice, beyond nonspecific references to 
parliamentary oversight, strengthened civil society, and better transparency.    
 
46. Within Cluster A, the Task Team on Accountability has been working closely with 
DCD/GovNet and its Work-stream on Aid and Accountability.  The Task Team has been drawing out 
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key lessons from current practice for domestic and mutual accountability towards framing an 
agenda on accountability for Busan.  The DCD/GovNet has been contributing through the 
elaboration of lessons from four case studies.  GovNet will produce a policy paper on the impact of 
aid on domestic accountability in 2011, accompanied by an operational Guidance Note for donor. 
The Cluster Task Team is also taking into account recent work by AWEPA, the Commonwealth 
Secretariat, EDCPM and the UN Development Cooperation Forum (DCF) (see summaries in Annex 1, 
section C).15   
 
47. A central finding in the literature and Task Team reflections is the need for a holistic 
approach to accountability, one which is sensitive to linkages between inclusive or democratic 
ownership, domestic accountability and mutual accountability (Whitty 2010, Busia 2010, 
Dereymaeker Interview, Attridge Interview).  On the other hand, it is also evident that stakeholders 
in development assistance are often caught up in complex and multiple webs of accountability, few 
of which are mutually reinforcing and often pull in different directions (ADB 2010).  The Paris/AAA 
has focused donor attention to mutual accountability, but within these webs of accountability it 
may be a more important priority to strengthen institutions for domestic accountability for 
improved practices that safeguard democratic ownership (Hauck & Land 2011, Hauck Interview).  
Case studies by the Commonwealth Secretariat point also to systemic issues, influenced by the 
realities of power relations.  They point to inherent incompatibilities arising from political 
imperatives for both the recipient and the donor, which create degrees of tensions and constraints 
in the actual practices and mechanisms for accountability (Whitty 2010, Attridge Interview).   Work 
for the UN DCF have pointed to important linkages between domestic processes of mutual 
accountability and regional/global mutual accountability forums (ECOSAC 2010). 
 
48. Several analysts and commentators put forward approaches that acknowledge and build 
upon the notions of “accountability chains” (Busia 2010) or “mutual accountabilities” (in the plural) 
involving multiple stakeholders (Eyben 2010, Hauck & Land 2011).  Taking this framework of 
multiple accountabilities, what does the evidence suggest in terms of issues and entry points for 
strengthening the Paris/AAA commitment to be more accountability for development results? 

 Measuring progress Background work for the UN Development Cooperation Forum 
concludes that progress on donor/recipient mutual accountability has been very limited, 
while in a few countries the research noted some initial foundations for future engagement 
(Martin 2010).  Little has changed since the 2008 independent evaluation of the Paris 
Declaration commitments noted earlier.  Other UN studies point to some mechanisms at 
global and country level, but note that even the best functioning mechanisms continue to 
have significant gaps (ECOSOC 2009).   
The Commonwealth Secretariat and other case research are confirming the absence and/or 
significant weakness in country-level mutual accountability mechanisms. The 
incompatibility of expectations and constraints of both donors and recipient governments 
create an environment that can be highly conflictive (Whitty 2010, ECOSOC 2010).  While 
national level processes remain important, these studies point to practical areas for mutual 
accountability that are working in assessing performance and outcomes.  They happen in 

                                                        
15  The Task Team summary of lessons and messages was not available at the time of writing this Report.  The 
consultant relied on written documentation produced for GovNet and documents available to the Task Team, 
along with a series of interviews. 
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numerous sub-national interactions between donors and governments in sectoral 
programming or sometimes project levels of engagement (Attridge Interview; Long 
Interview).  The advantage of the latter is that alignments of interests and plans are 
potentially more manageable and therefore the expectations of accountability are seen as 
less coercive and donor / government discussions can be more constructive (Whitty 2010; 
GovNet 2010b Uganda Case Study).  Eyben argues that there is too much stress on getting 
the right mutual accountability mechanism.  The emphasis should be on building trust and 
strengthening the quality of people relationships for constructive engagements, which is 
more possible at the meso sector or project level (Eyben Interview).  

 Linkages between domestic and mutual accountability are political  The work of 
GovNet and other case study research are stressing the importance of dynamic linkages 
between the quality of domestic accountability and conditions for mutual accountability 
(GovNet 2010a, Hauck & Land 2011).  Accountability of government to its citizens is a 
deeply political issue, strongly associated with democratic culture, the rights of association, 
media, decentralization policies, the means for independent oversight and parliamentary 
process (BetterAid 2010a, Dereymaeker Interview; Eyben Interview; Folscher 2009, UCLG 
2010).   

Ownership requires genuine inclusive domestic spaces for debate, socio-political 
contestation, and social dialogue on development policies and strategies. The Paris/AAA 
principle of accountability for development outcomes is essential for assessing the 
effectiveness of aid, but it immediately poses fundamental questions about accountability 
by whom, to whom, and for what ends (GovNet 2010a, Eyben 2010, BetterAid 2010a).  
Unless avenues for these domestic spaces and downward accountabilities of government to 
citizens ultimately buttress processes for mutual accountability, mutual accountability for 
development results cannot easily and legitimately be achieved (Busia 2010).   

Domestic accountability processes are often absent or very fragile in many aid recipient 
countries and should be given priority for strengthening (Eyben Interview, Hauck & Land 
2011).  While not disputing the importance of these fundamental relationships to citizens 
for sustainable outcomes, others suggest that meaningful dialogues between governments 
and donors on development outcomes can and do happen at different levels and in different 
political environments, rooted inside diverse aid modalities (Collins Interview, Sherlock 
Interview).  

The conditions for domestic accountability are highly context specific in recipient countries 
(Hauck Interview).  Given this reality, donor perceptions of quality of governance issues in a 
given country often shape their choice of aid instruments and therefore the context for 
mutual accountability (Whitty 2010).  The use country systems by donors is affected by 
many factors, but transparent financial management systems, inclusion of diverse non-state 
actors in state-managed processes, and financial accountability through parliamentary 
oversight, all build greater trust and confidence in using country systems. But the research 
does not examine how much relative importance should be given to these various factors.16   

                                                        
16  Use of country systems by donors is an essential condition for strengthening country ownership, but this 
topic falls under a different Cluster within the Working Party and the literature examined for Cluster A did 
not focus in detail on factors affecting donor adherence to their Paris/AAA commitments in this area. 
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On the other hand, recipient country’s experience of these same aid modalities – sector and 
budget support – are seen to have high donor-required accountability transaction costs, 
policy conditionalities and strong emphasis on supply-side accountability in financial 
management systems and audits for donors.17  They are often seen to undermine domestic 
accountability and important demand-side accountability institutions, such as parliaments, 
media, CSOs, social actors, or political parties (Busia 2010). 

Largely absent from this discussion of links between domestic and mutual accountability is 
the impact of changing political dynamics and failures in accountability in donor countries 
(Eyben 2010, Eyben Inteview; Attridge Interview, Long Interview).  Political oversight and 
parliaments in donor countries create expectations for reporting on aid results and create 
restrictive conditions for government regulations controlling spending modalities.  These 
can deeply affect the ways in which donors honour their Paris/Accra commitments.  Donor 
country imperatives are further compounded by weaknesses in the ways that donors 
publish information, communicate and manage relationships with their domestic 
constituencies (Eyben Interview, Dereymaeker Interview).  Few donors face these 
constituencies, and in particular their own civil society, in regular inclusive processes for 
accountability.  Finally donors’ own internal accountabilities systems between country 
offices and headquarters can limit the programmatic scope and restrict relationship-
building at the field level, which affects both mutual and domestic accountabilities at 
country level (Eyben 2010, Attridge Interview).   

 Aid modalities and accountability While the Paris/AAA focus has been on program-
based aid modalities, for many reasons, project aid remains a strong, and perhaps growing, 
aid instrument for many donors.  The implications of resulting fragmentations from project 
aid, along with vertical funds, remains largely unexamined in terms of feasible processes for 
domestic or mutual accountability for development results (Sherlock Interview; Attridge 
Interview). A GovNet background paper concludes that there is no simplistic division 
between project and new aid modalities when assessing their impact on domestic 
accountability (referenced in Hauck & Land 2011).  In some countries governments are able 
to coordinate different aid modalities (budget support to projects) for harmonized sector 
engagement, which improves alignment and related accountability.  Another dimension of 
accountability in this regard is the “projectization” of accountability strengthening, with the 
resulting uncoordinated proliferation of donor support domestic accountability.  Joint 
donor trust funds for this purpose might be explored for greater coordination.   

 Parliament and accountability  The AAA acknowledges the critical role and 
responsibilities of parliament, and particularly its oversight functions, but little attention 
has been given to specific commitments to strengthening this role within the aid system.  

                                                        
17 While somewhat beyond the scope of Cluster A’s mandate, several of the case studies and research 
commented on the issues raised by policy conditionality for both inclusive or democratic ownership and 
accountability.  Views ranged from those who saw evidence or experienced important gains at country level 
as a result of well-targeted “positive” conditions that can strengthen the hand of domestic “reformers” for 
inclusive ownership (Attridge Interview; Long Interview), to those argued that while inclusiveness should 
never be an aid condition (Hauck & Land 2011), there could be particular instances where outside pressures 
stimulate change (Hauck Interview), to the CSO BetterAid position that all forms of policy conditionality 
contradicts and undermines domestic processes and institutions for democratic ownership (BetterAid 2010a 
and 2010b). 
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Since Accra, parliamentarians have highlighted their marginalization by all aid actors, and 
their inability to fulfill their constitutional mandate with respect to oversight in public 
financial management (ADB 2010, Balch Interview).  On the other hand, the quality of 
parliamentary oversight is highly country-context specific.  Robust oversight is not only a 
question of serious capacity constraints (which are critically important), but is also affected 
by the representivity in parliament of diverse socio-economic groups affected by 
development, a focus on narrow localized political interests, and high turnover rates (ADB 
2010, Hauck Interview).   

Parliaments are playing increasing roles in accountability in some countries where they 
have given themselves greater legislative tools for the oversight of the executive branch and 
public finance, where they can call upon independent audit facilities, and where they have 
developed mutually engaging relations with civil society (Folscher 2009, AWEPA nd, Balch 
Interview).  Donor and government transparency, alongside early engagement in aid 
relationships, are essential factors for parliamentary oversight (Folscher 2009).  As noted 
earlier, some case evidence points to the value of peer North/South parliamentary 
exchanges to strengthen both parliamentary capacities in the South and provide political 
support in the North for donor country programming (AWEPA nd, Balch Interview). 
There is also an obvious nexus between political parties, as the institutional connection 
between politics and society, and parliaments’ role in domestic accountability.  Donors have 
been looking at ways to address weaknesses in the reality of political parties’ functions in 
the political system.  These revolve around approaches to strengthen the central functions 
of parties and the need to integrate such support with other areas of democracy support 
programs (Caton 2007).  It is noted that such assistance can be controversial (Busia 2010), 
and often lacks clarity of purpose, coherent standards and principles with regard to 
appropriate activities to support (Caton 2007).  
 

49.  Research has identified a number of essential enabling conditions and factors affecting 
progress in mutual accountability (Martin 2010; Sherlock Interview, ECOSOC 2009): 

Mutual accountability is more likely where there is  
 Clear ‘rules of the game’ though a partner governments’ national aid policy (or similar) 

and sector level strategic plans with clear performance targets for both donors and 
partners, including targets relating to gender equality; 

 Progress with donors in putting aid on budget, using country systems, and providing 
predictable aid flows; 

 Improved aid transparency (including aid programmed via civil society organizations) 
and an aid database independently accessible to donors, aid recipients and the public 
(implementing the International Aid Transparency Initiative standards); 

 Clear country institutional structures for aid management and for reviewing agreed 
performance targets of both donors and partners, recognizing the challenges in Sub-
Saharan African countries and countries with special needs; 

 Partner government and parliament capacities to monitor, analyze and negotiate 
changes in donor behaviour; 

 Partner governments and parliament actions to improve Public Financial Aid 
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Management and Procurement systems; 
 Deepening engagement by donors and partner governments with non-state actors, 

parliaments, and local governments and their effective integration into accountability 
processes. 

 Strengthening mutual accountability processes through systematic reviews and 
independent analysis of country aid trends from civil society, country-level think-tanks 
and other monitoring groups; 

 Strong South/South peer processes, including accountability modeled by the African 
Peer Review Mechanism (Busia 2010), and processes for greater involvement of non-
DAC aid providers. 
 

Messages and Issues for Interactive Sessions / Political Debate: 
 
50. The following messages on mutual and domestic accountability are reflected in the 
evidence and discussion presented by Cluster A: 

a) Strengthening a culture of accountability  Meeting the Paris/AAA commitments 
on mutual accountability for development results will require the creation of a genuine 
“culture of accountability” on the part of all stakeholders.   A culture of accountability 
implies attention to the following approaches by all aid actors: 

 Focused resources, pilots and learning to strengthen the particular conditions that 
promote mutual trust and inclusive mutual accountability (as noted in paragraph 49 
above).    

 Establishment of regular multi-stakeholder mechanisms to review annually progress on 
mutual accountability in the DAC and/or DCF.   

 A culture of mutual accountability may be more achievable in the short term in sub-
national sectoral, local government or other programs in development cooperation, 
recognizing that there may be greater donor/partner country divergence of goals and 
political interests in national-level mutual accountability mechanisms, 

 Work with legislatures, local government, media and civil society as “accountability 
actors in their own right” with constitutional and human rights expectations for 
domestic accountability, while also working to improve coherence in donor efforts in 
governance programming to strengthen these institutions for these roles. 

 Explicit assessment of impacts on domestic and mutual accountability in the choosing of 
aid instruments, always acknowledging potential incompatibilities of interests and 
inherently unequal power dynamics of international development cooperation. 

 Acknowledgement that transparency is a fundamental condition for accountability.  
Early and full implementation of all phases of the International Aid Transparency 
Initiative (IATI) globally, and other transparency initiatives at country level, are 
essential to dramatically improve accessibility of timely information on development 
cooperation (strategies, resources, implementation of initiatives) for legislatures, local 
government, CSOs and other social actors.  Transparency needs to be accompanied by 
opportunities for dialogue and capacity development to improve the analytical skills of 
parliamentary oversight committees and non-state actors. 
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b) Further research and analysis of good practice Collaborative research through 
GovNet and related organizations has brought together lessons and directions for good 
practice in donor support for domestic accountability, as has the DCF and the 
Commonwealth Secretariat for mutual accountability.  However, key areas and complex 
linkages remain largely unexplored.  How can aid actors achieve improved accountability, 
caught as they are within complex and different webs of relationships for mutual 
accountability, domestic accountability, and country ownership?  Are new forums for 
accountability required, or can existing national and international institutional and legal 
bodies for accountability be strengthened to consider commitments in development 
cooperation?  What are the political boundaries for donor engagement with domestic 
accountability in the context of country ownership, understood by developing countries as 
sovereignty?  How do trends and demands for accountability in donor countries affect 
mutual and domestic accountability for development results in partner countries?  How can 
non-DAC donors, vertical funds and other aid and development actors, including 
international CSOs, be encouraged to participate in more inclusive processes of 
accountability? 

c) Inclusive accountability Accountability is not just about processes to identify “what 
has gone wrong or off-track”, usually after the fact; accountability systems can be up-front 
processes that involve a range of development stakeholders, including local government 
and in particular excluded communities, in development decisions that affect their lives.  
This requires thinking differently about accountability, not as mechanisms, but as 
development relationships.  It means bringing parliament, local government and civil 
society into aid decision-making at important early stages.  Through peer processes 
involving counterparts in both North and South (or South/South), knowledge and capacities 
for accountability in aid relationships become mutually reinforcing in both donor and 
partner countries.  

   
51. Several issue areas were identified as a possible topic that might structure future political 
debate on mutual and domestic accountability: 

a) Do accountability mechanisms improve aid’s impact on development outcomes?        The 
Paris Declaration and AAA make assumptions that since commitments are mutual and can 
be assessed by all stakeholders these assessments will lead to improvements in 
development outcomes.  This assumption seems largely untested in current practice. .  How 
can we accelerate progress in national mutual accountability to produce major behaviour 
changes and enhance the development results of aid?   A recent ECDPM workshop during 
European Development Days added some further questions:  What are key processes to 
ensure that aid is delivered in ways that support rather than undermine or “do not harm” to 
domestic and mutual accountability?  How can the tensions between accountability in 
donor and partner countries be resolved in favour of inclusive ownership of development 
outcomes in partner countries?  Are there practical ways to create synergies between 
domestic accountability and mutual accountability, as well as connect international and 
national level mutual accountability processes (and through which mechanisms)? 
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III  Conclusions 
 
52. The purpose of this synthesis of documentation and interviews has been to examine 
findings and recommendations of research in order to identify messages for the Cluster.   Cluster 
messages should revolve around several questions, “What is working that can be enhanced, and 
what is not working, and what can be done about the challenges identified through the Working 
Party mechanism?”  There are a number of conclusions or ways forward that might help answer 
these questions. 

a) The process and outcomes of the Busan High Level Forum (HLF4) must continue to build upon 
and deepen the notion of country ownership in development cooperation.  Institutions and 
practices for mutual accountability for development results should rest upon a strong 
foundation of domestic accountability at the country level.         

The High Level Forum and Working Party has been a highly innovative informal multilateral 
process for establishing important norms or principles for effective aid that have been derived 
from four decades of aid practice.  Having established principles, donors and governments have 
committed to changing their practices to conform to these norms.  Following the 2008 HLF3 the 
process took an innovative step further.  The Working Party opened itself to a range of non-
governmental aid actors, local government, and parliamentarians, to assist in monitoring and 
proposing further reforms for more effective aid for poverty reduction, consistent with gender 
equality, human rights and sustainable development (AAA para 3).   

The principles of country ownership, accountability for development outcomes, and inclusion of 
non-state actors such as CSOs as development actors “in their own right” became crucial norms 
affecting all dimensions of the effectiveness of aid for development.  

The Cluster should develop and contribute to themes for interactive sessions in Busan and high-
level political debate that further clarifies the Paris/AAA norms for country ownership, 
accountability, and CSOs as development actors, based on documented challenges in 
implementing these norms and important achievements in deepening our collective 
understanding.18  Some ideas were set out in the previous sections of this paper. 

b) Thematic proposals from the Cluster for HLF4 should explore the linkages between deepening 
country ownership, through democratic norms and practices, working with non-state actors, 
local government, parliamentarians, as development actors in their own right, and 
strengthening the country dynamics for mutual/domestic accountability. 

The separate Task Teams, and independent actors (e.g. Open Forum/BetterAid, 
parliamentarians) within the Cluster may pursue their own thematic initiatives.  But it is clear 
from the research that challenges in country ownership, working with non-state actors in 
development cooperation, and accountability for development results, while not identical, are 
inexorably linked.  In part, these linkages speak to development outcomes for poor people 
through commitments to expand and protect the space for democratic norms, human rights and 
sustainable development at Busan.  Proposals for thematic debates made by the Cluster as a 
whole therefore should be framed in ways that acknowledge these linkages and are inclusive of 

                                                        
18  The CSO Open Forum’s Framework for CSO Development Effectiveness, work on deepening inclusive 
ownership as democratic ownership, and best practices in mutual accountability by the DCF, or guidance for 
donors in support of domestic accountability, are examples of content upon which to build these sessions. 
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the interests of the various stakeholders in the Cluster. 

c) A short-term Cluster process is needed for determining some thematic ideas to go forward to 
the Working Party for its Menu of Options for Busan 

Proposals from the Cluster for the Busan process and outcomes can be informed by this Report, 
but require a Cluster process to reach agreement.  It may be possible to determine some 
summary thematic proposals as a next stage, which could be agreed in a conference call with 
the leadership of the component task teams in the Cluster.  These ideas for themes can take 
account of proposals coming from individual Task Teams as well as ideas set out in this Report.  
But there must be collective support for a Cluster theme to go forward.  

d) The Cluster might consider a product that summarizes its deliberations, messages and 
contributed research, to be finalized by September/October 2011, which is oriented to the 
actual Busan agenda, sessions at Busan relevant to the Cluster’s mandate, and the draft July 
Busan outcomes document for discussion.    

It is apparent that the various members of the Cluster over the coming six months will produce 
a wealth of additional synthetic documentation.  This material will explore hopefully in more 
depth than this Report was able to do, ways forward for a post-Busan agenda for aid reform.   
The Cluster might consider a further synthesis in mid-2011 oriented to the Busan agenda and 
outcome document and as more research is completed.  Several informants for this Report 
suggested a post-Busan agenda that is more focused and coherent across the range of possible 
issues and implemented through deliberate cross-stakeholder processes. 
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Annex 1:   Mapping Research Contributions to Cluster A on Ownership and 
Accountability:  Summary Notes on Key Findings and Recommendations  
 
 
See the accompanying document. 
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Annex 2: Paris Declaration and Accra Agenda for Action Commitments 
 
A.  Paris Declaration 
 
The 2005 Paris Declaration (PD) established partner country and donor commitments to the 
overarching principle of “country ownership” whereby “partner countries exercise effective 
leadership over their development policies and strategies and co-ordinate development actions” as 
the foundation for aid effectiveness.  Donors committed to “respect partner country leadership and 
help strengthen their capacity to exercise it”.  Partner countries committed to “exercise leadership 
in developing and implement their national development strategies through broad consultative 
processes” and to “take the lead in co-ordinating aid at all levels in conjunction with other 
development resources in dialogue with donors and encourage the participation of civil society and 
the private sector”. [paragraphs 14-15] While the PD acknowledges consultative processes and 
participation of non-state actors, the focus and measure of ownership in the Paris Declaration is 
donor alignment with the government’s “operational development strategy”.  
 
Mutual accountability is the fifth Paris principle for aid effectiveness whereby “donors and 
partners are accountable for development results” and commit to jointly assess through country-
level mechanisms “mutual progress in implementing agreed commitments on aid effectiveness, 
including the Partnership Commitments”.  Donors agree to “provide timely, transparent and 
comprehensive information on aid flows”, while partner countries commit to “strengthen as 
appropriate the parliamentary role” and “reinforce participatory approaches by systematically 
involving a broad range of development partners when formulating and assessing progress in 
implementing national development strategies”.  [paragraphs 47 – 50]  The Declaration, however, 
provides little guidance on how to put this principle into practice.  The measure of these 
commitments is merely the number of mutual assessments of progress.  The Phase One Evaluation 
of the Implementation of the Paris Declaration concluded that “mutual accountability is the area of 
thinnest reporting and progress registered in the evaluations”, although it also suggested that some 
mechanisms were identified if not utilized (Wood et. al, 2008). 
 
B.  Accra Agenda for Action 
 
The Phase One Independent Evaluation suggested that ownership should be seen as a process and 
as such its practical meaning and boundaries were difficult to define (Wood et. al, 2008).  In the 
lead-up to the 2008 Accra High Level Forum, the mutli-stakeholder Advisory Group on Civil Society 
and Aid Effectiveness recommended that all stakeholders “deepen their understanding and 
application of the Paris Declaration principles in ways that emphasize local and democratic 
ownership, social diversity, gender equality and accountability for achieving results of benefit to 
poor and marginalized populations as essential conditions of effectiveness”. [Advisory Group 2008, 
Recommendation #4]  The Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) takes up these concerns and calls for 
deeper engagement with non-state actors on national policies, with stronger domestic 
accountability, resulting in a more inclusive country ownership.  
 
Deepening broad-based country ownership for policy dialogue          The AAA reasserted that 
“country ownership is key” whereby “developing country governments will take stronger 
leadership of their own development policies, and will engage with their parliaments and citizens in 
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shaping these policies” [paragraph 8].  Paragraph 13 elaborates a “broaden country-level 
dialogue on development” through deeper and more inclusive engagement with all development 
actors, support for increased capacity of all actors, and respect for international human rights 
norms. Paragraph 14 goes on to underscore the importance of “robust capacity” with “strong 
institutions, systems and local experience” to enable developing countries to fully lead and manage 
their development.  Donors commit to strengthen their own capacities to be more responsive.  The 
AAA commits donors and governments to strengthen the role and capacities of parliaments in both 
preparing national strategies and in holding governments to account for aid spending and 
development results [paragraphs 8, 10, 13 and 24].   It also identifies the importance of local 
governments to ensure their active role in development policy dialogues [paragraph 13]. (See text 
for paragraph 13 in the accompanying Box 1, page 31.) 
 
Strengthening civil society as development actors  Donors and governments have 
acknowledged the importance of engaging with their parliaments and citizens for country 
ownership [paragraphs 8 and 13].  Paragraph 20 built on this acknowledgement with a 
commitment to “deepen our engagement with CSOs [civil society organizations] as independent 
development actors in their own right whose efforts complement those of governments and the 
private sector”.  With this recognition the AAA also accepts that the five Paris principles cannot 
simply be applied to CSOs, but must be enriched to take into account the nature of CSOs and their 
varied roles in development (see also Advisory Group 2008). Paragraph 20 welcomed CSOs’ 
initiative to develop their own principles of CSO development effectiveness and goes on to assert a 
shared interest “in ensuring that CSO contributions to development reach their full potential”.  (See 
text for paragraph 20 in the accompanying Box 1, page 31.) 

 
Emphasizing accountability and transparency as powerful drivers of progress            The AAA 
reiterates the importance of accounting for development results and clearly situates these results: 
“we will be judged by the impacts that our collective efforts have on the lives of poor people” 
[paragraph 22].  Paragraph 24 deepens Paris commitments to transparency and 
donor/government accountability “to each other and to their citizens” by making aid more 
transparency, by stepping up efforts for mutual assessment reviews, by “drawing on emerging good 
practice with stronger parliamentary scrutiny and citizen engagement”, strengthening existing 
international accountability mechanisms, and by increasing adherence to the UN Convention 
against Corruption. 
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Box 1:  Accra Agenda for Action 

 
Paragraph 13: 
 
We will engage in open and inclusive dialogue on development policies.  We acknowledge 
the critical role and responsibility of parliaments of ensuring country ownership of 
development processes.  To further this objective we will take the following actions: 
a) Developing country government will work more closely with parliaments and local 
authorities in preparing, implementing and monitoring national development policies and 
plans.  They will also engage with civil society organizations (CSOs). 
b) Donors will support efforts to increase the capacity of all development actors – 
parliaments, central and local governments, CSOs, research institutes, media and the private 
sector – to take an active role in dialogue on development policy and on the role of aid in 
contributing to countries development objectives. 
c) Developing countries and donors will ensure that their respective development policies 
and programmes are designed and implemented in ways consistent with the agreed 
international commitments on gender equality, human rights, disability and environmental 
sustainability. 
 
Paragraph 20: 
 
We will deepen our engagement with CSOs as independent development actors in their own 
right whose efforts complement those of governments and the private sector.  We share an 
interest in ensuring that CSO contributions to development reach their full potential.  To this 
end: 
a) We invite CSOs to reflect on how they can apply the Paris principles of aid effectiveness 
from a CSO perspective. 
b) We welcome the CSOs proposal to engage with them in a CSO-led multi-stakeholder 
process to promote CSO development effectiveness.  As part of that process, we will seek to 
i) improve co-ordination of CSO efforts with government programs, ii) enhance CSO 
accountability for results, and iii) improve information on CSO activities. 
c) We will work with CSOs to provide an enabling environment that maximizes their 
contributions to development. 
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Annex 3: Mandate of Cluster A on Ownership and Accountability 
 

The Working Party in 2009 mandated six multi-stakeholder and operationally oriented Clusters to 
monitor progress and the challenges in country-level implementation of the Accra Agenda for 
Action, to bring together knowledge and expertise to advance the AAA commitments, and to pave 
the way towards HLF4.   
 
Cluster A on ownership and accountability brings together donors, partner countries, civil society, 
parliamentarians and local government in four streams of work19 focusing on 

 Supporting democratic ownership by 
• Developing guidance for donors and all national stakeholders, including 

parliamentarians and local governments, to improve democratic ownership at country 
level; 

• Seeking and synthesizing good/bad practices in capacity development for country 
leadership, policy dialogue and support/incentives to ensure that development 
programs are consistent with international commitments on gender equality, human 
rights, disability and environmental sustainability. 

 Promoting CSO development effectiveness and enabling environment by 
• Support CSO regional and country level multi-stakeholder consultations; 
• Promote minimum standards for enabling environments and donor models of support 

for CSOs; 
• Document progress and lessons in implementing AAA paragraphs 13 and 20 in this 

area. 

 Improving mutual accountability at local, regional and international level by 
• Promote political commitment and common understanding of mutual accountability; 
• Review, support and draw lessons from current practices in mutual accountability; 
• Review proposals for strengthening international accountability mechanisms. 

 Improving donor support to domestic accountability (GOVNET) by 
• Research the impact of aid on domestic accountability in developing countries 
•  Develop guidance for donors and all national stakeholders, relating to the AAA aim to 

improve capacity support for broad ownership structures in relation to national 
development strategies; 

                                                        
19  See the Development Cooperation Directorate, “Working Party on Aid Effectiveness: Cross Cluster Overview”, 
December 2-3, 2009, DCD/DAC/EFF(2009)7. 
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Annex 4:  Working Party on Aid Effectiveness: Road to Busan 
 
Stated Purposes for the Busan High Level Forum 4: 
 Draw conclusions on whether the 2010 commitments and targets of the Paris Declaration 

(2005) and the Accra Agenda for Action (2008) have been achieved or not, and why; 
 Draw on evidence to identify characteristics of high quality aid to be reaffirmed and taken 

forward towards implementation by 2015 and beyond; 
 Frame actions around “aid quality in the broader context of development effectiveness” to 

situate the role and impact of aid in the broader development contexts, challenges and 
partnerships. 

Working Party Guidance on Substantive Themes (December 17, 2010): 

Proposals for HLF-4 Substantive Themes should to be submitted no later than 28 January 2011.  
Themes should address the key questions of: what worked (evidence), what did not work (why), and 
what is next (the “how-to”)?   The Secretariat will mould these proposals into a preliminary draft 
menu of options for discussion at the March 2011 ExCom.  Proposals can be further amended and 
updated until June 2011 when the menu of options will be replaced by a first draft outcome 
document for discussion at the July WP-EFF.  Evidence for the specific “Progress since Paris Report” 
is March31, 2011, but evidence related to thematic areas can be received up to October 2011. 

Submissions for Substantive Themes need to respond to the following points: 
 The specific question to be addressed (beyond just the general theme); 
 Rationale to have this particular discussion in Busan (bulk of text should be here); 
 Examples of inputs; 
 Required decisions on this topic in the Busan Outcome Document (if any); 
 Organiser (s) and possible contributors; and 
 Proposals should be no longer than one page. 

Why we need evidence?   Evidence is needed for several purposes: 
 Documenting progress on PD/AAA commitments to inform the HLF-4 Report on “Progress since 

Paris” and the HLF-4 Document presenting “Key Findings and Recommendations” on PD/AAA 
implementation. 

 Informing key themes/political messages and concrete commitments for political debates and 
the HLF-4 outcome document; and 

 Showcasing knowledge and good practice for thematic interactive sessions at HLF-4. 

Evidence should document: 
 Achievements and actions fulfilled / behaviour change addressing specific areas of the Paris / 

Accra commitments (rather than describing process); 
 Progress and challenges in specific sectors and through specific lenses (country situation, 

gender, environment, etc.); 
 Innovative and good practices and approaches (particularly developing country initiatives); 
 Benefits of changing behavior and costs of not changing behavior; 
 Present issues representing collective views / concerns and multi-stakeholder perspectives on 

actual experience at country level; and 
 “New” issues (e.g. non-OECD/DAC donors; role of private sector; climate change financing, etc.). 
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Annex 5:  Persons Interviewed 
 
1. Samantha Attridge, Commonwealth Secretariat 
2. Jeff Balch, Association of European Parliamentarians with Africa (AWEPA) 
3. Laura Collins, University of Cambridge 
4. Jan Dereymaeker, International Trade Union Confederation 
5. Rosalind Eyben, University of Sussex 
6. Silvia Guizzardi, Capacity Development Unit, Development Cooperation Directorate 
7. Volker Hauck, European Centre for Development Policy Management (ECDPM) 
8. Camilla Lindstrom, SIDA 
9. Carolyn Long, Interaction 
10. Paul Sherlock, Irish Aid 
11. Thomas Theisohn, Coordinator, Learning Network on Capacity Development 
 
 
 



 36 

Annex 6:  Bibliography 
 
ACT Alliance. 2010. “Changing Political Space of Civil Society Organizations”, Draft Preliminary 
Version, October 2010. 
 
Advisory Group on Civil Society and Aid Effectiveness. 2008. Synthesis of Findings and 
Recommendations, August 2008. www.oecd.org/dataoecd/61/8/41205249.pdf  
 
Association for Women’s Rights in Development (AWID). 2010. “Development cooperation beyond 
the aid effectiveness paradigm: A women’s rights perspective”. A preliminary discussion paper, 
June-July 2010. http://www.awid.org/eng/Issues-and-Analysis/Library/Preliminary-Discussion-
Paper  
 
Africa Development Bank (ADB). 2010. “Getting Real about Accountability: An issues paper”, 
prepared for GovNet, 2010. 
 
Association of European Parliamentarians with Africa (AWEPA). nd. “Synthesis Document: The 
Implementation of the Accra Agenda for Action (AAA)”, Room Document, Cluster A Meeting, Paris, 
October 2010. 
 
Austria Aid Agency. 2010. “Analysis of Multi-Annual Program Funding”, Powerpoint Presentation to 
the Task Team on CSO Development Effectiveness and the Enabling Environment. 
 
Benequista, N. 2010. “Putting Citizens at the Centre: Linking States and Societies for Responsive 
Governance: A Policy Makers Guide to the research of the Development Research Centre on 
Citizenship, Participation and Accountability”, Development Research Centre (DRC), Citizenship, 
Participation and Accountability, Prepared for the Conference on ‘The Politics of Poverty, Elites, 
Citizens and States’, Sponsored by DFID, June 21-23, 2010. 
 http://www.dfid.gov.uk/r4d/SearchResearchDatabase.asp?OutPutId=183323  
 
BetterAid. 2010a. “Development Effectiveness in development cooperation: a rights-based 
perspective”, October 2010. http://www.betteraid.org/en/betteraid-policy/betteraid-
publications/policy-papers.html  
 
BetterAid. 2010b. “Making development cooperation just: Governance principles and pillars”, 
Discussion Note by the BetterAid Coordinating Group, December 2010. 
http://www.betteraid.org/en/betteraid-policy/betteraid-publications/policy-papers.html  
 
Busia, K. 2010. “Southern Perspectives on Aid and Accountability: ECA Inputs”, APRM Support 
Section, UNECA, 2010. 
 
Caton, M. 2007. “Effective Party Assistance: Stronger Parties for Better Democracy”, International 
Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance, Policy Paper, November 2007. 
www.idea.int/publications/effective_party_assistance/sp.cfm  
 
 Collins, L. 2010. “Measuring Improving Ownership”, A study prepared for Cluster A on Ownership 
and Accountability, August 2010.  

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/61/8/41205249.pdf
http://www.awid.org/eng/Issues-and-Analysis/Library/Preliminary-Discussion-Paper
http://www.awid.org/eng/Issues-and-Analysis/Library/Preliminary-Discussion-Paper
http://www.dfid.gov.uk/r4d/SearchResearchDatabase.asp?OutPutId=183323
http://www.betteraid.org/en/betteraid-policy/betteraid-publications/policy-papers.html
http://www.betteraid.org/en/betteraid-policy/betteraid-publications/policy-papers.html
http://www.betteraid.org/en/betteraid-policy/betteraid-publications/policy-papers.html
http://www.idea.int/publications/effective_party_assistance/sp.cfm


 37 

 
Development Cooperation Directorate (DCD). 2010a. Civil Society and Aid Effectiveness: Findings, 
Recommendations and Good Practice, OECD Better Aid Series, 2010. 
www.oecd.org/dataoecd/61/8/41205249.pdf    
 
 
Development Cooperation Directorate (DCD). 2011a. “How DAC Members Work with Civil Society 
Organizations: An Overview”, February 2011. 
 
Development Cooperation Directorate (DCD). 2011b. “CD in Aid Business Processes: Getting it 
Right!, OECD/DAC Consultation, Paris, Issue Brief #9, January 2011. 
 
ECOSOC. 2009. “Enhanced Mutual Accountability and Transparency in Development Cooperation”, 
Background Paper for the DCF High Level Symposium, November 2009. 
http://www.un.org/en/ecosoc/newfunct/2010dcfbckgrd.shtml  
 
ECOSOC. 2010. “Key Findings of the 2010 Mutual Accountability Survey”, Development Cooperation 
Forum, June 2010. http://www.un.org/en/ecosoc/newfunct/2010dcfbckgrd.shtml  
 
ECDPM. 2010. “Roundtable on Domestic Accountability and Aid Effectiveness”, Briefing Note No 19, 
November 2010. 
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Navigation.nsf/index2?readform&http://ww
w.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Content.nsf/7732def81dddfa7ac1256c240034fe65/56c
b5d40275319d6c12577f20035b2f1?OpenDocument  
 
Eyben, R. 2010. "Supporting Inclusive Democratic Ownership: A how to for donors", Institute for 
Development Studies, University of Sussex, Prepared for the OECD DAC Working Party on Aid 
Effectiveness, Cluster A ‘Ownership and Accountability’, November 2010. 
 
Folscher, A. 2009. “Safeguarding the Interest of the People: Parliaments and Aid Effectiveness”, 
AWEPA, 2009. www.awepa.org/resources/doc_details/36-safeguarding-the-interests-of-the-
people-parliamentarians-and-aid-effectiveness- 
 
Fonteneau, B. & Huyse, H. 2010. “Monitoring Democratic Ownership: Main issues and lessons 
learned on measuring civil society participation”, Catholic University of Leuven, Powerpoint 
presentation to Cluster A, March 2010. 
 
Gaventa J. & Barrett, G. 2010. “So What Difference Does it Make? Mapping the Outcomes of Citizen 
Engagement”, a Meta Synthesis of 100 Case Studies from the Development Research Centre on 
Citizenship, Participation and Accountability, Executive Summary, Department for International 
Development (DFID), 2010. 
http://www.dfid.gov.uk/r4d/SearchResearchDatabase.asp?OutPutId=183274  
 
GovNet. 2010a. "A Draft Roadmap on Accountability: Towards the HLF4: Understanding, Respecting 
and Developing Capacity for Enhanced Accountability: A Multi-Stakeholder Effort”, DAC GovNet 
Meeting, 9-10 December 2010. 
 
GovNet. 2010b. “Improving Support to Domestic Accountability: Update and Strategic Plans 
Towards the HLF4 and Beyond”, Room Document, December 10, 2010. 
 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/61/8/41205249.pdf
http://www.un.org/en/ecosoc/newfunct/2010dcfbckgrd.shtml
http://www.un.org/en/ecosoc/newfunct/2010dcfbckgrd.shtml
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Navigation.nsf/index2?readform&http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Content.nsf/7732def81dddfa7ac1256c240034fe65/56cb5d40275319d6c12577f20035b2f1?OpenDocument
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Navigation.nsf/index2?readform&http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Content.nsf/7732def81dddfa7ac1256c240034fe65/56cb5d40275319d6c12577f20035b2f1?OpenDocument
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Navigation.nsf/index2?readform&http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Content.nsf/7732def81dddfa7ac1256c240034fe65/56cb5d40275319d6c12577f20035b2f1?OpenDocument
http://www.awepa.org/resources/doc_details/36-safeguarding-the-interests-of-the-people-parliamentarians-and-aid-effectiveness-
http://www.awepa.org/resources/doc_details/36-safeguarding-the-interests-of-the-people-parliamentarians-and-aid-effectiveness-
http://www.dfid.gov.uk/r4d/SearchResearchDatabase.asp?OutPutId=183274


 38 

Griffin, J. & Judge, R. 2010. “Civil Society Policy and Practice in Donor Agencies”, Governance and 
Social Development Research Centre, International Development UEA, a report prepared for the 
Department for International Development (DFID), U.K., February 2010. 
www.gsdrc.org/go/display&type=Document&id=3866&source=rss  
 
Guizzardi, S. 2010. “Perspective Note: Capacity Development and Civil Society Organizations”, OECD 
Development Cooperation Directorate and the Donor Learning Network on Capacity Development, 
Draft for Discussion, November 2010. 
 
Hauck, V. & Land, T. 2011. “Fostering Democratic Ownership:  Messages from Complex Practice”, 
ECDPM, January 2011 [Revised Draft, no quotation]. 
 
Hudson, A. & Tsekpo, A. 2009.  “Parliamentary Strengthening and the Paris Principles: Synthesis 
Report”, ODI and the Parliamentary Centre, January 2009. 
http://www.odi.org.uk/work/projects/details.asp?id=628&title=parliamentary-strengthening-
paris-principles-case-studies-ghana-tanzania-uganda-cambodia  
 
International Center for Not-for-Profit Law (ICNPL). 2010. “Global Trends in NGO Law: A Quarterly 
Review of NGO Law Around the World”. Volume 2, Issue 2, Special Edition, December 2010. 
www.icnl.org/knowledge/globaltrends/index.htm  
 
International Labour Organization (ILO). 2008. “Freedom of Association in Practice: Lessons 
Learned”, Report of the Director General, ILO Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at 
Work, International Labour Conference, 97th Session, Report 1(B), 2008.  
 
International Labour Organization Sub-Regional Office for South Asia (ILO South Asia). 2003. “Best 
Practices in Social Dialogue”, Papers presented to a conference, November 2003, in partnership 
with Indian Industrial Relations Association, New Delhi.  
 
International Labour Organization Regional Office for Africa (ILO Africa). 2009. “Second Social 
Partners’ Forum: Mobilizing Social Dialogue for the Implementation of the Global Jobs Pact in 
Africa”, Ouagadougou, 30 November 2009. 
http://www.ilo.org/public/english/region/afpro/addisababa/events/socialpartner2nd.htm  
 
Inter-Parliamentary Union. 2009. “Parliament’s Role in the Development Agenda: Two case 
studies”, September 2009. www.ipu.org/un-e/case09.pdf  
 
Karlstedt , C. 2010. “Mapping Donor Conditions and Requirements for CSO Funding”, a Report 
Commissioned by SIDA for the Donor Group on CSOs and Aid Effectiveness”, Cecilia Karlstedt 
Consulting, May 2010. 
 
Keijzer, N., Spierings, E. & Heirman, J. 2010. “Policy-Relevant Research in Support of Democratic 
Ownership with a focus on Southern Research Organizations”, ECDPM, October 2010, First Draft for 
Comments. 
 
Lavergne, R, & Wood, J. 2009. Exploration of Experience and Good Practice, prepared for the 
Advisory Group on Civil Society and Aid Effectiveness, in Civil Society and Aid Effectiveness: Findings, 
Recommendations and Good Practice, OECD Better Aid Series, 2010. 
www.oecd.org/dataoecd/61/8/41205249.pdf    
 

http://www.gsdrc.org/go/display&type=Document&id=3866&source=rss
http://www.odi.org.uk/work/projects/details.asp?id=628&title=parliamentary-strengthening-paris-principles-case-studies-ghana-tanzania-uganda-cambodia
http://www.odi.org.uk/work/projects/details.asp?id=628&title=parliamentary-strengthening-paris-principles-case-studies-ghana-tanzania-uganda-cambodia
http://www.icnl.org/knowledge/globaltrends/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/public/english/region/afpro/addisababa/events/socialpartner2nd.htm
http://www.ipu.org/un-e/case09.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/61/8/41205249.pdf


 39 

Martin, M.  2010.  “Review of Progress in International and National Mutual Accountability and 
Transparency on Development Cooperation”, Background Paper for DCF High Level Symposium, 
June 2010.  www.un.org/en/ecosoc/newfunct/pdf/ma_study-status_and_progress.pdf        
 
Meja, V.  2010. “Aid Effectiveness and Enabling Environment: The Political and Operational Space of 
Civil Society Organizations for Development in Africa: The Cases of Burkina Faso, Ghana and 
Zambia”, Act Alliance and EED Germany, Draft Version, October 2010. 
 
Nordic Plus Group. 2007. “Support Models for CSOs at Country Level”, A Synthesis Report prepared 
by Scanteam for Norad, September 2007, 
www.norad.no/en/_attachment/107585/binary/6038?download=true. 
 
Nordic Plus Group, 2008, “Guiding Principles”, unpublished document. 
 
Open Forum on CSO Development Effectiveness. 2010a. “Open Forum Country and Sectoral 
Consultations: A Synthesis of Outcomes”, Background Document for the First Global Assembly, 
September 2010. http://www.cso-effectiveness.org/spip.php?page=rubrique&id_rubrique=52  
 
Open Forum on CSO Development Effectiveness. 2010b. “The Istanbul Principles for CSO 
Development Effectiveness”, October 2010, Annex One of Open Forum 2010c. http://www.cso-
effectiveness.org/spip.php?page=rubrique&id_rubrique=52  
 
Open Forum on CSO Development Effectiveness. 2010c. “Draft International Framework on CSO 
Development Effectiveness “, Version 2, November 2010. http://www.cso-
effectiveness.org/spip.php?page=rubrique&id_rubrique=52  
 
SIDA. 2010. “Implementing the Nordic Plus Conclusions on Civil Society Support: Final Report 
Zambia”, January 2010. 
 
Task Team on CSO Development Effectiveness and Enabling Environment (Task Team). 2011a. “Key 
Messages on Donor Models of Support for CSOs”, Preliminary Draft, Not for Citation. 
 
Task Team on CSO Development Effectiveness and Enabling Environment (Task Team). 2011b. 
“Key Messages on the Independence of CSOs”, Preliminary Draft, Not for Citation. 
 
“Tiwana, M. & Belay, N. 2010. “Civicus, Civil Society: The Clampdown is Real!, Global Trends 2009-
2010”, Civicus, December 2010. http://www.civicus.org/component/content/article/1623-civil-
society-the-clampdown-is-real  
 
United Cities and Local Governments (UCLG). 2010. “UCLG Position Paper on Aid Effectiveness and 
Local Government, Including the Support Paper and a Compilation of Case Studies”, VNG 
International and FCM International.  
 
Whitfield, L. 2009. “Ownership and Donor – Recipient Relationship”, DIIS Working Paper 2009: 18. 
http://www.diis.dk/sw47287.asp  
 
Whitty, B. 2010.  “Domestic and Mutual Accountability for Aid: Building Stronger Synergies”, 
Interim Synthesis Paper, One World Trust for the Commonwealth Secretariat, September 2010. 
 
Wood, B., Kabell, D., Sagasti, F., &Muwanga, N. 2008. Synthesis Report on the First Phase of the 

http://www.un.org/en/ecosoc/newfunct/pdf/ma_study-status_and_progress.pdf
http://www.norad.no/en/_attachment/107585/binary/6038?download=true
http://www.cso-effectiveness.org/spip.php?page=rubrique&id_rubrique=52
http://www.cso-effectiveness.org/spip.php?page=rubrique&id_rubrique=52
http://www.cso-effectiveness.org/spip.php?page=rubrique&id_rubrique=52
http://www.cso-effectiveness.org/spip.php?page=rubrique&id_rubrique=52
http://www.cso-effectiveness.org/spip.php?page=rubrique&id_rubrique=52
http://www.civicus.org/component/content/article/1623-civil-society-the-clampdown-is-real
http://www.civicus.org/component/content/article/1623-civil-society-the-clampdown-is-real
http://www.diis.dk/sw47287.asp


 40 

Evaluation of the Implementation of the Paris Declaration, Copenhagen, July 2008, accessible at 
http://www.oecd.org/document/60/0,2340,en_21571361_34047972_38242748_1_1_1_1,00.html. 
 
 

http://www.oecd.org/document/60/0,2340,en_21571361_34047972_38242748_1_1_1_1,00.html

