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Executive Summary

The calls for increased technical cooperation (TC) accountability are frequently heard. It is a convenient response to perceptions of TC having a poor record of success. But, as we shall argue, when it comes to capacity development the existing paradigm of TC accountability has been just as much part of the problem as part of the solution to aid’s effectiveness. Our point is not that a concern with accountability is misguided, but rather that the way it has manifested itself in terms of TC instruments and practices – has hampered achievements in national capacity development and thus undermined the success of development efforts. Thus it is not more of the same accountability medicine that is needed, but another kind. 

It is donors who have the controls of TC, and reforms are therefore dependent on changes being made from their side. However, change in TC accountability is, at the end of the day, not just a matter of lessons learned from within the development arena. There are strong vested interests in the status quo of TC. Reform will depend on pressures from those outside the established institutional structures. The evolving systems and standards of donor agency accountability are, perhaps above all, influenced by currents of managerial reform that apply to their own domestic public institutions as a whole. 

In developed and developing countries alike, the emerging perspective to accountability is less with fiduciary control and technical efficiency in implementing individual public actions – and more on effectiveness in attainment of broader public policy goals. Beyond compliance with rules and reporting requirements, our perspective is therefore one that places TC accountability within the larger enterprise of creating actual development results. 

Current TC modalities structure accountability around donor rules and compliance standards and relate above all to the interaction between the executive branch of recipient governments on the one hand and donors on the other, with the former being answerable to the latter. 

The purpose is to ascertain that resources are spent in accordance with TC project agreements, and in particular that funds are not lost to actions of misbehaving managers. The weaker the status of recipient national capacities, the more donors feel compelled to make their own accountability systems and standards prevail. 

There are three main ways in which TC accountability arrangements have contributed to undermining the effectiveness of development efforts: 

· Project documents are designed to define accountability. The constructs of TC “logic models” and “project cycles” used for this purpose are often inappropriate to the fluid and multi-layered complexity of capacity development. The more project documents predefine what is to be done, the more they constrain the implementers’ responsibilities and scope for learning. Worse, they lock incentives to actions that may turn out to be irrelevant to the real problem. Project implementation becomes an objective in its own right.

· The separation of TC projects from national management systems and decision-making places talent and skills in enclaves servicing donor accountability – at the expense of capacities emerging from within national structures.

· Multiple and disparate TC accountability standards and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) formats has created a massive enterprise of recipient country data collection and information management that induces compliance behaviors and which is poorly connected to end results of development efforts.

The result is a vicious circle of deterioration – weak national capacities justify the need for parallel accountability structures, which drain resources and lead to a further weakening of “core” structures. The act of seeking accountability at the level of individual TC interventions undermines the very objectives that TC ostensibly aims at. 

Current TC accountability arrangements arguably provide support for political and financial accountability in the relationships between donor and recipient authorities. However, it has become a massive enterprise of data collection, information management and reporting – but has served poorly in building sustainable recipient capacities for alleviating poverty. Whereas accountability arrangements may help stop managers from doing the wrong things – they do not effectively steer managers towards the actions needed to make a difference to poor people’s lives.

TC accountability arrangements highlight the poor reconciliation of two opposing donor policy positions. On the one hand there is support for sector programmes, national ownership and understanding of long-term nature of capacity development success. On the other hand, and at the same time, there is concern for proper use of donor taxpayers’ money, the desire to demonstrate short-term progress, the unique value of the individual donors’ contribution, and pressures for rapid disbursement of funds. 

With regard to capacity development, the critical measure of success is related to recipient institutions’ functional performance and task fulfillment. All capacity has a client or user, within the public service or among the public at large. It is those who use the services of institutions that TC support, who should be the arbiters of whether scope or quality of capacity is actually improving. Perceptions of client satisfaction can be seen as a generic proxy for outcome-level change, particularly in the context of a rights-based approach to development. Measuring client satisfaction also has the advantage of offering some comparability between different beneficiary groups, sectors, locations and over time. More broadly, the existence of forces outside the public sector that exerts pressure on public officials to behave honestly, effectively and efficiently – represents a powerful complement to traditional, centralized and hierarchical public accountability systems. 

The act of systematically harvesting direct feedback from the intended ultimate beneficiaries of development brings the prospect of a behavioral dynamic akin to the observation that no large famine has ever occurred in societies characterized by democracy and freedom of expression. Similarly, managers of public services who depend upon client feedback and approval – to obtain their share of public resources, for performance appraisal and remuneration, don’t deliver bad quality service. In short, the introduction of accountability towards end-users helps ensure effective delivery of services that respond to genuine needs. 

An alternative or complementary approach to accountability is then centered on the relationship between the recipients’ national institutions on the one hand and the intended ultimate beneficiaries, public service clients or end-users on the other. The foremost instrument of public accountability is transparency, not just in respect of financial resources, but also with regard to institutional management practices, planning and actual service delivery. Other instruments of “voice” and end-user accountability include: client scorecards, user satisfaction surveys, public hearings, ombudsman offices and joint evaluations.

These observations have implications if TC is to become more effective: 

Firstly, capacity needs to be allowed to emerge from within national institutions unburdened by multiple and divergent donor accountability, monitoring and evaluation requirements. If national capacities and effectiveness in achievement of international development goals is wanted, there is no alternative to having strong, indigenous institutions. The capacities to be addressed are not those needed to manage TC projects, but those needed to manage without.

Secondly, the key aspect of accountability needs to be seen as founded on the relationship between recipient institutions and the public they serve. Consequently, donor organizations should support the recipient countries’ infrastructure of transparency, public voice instruments and end user accountability mechanisms. These can be supported as a generic object of TC, and through introducing such mechanisms as an integral component of specific TC operations.

Thirdly, a precondition of aid’s effectiveness is that recipient country leaders are willing to subject themselves to transparency and accountability to their own constituency of public service users. Seriousness of commitment to this aspect of democratic governance is likely to emerge as an ODA conditionality. 

Fourthly, the cooperation modality most conducive to capacity development is budget support, basket funding and other mechanisms that leave decision-making, implementation, and accountability responsibilities in the hands of the recipient managers and their own systems. Here the role of TC is support for the recipient system to take up these responsibilities. This does not mean dispensing with financial management and performance standards, but should be based on donors having a common set of accountability requirements. In the short term, any movement towards consolidation of donor accountability arrangements will represent a positive direction of change. 

Many of our observations are not new. Moreover, many of our conclusions about conducive TC modalities have been identified in e.g. OECD/DAC forums and are already being embedded in practice of individual TC agencies. Nevertheless, a large gap between policy rhetoric and operational reality remains. Immediate and wholesale transformation of TC accountability mechanisms is not a realistic political option. However, minor tinkering with field-level technique is unlikely to yield much effect. Successful CD will need sincerity about recipient ownership, even if it makes individual donor’s TC activities less visible. TC resources need to be integrated with recipient management systems and process, with non-prescriptive support for them to manage their own affairs. 

Making aid effective requires that donor country policy-makers, at the highest level, recast their view of their aid agencies’ role within the TC partnership. Our paradigm of TC accountability responds to the sentiments that transcend developed countries’ current administrative reform towards results based management. It frees TC agencies from micro-management and instills a focus on the real, downstream results that matter to those whose lives TC aims to improve. Although visibility of individual donor efforts would diminish, the reward is a legitimate claim to a share of progress that is more substantial.

The answer to our question “accountability to what end?” then has two dimensions. Firstly, we argue that the whole enterprise of accountability needs to be seen as being aimed at steering managers towards attainment of actual development results, not just policing of rulebook compliance. Secondly, there is no better judge of TC and recipient country public sector management success than those at the ultimate beneficiary end of all development effort. Systems of accountability need to accommodate their perceptions of what is needed, what works and what does not.

Introduction

The case for ODA speaks to the values, beliefs and interests of the people in donor countries and their legislators1 . From the donor perspective, aid is taxpayers’ money spent outside national borders, sometimes through use of third party intermediaries over which little direct control can be exercised2 . Donors, whose operations may span several dozen different countries, understandably need some uniformity to how interventions are structured and reported upon. 

Any institutional framework of accountability, with its corresponding set of monitoring and evaluation (M&E) arrangements, reflects the negotiated settlement of values, expectations, metrics of decision-making and public relations needs of the different groups that have a stake in the mission, mandate and operations of the organization or programme at hand. The accountability systems that emerge mirror the relative bargaining power of the different sets of stakeholders involved. In the TC arena, the donors' unique bargaining strength has placed their requirements as the predominant feature of resultant accountability policies and practices. The techniques and standards applied to TC accountability are designed by donor country technicians, whose language, style and presentation are arguably more consistent with the capacities and needs of their own domestic institutions and public debate, rather than those of the developing countries. 

As the diversity of TC, as well as alternatives to TC, has increased - so have the demands for accountability for the investments made by donors. Yet investment in capacity development is not just, or even predominantly, the burden of donors. In all developing countries, the task is shared with Governments and non-government groups. The mutual investment of time and money calls for more comprehensive perspectives on the scope of “development accountability” and the value-added represented by TC. The notion of development accountability revolves around critical questions concerning what to account for, to whom and how.  The emphasis of analysis is recipient country capacity, and in particular that of the national public sector, as the primary objective of TC3 . 

We seek to explore the generic role and purpose that accountability serves within TC organizational management practices, the systems and culture of recipient public services, and how it tallies with the capacity development goal of TC. 

Poor Record of Aid Effectiveness 

The demonstration of development success and ODA value-added has become vital to maintain public support and financial resources for TC. The partners of development cooperation are asked to provide evidence of progress against the millennium development goals (MDG)4  for year 2015 - for poverty reduction, child mortality, empowerment of women, and access to health and education. 

Public perceptions are that TC has made little difference to the dismal picture of development in Africa and in the other backwaters of global progress. Although developing countries as a group have made substantial gains in longevity and literacy, these successes are associated more with a general trickle-down from global economic prosperity and advances in science and communications than with aid as such. Some development successes are arguably more directly linked to aid, such as control of river blindness, new varieties of maize and spread of oral rehydration treatment. But even if TC successes can be found at the project or micro level, they do not add up to a systematic impression of having made a significant and visible dent in the overall picture of development.

Even more worrying than the lack of evidence about TC’s positive success, is the possibility that aid instead of mitigating actually has been a cause of the poor development record. Where recipient country national authorities do not want to pursue policies that lead to development, aid exacerbates decline. Aid can only work where the policy environment is conducive to development5 . Moreover, there is some evidence that a high degree of dependence on aid is associated with erosion in the quality of governance6 . Countries that are aid dependent tend, in general, to have worse rankings on corruption and institutional quality indices than those that are not7 . The instruments, practices and conditionalities that are inherent to TC may distort incentives, divert attention to inappropriate development solutions and displace incipient capacities emerging from within. As stated by the UN: 

“The independent goals and strategies of donors, in the absence of a strong management and policy formulation capacity on the part of the receiving government, often complicate the recipients’ task of implementing a comprehensive national development strategy.” ”…a multiplicity of aid programmes, if uncoordinated, can work at cross purposes and impede aid effectiveness”8 .

Shifting Goalpost of Public Management Success
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The goalpost of public management has, over the last two decades, gradually been shifting – from concern predominantly with doing things right the way – to also ascertaining that it is the right things that get done. The common denominator of many different varieties of recent public management innovation and reform is its emphasis on downstream “results” rather than the internal mechanics of bureaucracy. The evaluative focus is less on technical efficiency of implementing individual public actions – more on effectiveness in attainment of broader public policy goals. 

In order to improve effectiveness of public services, a host of new mechanisms, such as corporatisation, performance contracts, output budgeting, outsourcing and client charters, have been introduced in a number of developed countries9  - and in their development assistance agencies. Similar reforms are also being experimented with in a number of developing countries10 . 

Although no developing country has adopted wholesale and comprehensive reforms of the New Zealand new public management (NPM) kind, there are several that have adopted individual instruments often associated with the NPM package11 , often with intellectual and financial sponsorship from international financial institutions and TC agencies. Examples include Malaysia’s experimentation with total quality management (TQM) and Uganda’s attempt at results-oriented management. Another common type of reform is corporatisation – converting civil service departments into free-standing agencies or enterprises, undertaken in e.g. Jamaica, Singapore, Ghana and Tanzania. 

The jury is still out on whether these initiatives ultimately lead to improved public service delivery or living standards12  – and their universal applicability to the development arena certainly cannot be taken for granted13 . However, the underlying sentiments of results orientation and client responsiveness prevail as enduring concerns and are affecting both the donor and recipient sides of development management. 

In the cold war era, a chief motivation of ODA was to maintain alliances. The most traditional, and stills deeply entrenched, donor measure of TC success is disbursement, or “delivery”. To the extent that conscience relief is part of the donor motivation for ODA, it remains a valid yardstick of success. In many agencies, too, managers are rewarded for high levels of disbursements.

Following reform of overall public administration practices, bilateral and multilateral development agencies14  have introduced planning frameworks and operational instruments intended to instill a greater emphasis on, and accountability for, the downstream results that ODA aims at. The distinction between inputs, outputs, outcomes and impact has entered the mainstream of TC parlance – as has debate about attribution and appropriateness of performance indicators. 

In parallel with the pressures for results orientation, new dimensions of development awareness have emerged. Poverty is being recognized as the smallest common denominator as a source of risks that spread internationally – conflict, terrorism, disease and environmental degradation. Moreover, poverty is being seen as having other facets than monetary deprivation. At the same time, a notion of a rights-based approach to development15  is receiving increasing attention.

The Purpose of Accountability

A narrow view of accountability sees its purpose as being to ascertain that public resources do not get wasted – whether by mistake or through fraudulent design. Systems of cash management, contracting, accounting and audit are the instrumental focus, with the curtailment of opportunity for corruption as its principal aim. The benchmark of accountability is observance and compliance with established standards of bookkeeping, procurement and fiduciary controls. The implicit assumption is that appropriate procedure will ensure attainment of desirable public outcomes. The framework of accountability is articulated in centralized rules and regulations that apply to all branches and levels of government. Although these aspects of accountability are crucial, they do not represent the primary emphasis of our review16 . We thus see accountability as something that includes, but is not limited to, the mechanics of sound financial management.

We define the basic purpose of accountability as being to reconcile public actions with achievement of public policy objectives. More specifically, accountability comprises the rules, customs, standards and systems that collectively are intended to control, guide and inspire officials towards maximizing progress against the development aspirations of the public they serve.

In this larger enterprise, the benchmark of accountability is expressed in terms of expectations for goal achievement, in addition to compliance with rules and regulations. Performance is assessed relative to targets for production of organizational outputs and mission accomplishment – or outcomes. Within the TC arena, the consequent focus is overall aid effectiveness.

The parameters of accountability thus manifest themselves in many facets of public service management, on both sides of the TC equation: 

· standards and processes for formulation of public priorities, goals and targets

· methods of programme design and work planning 

· criteria of resource allocation 

· mechanisms of liaison among institutions and with the public 

· rules of financial management and fiduciary control 

· structure of incentives, sanctions and reward

Accountability is a dimension of sound governance – the democratic exercise of political, economic and administrative authority in the management of a nation's affairs. It is one component of the complex set of mechanisms, processes, relationships and institutions, through which citizens and groups articulate their interests, exercise their rights and obligations, and mediate their differences17  . Most recognizably, accountability rests upon the norms, systems and practices that impose restraints on power and authority and that create incentives for appropriate behaviors and actions18 .

Making Accountability Matter: Enforcement, Motivation and Attribution 

The essence of accountability is answerability – the anticipation of scrutiny and the obligation to answer questions, about how decisions and actions conform to laid-down norms and expectations. 

In addition to answerability, however, accountability also needs the “teeth” of enforcement, namely sanctions and rewards19 . For accountability to be effective it must differentiate between success and failure; between behavior that does conform to norms and expectations and behavior that does not. A second condition of making accountability “work” is ownership – that those who are subjected to accountability themselves understand the regime of norms and expectations and its enforcement; that they believe it makes sense and that they have faith in it being applied with fairness. Without enforcement and ownership, there is no guarantee that accountability will give managers the tools or motivation needed to ascertain effectiveness in pursuing the goals they have. 

Accountability often gets related to responsibility, and the two words are sometimes used interchangeably. But they lead down different paths of managerial motivation and behavior. Responsibility is a personal quality that comes from one’s professional ethic, a commitment to do one’s best, a sense of public service. Accountability, at least insofar as it relates to financial control, is an impersonal quality, dependent more on contractual duties and informational flows20 . For many the mere word accountability has a negative connotation associated with the demoralizing exercise of control over unwilling subjects and the enforcement of sanctions in the face of non-performance. Although responsibility is necessary for effective accountability, accountability may not be sufficient to motivate assumption of effective managerial responsibility. In many countries, developed and developing alike, reforms and results-orientation in the public sector are met with hesitation by many of the civil servants involved. They worry about not having a say in the process of reform, about being held accountable for things beyond their control – and that the talk of reform basically boils down to shorthand for elimination of their jobs. 

In an ideal TC world accountability and incentives, monitoring and evaluation would all be tied in to achievement of results at the level of real human development progress.

But there are limitations in tying systems of accountability and incentives to the improvements in human development conditions that correspond to the end results of capacity development efforts. Changes in human development are slow and invariably influenced by a host of factors other than those under the control of any one manager or organization. Making a difference requires the action of many different individuals and agencies acting in concert or partnership. 

Because of the attribution problem, measurement of change in outcome indicators is usually not satisfactory as a basis for individual performance assessment or enforcement of accountability. However, although managers cannot be held accountable for outcomes themselves, they can be held accountable for:

· identifying outcomes upon which they aim to have an influence.

· ascertaining that outcome-level change is monitored, by someone.

· explaining how the activities and outputs they are responsible for make a difference to the outcomes that are being pursued.

The application of TC accountability highlights the poor linkage between incentives and downstream results. Employees of aid agencies are rewarded not for the long-term sustainable development that occurs under their watch, but for getting projects approved by their boards, for the disbursement of funds, and for meeting the output targets in the project design21 . Developing countries able to manage themselves effectively threatens the displacement of current TC experts and agency staff. On the recipient side, incentives are derived as much from the informal and intangible dynamics of personal relations, the benefits accruing to political patronage, and the acquisition of power conferred by the attraction of TC resources rather than the expectation of rewards to performance acknowledged through formal accountability processes.

None of the TC stakeholders have a tradition for admitting to failure. TC agency officials don’t get sanctioned for posting expatriate advisors who turn out to be no good for indigenous capacity development. At the level of individual projects, decision-makers may share disappointment of historical CD progress, but also find consensus on bright prospects so long as the flow of TC is maintained. 

The consequence of TC accountability arrangements being disconnected from end result, is the risk that managers on both sides of the TC equation are left without the motivation or the means for keeping their eyes firmly “on the ball” of the outcomes that are meant to emanate from CD. At worst, accountability becomes a mechanism for preserving bureaucratic group self-interests rather than furtherance of public goals. M&E may help guard against managers doing the wrong things, but it too commonly fails to lead them towards making a difference to the lives of those who are poor.

Capacity as an Elusive Challenge

The broadest possible view of capacity sees it as the collective ability of society, at all levels, to identify and respond to concerns and opportunities. An overly narrow definition of capacity, on the other hand, relates it to the technical skills of individual professionals. 

Our point of departure is to define capacity as the ability of individuals and institutions to perform functions effectively, efficiently and sustainably22 . 
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The major challenges of capacity are usually constraints within the “enabling” policy and institutional environment of public service delivery. Building sustainable institutional capacities is very different from building a school, a road or a water treatment plant. If capacity is related to complex societal problems – such as raising educational standards; improving health conditions; mitigation of environmental problems or expanding economic opportunities; it is invariably a manifestation of the combined efforts of many professionals and managers within a diverse range of institutions. Technical skills are rarely the sole, or even the predominant, bottleneck. Rather, capacity depends on priority from the political level, arrangements for coordination among institutions, organizational management practices, incentives for recruitment and retention of professionals, and so on. Capacity is a multi-faceted, often intangible, goal that does not easily lend itself to ex ante rationalization. CD takes place within “chaotic systems that most program participants, especially donors, only partially understand” 23. 

Successful capacity development therefore needs a “systems” approach, which, in addition to any skills gaps, comprises attention to the broader context of organizational mandates, patterns of decision-making and institutional liaison, managerial culture, values and incentives. Also, CD strategies need to accommodate degrees of uncertainty and require a learning-by-doing approach24 .

The acid test of capacity development’s ultimate success must be improvements in human development conditions – as reflected in indicators of e.g. health, education or poverty. The observation of such progress at the country level is generally tied to periodic estimates provided by official statistical institutions, through censuses and household surveys. But statistical data sources in most developing countries suffer from well-known limitations of reliability and integrity, often in spite of many attempts at improvement. Within TC, it is often through “external” and ex post evaluation that the extent of change at the outcome level is determined. 

The reason is that it may take years, even decades, for CD efforts to surface as measurable improvements in human development. In the meantime, a number of unrelated factors invariably come into play as influencing final outcomes. 

The critical dimension of our capacity definition is its focus on functional performance or task fulfillment. Results-based accountability is then based on identifying specific characteristics of service delivery. In practice, this entails that capacity, in any one particular area, can be observed in terms of service delivery reach, coverage, access, perceptions of quality or client satisfaction. 

All institutions and functions are built on a supplier-client relationship of some sort. Where institutions do not engage in direct service delivery, there is still a function that is performed and a client with a view about what needs to be done or who can rate the quality of work performed. A ministry of finance can, for instance, be rated by line ministry planners or by parliamentarians for the timeliness and quality of the budget or expenditure reports that they produce. Beyond providing some prospects for measurement, the advantage of this perspective is that it focuses on the product rather than effort of capacity development. It does not gauge the ultimate human development impact of capacity. But, by indicating how public services are received by those whom development is meant to be for, it brings a flavour of results that are more substantial than expenditures or observation of milestones at the activities level. 

One specific generic approach to measurement of capacity relates to the perspective of client satisfaction, e.g. based on approval ratings. This perspective is not confined to direct service delivery to end-users. Client satisfaction has the advantage of some comparability:

· between different kinds of service, 

· between separate locations, and 

· over time

The difficulties are that clients are not always easy to identify and that their perception of satisfaction with services is subject to other influences than the service itself. 

Accountability, Control and Ownership in the TC arena  

The foremost lesson emerging from a generation of evaluation is that TC doesn’t result in CD without recipient “ownership”. In the past, ownership was equated with the more passive act of acceptance. The less clear national authorities are about what they themselves want, the more donor ideas get to prevail in the agenda of development strategy. With reforms being perceived as shaped by external advisers, domestic capacity for management erodes, as does recipient governments’ sense of accountability for development outcomes25 .

A plethora of TC modalities and accountability arrangements has evolved over several decades. However, in its most common basic elements, TC accountability has not been reformed to accommodate the imperative of ownership on the recipient side. TC modalities structure accountability around donor rules and compliance standards and relate above all to the interaction between the executive branch of recipient governments on the one hand and donors on the other, with the former being answerable to the latter. 

TC accountability:

· Adopts donor rules and regulation.

· Centers on recipient national authorities’ answerability to donors.

· Aims to ensure control of financial resources.

· Provides visibility to individual TC intervention. 
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On the recipient side, the application of TC accountability is indistinguishable from control, not just of resources, but also of agenda-setting. On the donor side, it is sometimes assumed that ownership can be created through accountability.  The TC modality of “national execution”, for example, makes recipient authorities accountable for all the formalities of management, but according to the donor rulebook. The unspoken hope is sometimes that recipients will somehow be infused with enthusiasm for the ideas that the donor has brought. However, the resultant feeling is one of being left with the chores of administrative paperwork – having responsibility but not the levers of control. 

The TC arena brings together a more disparate, sometimes conflicting, set of interests and concerns than is suggested by a conveniently simple classification of actors as donors or recipients. 

On the donor side, there are nuances in perception, values and concerns of different groups: expatriate advisory personnel, consultants and suppliers; aid agencies in the field; aid agency HQ; foreign affairs ministries; parliamentarians and taxpayers. The chain of accountability that flows through these stakeholder layers on the donor side, is a fluid one. There is not necessarily a close congruence between what e.g. expatriate personnel, foreign affairs ministries and tax payers at large think of as the rationale for ODA, their perceptions of priorities or their respective assessment of what constitutes success.

Likewise, on the recipient side, it is not given that there is a commonality of interests among: foreign affairs ministry; finance ministry; line ministries; TC project “counterpart” staff; and frontline service providers.

When it comes to the ultimate beneficiaries of development – the reality is that their interests are largely held in proxy by their public servants. Ultimate beneficiaries are themselves rarely a cohesive group. They represent diverse universe of needs, interests and beliefs - according to location, social status, educational level, ethnic affiliation – and many other imaginable lines of difference. This leads to the sentiment that public servants are needed to help beneficiaries articulate their concerns and to reconcile conflicting beneficiary views. However, the assumption that national authorities are an honest custodian of popular interest often does not hold true. TC resources attract strong individual and group interests.

TC Accountability as Capacity Drain

The modalities of TC provision, with their adherent accountability mechanisms, have been inimical to emergence of the underlying capacities that are aimed at. There are three main ways in which TC accountability arrangements have contributed to this state of affairs. 

a)
Tyranny of project cycle and logic models 

The dominant approach for delivery of TC has been to conceptualize goals and operations in terms of the “project cycle” and “logical framework”. Agreements about TC budgets, objectives, timetables and managerial arrangements are encapsulated by project documents signed by the donor and recipient authorities. The assumption is that successful development interventions can proceed in a sequential and time-bound way, from problem identification to project preparation through appraisal to implementation and finally to evaluation. The means by which projects are assumed to affect change are mapped out in a logical framework of cause-and-effect relationships, action flow-charts or hierarchies of prerequisites. 

Logic models tend to involve linear constructs designed to simplify issues. Goal-oriented planning and management works well with physical infrastructure projects and with organizational tasks that are repetitive and production oriented. 

However, these approaches are in many ways ill suited to the capacity development objective of TC. They imply that development problems can be fully understood and solutions confidently determined from the outset, that material change can be achieved within a predictable timetable and within a given budget, and that strategies lend themselves to being encapsulated by discreet sets of donor-supported activity. 
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Project logframes are sometimes constructed as an afterthought to project preparation, in order to justify funding. They tend to compress causality into a timeframe that is within the boundaries of acceptable TC project duration, even if unrealistic from any sober analysis. No donors commit project funding for a 20-year period, although many of the problems they address need that kind of time, or more, to be resolved.

The vigour with which the logframe is pursued can instill a need for mastery of the approach only available to donors and “their” experts. This may encourage a “blueprint” strategy – assuming the transferability of experiences from one location and culture to another, or more generally for well-meaning but wrong-headed ideas to creep into TC project planning – and subsequently act as a straightjacket for management.

Implementation of planned project activities can become a goal in its own right – assuming greater importance than attainment of the underlying, whether clearly or only vaguely expressed, capacity development goals. Logframes can thus be inimical to adaptation and learning.

The need for logical clarity as precondition for budgetary commitments, puts a premium on activities and targets that are quantifiable or that can be objectively observed – potentially displacing the more important, but inherently fuzzy, things that reflect progress in capacity development. The edict that “what you measure, is what you get” injects focus to managerial attention, but can also be a pitfall of irrelevance. 

This is not to say that the rationale for proposed action should not be required. Hierarchies of objectives developed in the process of programme design are essential. But accountability should thereafter allow for examination of the adequacy of rationales and their assumptions. 

b)
Lack of TC integration with recipient management

The way in which TC accountability drains capacity most subtly but also perhaps most substantially, is through being implemented in isolation from the essential decision-making processes of the recipient. The interface between information flows emanating from TC projects on the one hand and the recipients’ non-aid decision-making processes on the other – is usually weak:

· Aid priorities are not set as part of the interministerial, parliamentary or local government deliberations of the recipients’ domestic management. 

· The bulk of TC funding does not enter into resource-constrained national budget allocation decisions or financial management systems. 

· TC-funded expatriates and local staff hold donor contracts and have their performance appraised as a separate exercise from those of domestic civil servants. 

· Monitoring, reporting and evaluation are undertaken in accordance with the standards and decision-making timetables of the donor, not national authorities.

The most visible aspect of separate decision-making is management of funds. The bulk of actual funding for TC is rarely entrusted to or seen by recipients. Most TC is provided in-kind, with costs absorbed through personnel and procurement systems maintained by the donor or their nominated agents. Where funding is handled by national authorities, it is usually earmarked for minor items of local procurement, and subject to requirement of separate book-keeping arrangements from those applied to resources that flow through the recipients’ domestic financial management systems. Even where donors subscribe to budget support or SWAP’s, funds are often earmarked for specific budget lines and come with additional accountability requirements. Recipient authorities have little scope for alternative resource use or re-allocation. 

In Tanzania, 70% of donor financing was not included in the 1996/97 budget, although donor funding represented more than 30% of expenditures. This problem is by no means confined to poor countries in Africa. In 1992, extrabudgetary funds in the Ukraine amounted to 12% of GDP26.  Even in Uganda, the star reformer in Africa, which has led the way on debt conversion under the HIPC initiative – and presumably among the governments with whom donors have the greatest confidence, total programmatic and budget support constitutes a smaller share of ODA than off-budget financing of stand-alone projects27 . With consultative groups and donor roundtables – not parliament – holding the purse strings in aid dependent countries, finance ministers may regard their most important presentations to be those made to donors, not to their own parliament28  or electorate. 

Not only do parallel structures fail to address CD requirements of national governance, they positively weaken these core structures when, starting from a rudimentary base, much of the best skills are drawn into separate “project implementation units”. The enclaves of TC project management offer superior pay, better work facilities, and prospects of overseas travel. In return, local project staff is seldom placed in positions of responsibility where they learn under guidance and often spend a considerable portion of their time servicing donor M&E requirements. 

A further factor for the donors in maintaining separate accountability arrangements is to cater to the commercial objectives that remain part of their TC reality – in particular restriction of procurement to donor-country suppliers. These self-serving practices undermine any trust recipients might have about the fairness and normative value of the donor accountability practices.  

The separation of national and donor accountability management is not without complicity on the recipient side. Senior officials in TC-implementing ministries, for instance, are presumably content with being spared the need to justify, especially, the cost of expatriate advisors. The cost of these advisors – sometimes amounting to a hundred times that of senior local staff member, would rarely receive endorsement if seen against possibility of alternative domestic resource use. 

c)
Multiplicity of donor M&E formats

Developing countries have to deal with the separate and disparate TC accountability, M&E needs of all the different donors. An African country often has to have negotiations, prepare request, maintain accounts and submit reports in accordance with more than fifty different donor M&E formats. Kenya had 2000 donor-funded projects in 1996 and Tanzania in 1997 had 1800, while war-torn Mozambique was trying to keep track of 405 health projects funded by different donors29 . 

With dozens of indicators for each of the hundreds of TC projects, compliance with donor M&E expectations has, for many developing countries, become a massive, enterprise of data collection, information management and reporting. Keeping abreast of different donor M&E requirements, often revised to incorporate new TC priorities and accountability concerns, is itself a major workload. 

Multiplicity of informational requirements and procedures can induce compliance behaviour, the attitude that the most important measure of performance is adherence to preset rules. A compliance mentality breeds passivity, reluctance to take risk and initiative, dependence on detailed specification and an inclination to work by the book30 . The most prized organizational skill gets to be familiarity with the intricacies of the different rulebooks. Knowledge is guarded and transparency is weakened. 

The end result of the volume and multiplicity of donor accountability rules and requirements is to undermine rather than promote the incipient and indigenous capacities that are necessary for long-term success and sustainability of development efforts. Instead of building on the foundation of domestic culture, institutional arrangements and decision-making processes, managers’ attention is diverted to the disparate, alien, meticulous and complex enterprise of data collection and indicator calculation characterizing TC M&E. Multiplicity gives further impetus to the ownership- and capacity-eroding force of separation between recipient and donor accountability arrangements. Proliferation of disparate rules accelerates the vicious circle of capacity decline.

The weaker the status of original national capacities for accountability, the more donors have felt inclined to establish their own control arrangements. But the result is, again, a vicious circle of deterioration – weak national capacities induces need for parallel structures, with a resultant further weakening of indigenous capacity. The capacity created within the islands of TC accountability rarely grows beyond their own confines and become a vehicle for self-perpetuation and aid reliance. 

Taking Accountability One Step Further: Making Beneficiary Voice Count

Meaningful institutional reform in developing countries is unlikely to occur solely as a result of public officials’ own initiative and energy. A vicious circle is at work31 :

a) public administrations have performed poorly for a long time, doing little to improve lives of ordinary citizens

b) citizens have grown to expect little from their governments

c) citizens, expecting little, place few demands

d) the public administration, sensing little demand for improved service, delivers little.

The governance of nations is not only about the internal workings of the state – or between states in the case of TC; it also comprises arrangements for how the state interacts with those outside – the public from which it ultimately draws its own legitimacy. So also with accountability, which involves justification and scrutiny of public affairs, exercised within public administration but also by those outside. 

Effectiveness of public accountability improves when government’s internal control over public service providers is reinforced by the public’s willingness and ability to exert pressure on the providers to perform. Forces outside the public sector can play an important role in inducing public officials to behave honestly, effectively, efficiently, and in their interest. Micro, “bottom-up” or “voice” mechanisms of accountability can therefore be an important supplement to the more established hierarchical, central or macro-level accountability systems32 . 

In terms of contributing to operational effectiveness, accountability to the beneficiary citizenry serves two specific purposes: 

· As barometer of change in levels of overall human development

· As mechanism for stimulating corrective action in public service delivery

All development efforts, including capacity development and TC, are aimed at making a difference in someone’s actual lives. There can be no better judge of whether these efforts lead to changes in well-being than the target beneficiaries themselves. Their views on success should, in a sense, reign supreme. Changing levels of end-user approval, or client satisfaction, has the essential property of a generic proxy measure of outcome-level change emanating from public actions. Level of public approval can be used for purpose of goal- and target-setting, and, more controversially, managerial performance assessment and resource allocation.
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While few public service users are able to comment on complex technical matters, they are eminently qualified – indeed experts – on whether public services meet their needs and expectations, whether specific aspects are satisfactory or unsatisfactory, and whether the concerned agencies are responsive, reliable and accountable. There is much evidence emerging regarding the poor’s analytical abilities – e.g. to map, list, score, rank and diagram their concerns and preferences33 . Quantifying and grading dimensions of public services from the perspective of users can help government agencies measure and benchmark their performance, understand the factors that contribute it, and respond better to the needs and expectations of the people they serve34 . 

For instance, through an initiative of the Public Affairs Centre in Bangalore35 , India, a system has been developed for monitoring the perceptions of public service end-users. Based upon interviews at the household or frontline facility levels, users are asked to rate, or give “scores”, relating to services sought or received. Ratings are given for waiting times, courtesy, responsiveness and general satisfaction with health, environmental and educational services. The ratings are published in newspapers and other media. Indications are that the practice of the surveys and their publication is changing behaviours at the frontline facilities – making managers more responsive to client needs and providing a better quality service as a consequence. The improvements that have been experienced are rooted in direct accountability between the frontline service facility managers and their constituency of end-users. Similar experiences have been made in the Phillipines36 .

Even in cases where government institutions do not provide direct services to the public, the client perspective can still have a powerful role. Government planners or finance ministry officials, for instance, also have clients, albeit from elsewhere within the civil service - who have the ability to rate performance, timeliness and quality of work. However, the risk must be acknowledged that user response will give a reliable evaluation only when users are unable to capture rents by colluding with producers. For instance, where both producers and users are government departments, they may find it profitable to give good marks to a useless activity because it confers material benefits on both sides37 .

Direct accountability towards end-users of public services brings into play a dynamic akin to Nobel Laureate Amartya Sen’s observation that no large famine has ever occurred in a society characterized by democracy and freedom of expression38 . Similarly, public service managers’ that depend upon client feedback and approval – to obtain their share of public resources, for performance appraisal and remuneration -- don’t  deliver bad quality service. 

TC Support for Elements of Recipient Public Accountability

Our general proposition is that the focus of accountability must be the mechanisms that are in place within recipient countries. In this respect there is a need for strengthening their generic infrastructure of relevant institutions--including the audit agencies, ombudsman offices and “watchdog” bodies, parliamentary accounts committees and so on. Our focus here, however, is the mechanisms that can help in establishing accountability towards the end-user public and which maintain a focus on the downstream results, or outcomes, of public action.

a)
Harnessing power of transparency

An important vehicle for improving accountability is to create the transparency needed for public monitoring of policies, spending and effectiveness. Openness and transparency is the most basic instrument of accountability. The right of access to information is paramount within a rights-based approach to development.

Open information flows improve governance and social and economic outcomes through increasing public demand for more effective institutions. The availability and exchange of information through open debate creates demand for institutional change by holding people to account, by changing behaviour, and by supplying ideas for change39 . 

An expenditure tracking study conducted in Uganda in 1996 found that only 35% of funds allocated to schools construction and operations ever reached the intended schools. A follow-up study in 2000 found that the figure had risen to 90%. At the same time, primary school enrolment had increased from 50% to 95%40 . What happened in the interim? One of the major factors41  was that a policy of transparency had been introduced - making it mandatory to post public notices of resource allocations. Parents turn up at district administrator and school heads’ door, demanding to know what’s happening to money given to “their” classroom or teacher. 

Beyond the mere availability of fact, transparency has shown itself to be a powerful vehicle of behavioural and organizational change. In order to guide managers towards making a difference to poverty, it is crucial that transparency and openness be applied to the entire process of goal-setting, resource allocation and service delivery. Information about success and positive performance is as important as information about misconduct and failure. What can be brought into the domain of public information access includes records of:

· financial appropriation

· recruitment

· actual expenditures 

· operational target-setting 

· outreach efforts 

· historic service delivery 

· managerial performance assessment, 

· client feedback and complaints 

In addition to actions undertaken by national authorities, civil society has an important role to play. Few CSO’s have, for instance, been created explicitly to act as watchdogs over public sector corruption or the quality of public service delivery42 .  

Transparency is closely related to the mechanisms of public voice. Mirroring their options in that respect, for donors the alternatives are to strengthen transparency as a generic component of recipient governance and public management and for strengthening transparency as it relates to the internal environment of their own operations.

b)
Voice mechanisms; Service delivery scorecards and civil society monitoring

“I believe in listening to and learning from those whom I serve. I will ensure that my organization creates and respects genuine mechanisms for regular feedback from our citizen-customers, and subsequently uses this feedback to render better service to them”  President Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo43 

End-users’ perception of public service delivery gets straight to the issue of whether services are wanted, useful and effectively delivered. In support of Uganda’s primary education school facilities expansion programme, an elaborate system of inspection and monitoring visits – by district, education ministry, government inspectorate and treasury officials – has been established. However, although a large number of inspectors are employed, reports are that visits are infrequent and uncoordinated. When inspectors do come, their main interest is collection of travel and lunch allowances. In this case, an alternative micro mechanism is the use of school management committees and parent associations. They have a more genuine interest in the school facilities than ministerial or district inspectors, observe the facilities at close quarters on a regular basis, and can undertake basic inspection tasks without needing to collect travel and meal allowances. 

Civil society and voluntary organizations can have a major role in continuous monitoring of public service delivery44 . Especially where information is hard to come by, community-based monitoring may be more effective than monitoring from central HQ, because the community has stronger incentives to monitor and can do so at low cost45 . Low-tech survey and data management techniques have weaknesses seen from the perspective of academic research methodology, but have been shown to be effective in improving the scope and quality of frontline public service provision.

Mechanisms for “voice”- based accountability include:

· Client scorecards

· Customer satisfaction surveys

· User groups e.g. health user groups, and school parents’ associations

· Public hearings and panels

Establishment and maintenance of such mechanisms can be undertaken under the coordination responsibility of three different stakeholders:

· NGO/CSO’s unaffiliated with service providers

· The agencies that provide direct services to the public

· Government ministries or oversight agencies

The key to effectiveness of these mechanisms is not the monitoring itself, but the process of feedback into operational management – how the observations are utilized for the purpose of changing service delivery operations. 

Scorecards or client satisfaction survey data can be compiled at:

· Facility level

· Household level

Household level data collection has the advantage of capturing not just those who actually make use of service facilities, but also those who don’t (who may also be legitimate stakeholders).

Donors can support the institutionalization of client scorecards through:

· adopting scorecard mechanism, at the stage of design, for continuous review of their own TC programme operations

· insisting that the institutions that receive donor support (e.g. through SWAPs) establish or maintain client scorecard mechanisms

· providing support to institutions that are part of the enabling environment for operationalizing scorecards – e.g. NGO’s with survey management capabilities

Client voice and approval is not a perfect or accurate measure of the ultimate downstream results that development efforts aim at. But it certainly gives a flavour of what matters to those who are intended to benefit. At the end of the day, it is better to have approximate information about important issues than to have precise information about what might be irrelevant.

c)
Strengthening the evaluation function within recipient country management

Monitoring relates to the continuous observation of inputs, activities, outputs and outcomes. Evaluation is then a more reflective function – a periodic exercise aimed at understanding the interrelationship between inputs, activities and outputs on the one hand and outcomes on the other. 

There is a need for strengthening of means and practices of retrospective assessment and evaluation and, more broadly, reflective management:

· in the administration of TC, and

· as a generic function of recipient country public sector management

Although evaluation has a traditional role within the TC project management cycle, the function has often been performed in a perfunctory manner. TC professionals themselves often have an ambivalent attitude to evaluation. On the one hand, it is convenient to leave responsibility for analysis of “what comes after” to others. But at the same time, many are skeptical and defensive to evaluation, perceiving of it as outside control, undertaken by people who invariably fail to understand the unique context of the activity under review. Elsewhere, the act of having evaluations done gets to be more important than the substance of findings and recommendations. With such motivations on the part of those who commission evaluations, the evaluators themselves face the alternatives of being bland and superficial (to get paid) or scandal hungry (to get attention). 

The key dimension of evaluation is not doing evaluation for its own sake – but the adoption of evaluation findings as a basis for improved quality of decision-making. The emerging perception is of evaluation as an ongoing management and planning activity – rather than a one-off, post-implementation, tag-on to project-level activity. With the global shift in emphasis of the public sector, from project micro-management to broader policy direction, evaluations are increasingly seen as having the greatest pay-off when applied to programme and policy-level activities rather than to isolated, individual projects. 

When it comes to TC, the imperative must be for evaluation to be undertaken as a partnership exercise, rather being driven by donors individually or collectively. Moreover, evaluation should ideally be organized under recipient leadership and as part of broader reflective and decision-making objectives than any that are exclusive to TC. 

For purposes of developing the recipients’ national evaluation capacities, the point of departure must be relevance to national governance arrangements and decision-making, rather than TC management as such. In shaping a national evaluation function it must tie in with domestic systems and processes of policy planning, budget allocation and resource management. The rules and mechanisms of TC evaluation are designed to cater to donor needs pertaining to TC projects. They are fairly esoteric as a generic public management practice. In building national evaluation capacities, donor TC evaluation methods and rulebooks are therefore not necessarily the most relevant prism.

If evaluation is about enhancing the quality of public investment, then a need for the function exists at different levels of recipient country government: the level of overall national resource allocation and policy formulation; the level of individual sectors or technical ministries; the level of regions, municipalities or local authorities; and at the level of individual public organizations.

Emerging Policy Conditions of Aid Effectiveness  

Ascertaining the effectiveness of TC is as much about donors approaching their overall mandate and modalities of operations in another manner as it is about new field-level techniques. Certainly, no single innovation of measurement, performance appraisal or project management technology can ascertain coherence, focus and overall development effectiveness. The starting point of reform must be to recognize that TC accountability arrangements, in their current manifestation, represent an obstacle to ownership and ultimate effectiveness. 

Aid’s effectiveness is preconditioned on breaking the circle of aid dependence and capacity decline. From our prism of analysis, a number of policy orientation pillars emerge:

a)
Commitment to capacities emerging from within national institutions

The calls that are made for “ownership” and “participation” frequently appear as normative and aspirational – without clear instrumental focus. Their operational application is sometimes perfunctory, as manifested in token consultations and nominal expressions of priority – e.g. “government requests” drafted by the donors themselves.

Successful development needs strong institutions in the recipient side. TC can only be a supplement to or catalyst for development of their capacity. The activities that take place “within” individual TC projects and programmes are invariably only one small component of what is needed to address long-term capacity. It is ultimately national priorities and efforts that are the primary determinant of  whether capacity development or indeed socio-economic development generally, is a success or not. Thus it is crucial that the planning and management of TC should not remain a separate and parallel decision making process – catering to a disparate, sometimes even conflicting, array of development priorities, project implementation arrangements and accountability needs.

The critical capacities to be addressed are not those needed for implementing TC projects, but those needed for being able to cope without. 

TC’s effectiveness requires more than a vague compatibility with the recipients’ development priorities and aspirations. The management of TC activity needs to be made part and parcel of the recipient countries’ own processes and practices of:

· national development planning 

· resource allocation 

· financial management and procurement

· operational liaison and decision-making 

As stated by the President of the World Bank, donors must “learn to let go”46 . Donors must allow the time, trust and ownership of control needed for capacity to emerge from the institutions that are part of the recipient country decision-making processes and resource management systems. In order to arrive at institutional arrangements that actually work in the unique local context, recipients need to be allowed to experiment, and, for that matter, fail – along the process. 

The foremost role of donors must be to place their technical expertise at the disposal of recipient institutions. Where invited, donors may play a “process consultation” role, performing a facilitatory function in the CD process, albeit without taking part as a principal - in terms of agenda-setting, resource control, decision-making powers and management of accountability arrangements.

b)
Programmatic modalities for provision of TC 

Our conclusion is that individual, compartmentalized TC projects in their traditional form, do not work. The accountability requirements associated with the TC project approach jeopardizes the emergence of the very capacity that TC should aim at creating. The pooling of donor resources in budget support, SWAP’s or other mechanisms of programmatic assistance, under recipient management, is therefore the operational modality most conducive to securing sustainability of efforts. The pooling of donor resources rests upon two crucial assumptions:

· willingness and ability of national authorities and donors to reach agreement on common objectives

· donors entrusting responsibility for management and accountability to national operational structures – while supporting the recipients to take up these responsibilities 

In practice, funds can be provided as blanket budget support, earmarked for individual sectors or for specified kinds of spending. Although a critical element is the buy-in agreement of donors to a common accountability requirement and M&E arrangements, there can be several options for phasing in the reliance on national institutions to perform such tasks. Along the continuum from traditional stand-alone projects on the one hand and unconditional and untied budget support on the other, there are three major categories of TC pooling47 :

Full pooling – where donors transfer both resources and control to national authorities, who thus contract and direct TC resources.

Mixed pooling – where national authorities manage TC personnel, but most of the contracting is done by donor agencies, and

Loose pooling – where management of TC personnel is shared, and where contracting is done by donors

Botswana is the recipient country that has managed to take ownership of TC resource management the furthest – it rejects assistance that does not get channeled through national budgets and financial management systems. To the donors, operational advantages of resource pooling include the prospect of closer coordination amongst themselves, and substantial savings in their individual monitoring and reporting bureaucracy.

TC resource pooling does not necessarily entail donors withdrawing from all operational involvement in implementing capacity development activities. Donors represent a legitimate, but not the supreme – stakeholder in sector working groups and budget negotiations. To the extent that donors do have a need for reporting beyond what can be serviced by national capacities, multi-donor joint evaluations and sector reviews may represent a mechanism that minimizes incremental workload and risks of inhibiting the evolution of national capacity. Joint donor co-financing of programmes is also an interim type of resource pooling. The UN-CCA/UNDAF process is another mechanism which, if not yet having led to much joint programming or transfer of accountability to national authorities, at least addresses the need for convergence of priorities and operational practices on the donor agency side.

Within the existing political economy realities of ODA, the CDF/PRSP process may represent the immediate opportunity for recipient authorities to establish and maintain the requisite priority-setting, dialogue, coordination and funds management mechanisms. It is, however, contingent upon the process evolving into truly being nationally driven and, moreover, founded upon the recipients’ indigenous decision-making systems and processes. 

c)
Abandonment of quest for individual attribution

Donors have to service the expectation of their own respective domestic constituencies for clear demonstration of TC’s effects. In the current environment of results-based management, what is demanded is downstream results, or aid effectiveness. The anticipation of downstream results is reasonable, as is the call for evidence to that effect. However, the expectation of attribution is not.

A sincere emphasis on human development outcomes does not allow for specifying the unique value-added, or separate influence that each TC agency, not to speak of individual projects, have brought to developmental success. The problem is, of course, that the very act of attempting to do so – by enclaving the accountability and reporting of their work from that of other activities needed to influence outcomes, undermines the prospects of attaining those same outcomes. Quality, if defined as visibility of results in one part – an individual TC project, comes at the expense of the whole. Successes can only be shared. Influencing human development outcomes is, by nature, a joint undertaking of many agents and actors. 

Some perspective is provided by reference to a case of oblique relevance, German reunification. Since 1989 close to US$ 1000 Bn has been spent on the integration and development of the former East Germany and its 22m citizens. East Germany had, from the outset an infrastructure and a skills base much more advanced than most developing countries. But the effort is nevertheless still incomplete. The cost is about the same as the combined, cumulative ODA of the last twenty years or so – which has been aimed at a population a hundred-fold larger. This fact goes to illustrate the magnitude of time and money that might be needed for development to succeed. Moreover, it raises the question of what “effects” one might reasonably expect individual TC projects to have.

d)
Recipient commitment to domestic accountability as aid conditionality

An implication of our analysis is that the primary nexus of TC accountability needs to be re-cast, from having the relationship between donors and recipient authorities as its locus, to being centred on how accountability functions within the domain of recipients’ national governance arrangements. 

The principal check on public action must be accountability within the public service of recipient authorities, and between recipient authorities and their domestic public. The broad priority on empowering citizens to hold their own governments accountable can express itself through wide-ranging policy directions, such as decentralization and participatory local governance. In fact, the countries that have embraced openness, responsiveness and participation are also the ones that that have had the most success with their development efforts48 . 

Donors are unlikely to entrust the management of their resources to those national authorities that are not considered to have a minimum of democratic legitimacy and commitment to truthfulness in its accountability system. Aid will be wasted in countries where national authorities simply do not want to do good for their own people, or where public policy goals are neglected to facilitate private rent-seeking activities. Against letting go of the TC controls, donors will need to be assured of the basic efficacy of the recipients’ accountability arrangements. Assurances in this regard should effectively become the paramount component of TC conditionality.

Setting minimum standards to recipients’ commitment to accountability is, in the short term, likely to lead to some countries not receiving TC support. Rather than donors cutting their aggregate ODA flows correspondingly, we presume that aid resources can be temporarily diverted to e.g. debt relief or import programme financing.

Although it is beyond our scope to set its parameters, we believe that donors and recipients will need to jointly develop transparent criteria for what warrants exclusion from the community of aid resource recipients. 

Notes

1. As acknowledged by e.g. the UN Executive Committee report “Toward a new aid compact”, 2001.

2. See e.g. N. Dabelstein, “Evaluation Partnerships”, pp 65-68, in K. Malik and C. Roth (Ed), Evaluation Capacity Development in Asia, Proceedings from the International Conference, Beijing, 1999, UNDP/UNCSTE/WBI.

3. Thus exempting at least three subsidiary scenarios for TC use:  a) as an adjunct to “one-off” or “free-standing” infrastructure investment projects, b) its intentional use for pure operational gap-filling, e.g. as a part of humanitarian or emergency assistance, or post-conflict reconstruction, and c) private sector development.

4. The goals proposed by the OECD's Development Assistance Committee in its 1996 report “Shaping the 21st Century”, adopted by all 189 Member States at the Millennium Summit in September 2000.

5. See e.g. Burnside and Dollar (1997)

6. See Brautigam (2000), whose findings are based on regression analysis using political risk indices as proxy for governance.

7. See e.g. Knack (1999)

8. UN (2001), “Towards a new aid compact”, Report of the Executive Committee on Economic and Social Affairs of the United Nations

9. For an overview of developed country reform initiatives, see e.g. Pollit and Bouckaert (1999) “Public management reform”

10. See e.g. Polidano (1999) “The New Public Management in Developing Countries” 

11. The use of arms-length contracts to govern relationships with and among public service agencies may be the defining characteristic of New Zealand reforms. A broader range of reform activities is nevertheless generally associated with New Zealand and the umbrella “new public management” term. For a detailed review of New Zealand reforms see Schick, “The spirit of reform” (1996).

12. On New Zealand outcomes see e.g. “Can the Kiwi economy fly?”, The Economist, 30 Nov 2000

13. Schick (1998) “Why most developing countries should not try New Zealand reforms”.
14. E.g. CIDA, USAID and UNDP.

15. See e.g. UN General Assembly resolution 52/136 from Dec-97 and A. Sen (1990).

16. Even at the cutting edge of private for-profit enterprise, accountability incorporates perspectives that complement those of finance and “internal-business-processes”. In for instance the “balanced scorecard” approach to corporate management, the “customer” and “learning” perspectives carry equal weight. See e.g. Kaplan & Norton (1996).

17. UNDP/MDGD (1997), “Reconceptualizing Governance”

18. D. Brinkerhoff (2001)

19. Ibid

20. This distinction is made by Schick (1996) in his review of the New Zealand public sector reform experience.

21. Brautigam (2000)

22. In line with e.g. Hildebrand/Grindle’s 1996 study for UNDP, “Building sustainable capacity” and UNDP’s 1998 paper “Capacity assessment and development”. 

23. Morgan/Qualman (1996)

24. M. Schacter (2000)

25. As argued, with reference to economic management in Africa, by the report “Can Africa Claim the 21st Century”, (World Bank 2000a)

26. Brautigam 2000.

27. Government of Uganda Budget Estimates and Public Investment Plan, 1999/00-2001-02

28. Brautigam (2000)

29. Brautigam (2000)

30. Schick (1996)

31. This point is made by M. Schacter, “Monitoring and Evaluation Capacity Development in Sub-Saharan Africa”, (2000a)

32. A conceptual framework for “voice” and “exit”, in the context of developing country management, is provided by S. Paul (1991) “Strengthening Public Service Accountability”.

33. See e.g. R. Chambers (1997) “Whose Reality Counts: Putting the last first”

34. “Filipino Scorecard on Pro Poor Services”, World Bank 2001

35. The key PAC instrument has been called the “Bangalore Scorecard”. The history of PAC’s operations and its experience with client scorecards is well documented on its public website, http://www.pacindia.org/.

36. See the “Filipino Scorecard on Pro Poor Services”, World Bank (2001b)

37. In cases of apparent risk, efforts need to concentrate on identifying other, materials aspects of functional performance or task fulfillment – that can be objectively verified.

38. In A. Sen (1999) “Development as Freedom” the observations about famine are placed in a wider context of development, freedom and democracy.

39. World Development Report 2002, World Bank (2001a)

40. A series of three expenditure tracking studies have been conducted in the Ugandan education sector since 1996. The latest (Uganda 2001) was conducted in 2001 and presented to the Oct-01 education sector review.

41. In parallel to the policy of transparency, Uganda has adopted a sector-wide approach to planning, budgeting and donor liaison. In preference to stand-alone TC projects, donor funds are increasingly channelled through Government’s own budgets and decision-making processes. Resource plans and strategies are prepared and reviewed by a sector working group which meets twice yearly, and which brings together the education ministry, central agencies, NGO’s and donors. 

42. Schacter (2000)

43. Quoted in “Filipino Scorecard on Pro-Poor Services” (World Bank 2001b), which also notes that the President has required her Cabinet members to undertake a pledge to be accountable to eleven service standards, including responsiveness to Constituency Feedback.

44. See e.g. K. Mackay, “The Role of Civil Society in Assessing Public Sector Performance in Ghana”, 2000
45. J. Stiglitz (2000)

46. J. Wolfensohn, (1997), “The Challenge of Inclusion”, Address to Annual (WB/IMF) Meeting

47. Baser and Morgan (2001)

48. See e.g. World Bank (2000), “Can Africa Claim the 21st Century?”
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