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‘Note’ for DPR

Monitoring partnership-based aid relationships 

Tony Killick


Background
There is today increased questioning, on the part of some, of the past pattern of aid relationships and more desire to move towards a new paradigm.  The OECD-DAC has been doing much work to compare experiences and to promote greater harmonisation of donor policies and practices (see OECD-DAC, 2003).  It has also begun to discuss the possibilities of evaluations led by recipient countries.  In connection with the NEPAD initiative and in collaboration with the OECD, the Economic Commission for Africa, among others, has been promoting the idea of mutual donor-recipient accountability and of joint reviews of developmental effectiveness.   These moves are manifestations a desire to establish aid relationships based on 'partnership', which implies co-equality and mutual acceptance of responsibilities.  

At the moment, however, almost all monitoring and evaluation at the country level is by donors of recipients, raising the question, who will monitor the donors?  The logic of partnership is that increasingly such monitoring should be jointly conducted or sponsored and include the performance of all parties, not just the recipient side.  Some donors might claim that their evaluations are already joint, in the sense that ToRs, consultants, etc must be approved by recipient governments but most will admit in private that this is often largely a formality, with little substantive meaning.

This note draws attention to an experiment conducted in Tanzania and urges wider adoption of the model employed there.
  So far as is known, this has been a unique experiment, although a more limited version has been employed also in Rwanda.

The Tanzanian case
The history is as follows.  In the early-to-mid-1990s there was an escalating crisis in relations between donors and the Government of Tanzania (GoT), which came to a head in early-1995 at a fraught Consultative Group (CG) meeting.  There was a break-down of trust.  Donors suspected large-scale mis-use of aid counterpart funds and alleged high-level corruption in the tax-collection system.  For their part, the GoT saw the donors as excessively intrusive and unrealistically demanding.   

In an attempt to reverse this deterioration, the Danish government decided in 1993-94 to establish an ad hoc 'Group of Independent Advisers' whose broad task was to explore whether and how donor-GoT relations could be improved.  This met under the chairmanship of Prof. G.K. Helleiner, a well-known Canadian international economist with long experience in Tanzania, and there were four other members of the group, including two Tanzanians and two non-Tanzanians.  It was important that all members were quite senior and were regarded as being independent of both GoT and donors.  The group heard evidence from virtually all donors in the country, from a range of GoT ministries and agencies, and from other interested parties.  The report of this group, in June 1995, was critical of both GoT and donors and presented recommendations for improving the situation.  It urged major changes in relationships between the two parties and in the operational cultures of both (see Helleiner, 1995).

That might well have been that.  However, the term of office of the then President of Tanzania (Mwinyi) expired in late-1995 and elections ushered in a new incumbent (Mkapa) who was determined to improve the situation and who decided to utilise the Helleiner report  as a basis for doing so.  The report therefore turned out to be an influential document.  It led directly on to an important agreement in January 1997 between the GoT and donors to jointly set out a programme to redefine the terms of their development co-operation. The result was an agreed  set of 18 points for action.  These stated, among other things, that there was a need to ensure enhanced GoT leadership in development programming, and increased transparency, accountability and efficiency in aid delivery.  The elaboration of a framework for co-operation culminated in the preparation of a Tanzania Assistance Strategy which was finally published in 2002.

Following the GoT-donor agreement of January 1997, it was agreed that progress in implementing the agreed points would be monitored and reports on progress would be presented to meetings of the CG.  It was agreed to ask Professor Helleiner to present evaluation reports to CG meetings in December 1997, March 1999 and May 2000.  At the latter meeting, it was agreed that the monitoring activity was beneficial but needed to be institutionalised.  As a result, in February 2002, the GoT and donors jointly appointed an Independent Monitoring Group (IMG) to review progress in aid relationships.  

The IMG reported to a meeting of the country's Consultative Group in December 2002.  Its main message was that the situation had greatly improved since 1995 but that there remained much scope for further improvements on all sides.  It made a substantial number of specific recommendations for future improvements, including the following:

*  Evaluations comparable with that presented in this report should be undertaken every two or three years.  These should examine GoT-donor relations in the round, i.e. not be confined to donor performance.  They might be given a more specific focus...
*  We urge that evaluations of government-donor relations similar to our own could usefully be replicated in other aid-dependent countries and recommend that donors suggest to their respective headquarters that they promote the wider use of this type of monitoring activity in other countries.
In terms of replicability, the following features of the IMG were significant:

· The group was again a made up of a mix of senior Tanzanian and outside members.  It was chaired by a well-known Tanzanian economist who was at that time head of the country's leading independent policy research institute.  There was one other Tanzanian, a former ambassador, and three external, European-based, members, one of whom (the author of this note) had also been a member of the original Helleiner group.  The group also included a senior Ugandan. The group had complete autonomy in deciding how it went about fulfilling its ToRs and in what it said in its report.

· There was a tendering process within Tanzania for a contract to constitute and service the group.  This was won by a local think-tank organisation which provided research, logistical and administrative back-up.  It was for the contractors to identify group members, although suggestions were made by various parties, and the constitution of the group was subject to the approval of the GoT and donors.

· The activity was financed by contributions by various donors into a fund administered by the UNDP, which is the lead agency for donor co-ordination in Tanzania.  The local UNDP oversaw the tendering and contractual processes.  However, it did not provide secretariat services, nor was it represented on the group.

· The ToRs for the group were for a mix of monitoring and evaluation, although with a greater stress on the former.  They were asked both to present information on changing aid relationships and to analyse this in order to recommend ways forward.

One other important aspect of the IMG's work should be noted.  There had been a tendency locally to think of it as mainly focusing on the policies and modalities of the donors.  However, the IMG took a different view:

An important principle we would urge here is that such exercises should not be confined to monitoring just one side of GoT-donor performance.  It has rightly been observed that the GoT is already subjected to intense monitoring by the donors ... whereas such monitoring of the donors as occurs is much less rigorous.  The question, "Who will monitor the donors?"  is well put.  But we would make two points about this:  (a) that there is value in reviewing GoT performance independently of the donors because that is likely to yield different insights, and may reinforce the donors in some areas while protecting the government from what may be unwarranted or over-hasty judgements; and (b) that the actions of both parties are likely to be influenced by what is done (or not done) by the other, so that it is not appropriate to judge the performance of the donors except in the context of trends on the government side, and vice versa.

Implicit in the Group's report was a desire that any future such activities should become more evaluation-based, suggesting that future groups might be given somewhat more focused ToRs, enable it to achieve greater depth by concentrating on some particular aspect, e.g. SWAps or local-level relationships.

Is this a replicable model?
Since it appears that this case is rather unique, the question arises whether independent monitoring might be replicable elsewhere or whether there is something particular to the Tanzanian case which might rule it out elsewhere. In fact, replicability seems perfectly feasible.  One thing to note is that the 1995 and 2002 groups were convened in markedly different circumstances.  The first instance was marked by crisis and a breakdown of trust, the task being to find ways of breaking the deadlock and of moving forward.  The 2002 IMG, by contrast, was convened against the background of a general perception that much progress had been made and that what was needed was an independent stock-taking, with pointers towards the next steps.

Since the principal new element introduced by independent monitoring is that a searchlight of enquiry is extended to the donors, it follows that there is only likely to be agreement on such monitoring where country representatives of donor agencies are willing to open themselves up in this way.  There needs to be some minimum level of co-operation with the independent monitors by the local donor agencies, as well as the government, for the activity to be fruitful.  However, this hurdle may not be high.  The 1995 group in Tanzania was initiated and financed by just one donor (Denmark) - and not a top-ranking one in global terms - and was not the result of a collective donor decision.  It was nonetheless not difficult for that group to obtain access to all significant donors - they had lots of frustrations they wanted to get off their chests!  The creation of the 2002 group was more a collective decision, facilitated by the existence of an active local DAC and by staff members of the UNDP, but there were dissenting voices and some opposition.  Once again, however, this did not prevent the group from being able to talk to virtually everyone it wanted to question.  In both cases, there were no problems in accessing government officials, although the improvements in the intervening years meant that the level and quality of intercourse with GoT officials in the second study was much the more satisfactory.  Where the degree of consensus about the desirability of establishing an IMG is likely to be more important when it comes to implementation.  Its report will present recommendations addressed to both the government and donors.  A reasonable level of agreement on the desirability of establishing the group in the first place, and existence of forums at which its report can be taken forward, will enhance the possibilities of follow-up actions.

One difficulty in the way of wide adoption of the Tanzanian model is the absence of obvious incentives to do so on the donor side.  They are, after all, volunteering to open themselves up to critical independent investigation and their representatives on the ground are generally all too well aware that there are plenty of grounds for criticism.  In overcoming the resulting natural reluctance, perhaps the most important ingredient in both Tanzanian studies - and this is something that is potentially present in all aid-receiving countries - was the existence of individuals minded and positioned to push forward the idea of an independent group.  The Danish Ambassador was a crucial player in the mid-'90s; Professor Helleiner and UNDP staff were crucial moving spirits in setting up the 2002 group.  Basically, all it needed was a few well-placed individuals from the donor and government sides.  There is, as suggested earlier, greater openness now to a search for more satisfactory aid relationships;  independent monitoring and evaluation can be used as part of a new model.  Others may be unenthusiastic, even hostile, but are likely to want to have their voices heard when a group is actually formed.  

What are the key ingredients of a successful group?  The following suggest themselves:

· It needs a local sponsor, probably on the donor side, someone to push the idea and persuade other donors, and maybe to provide some seed money.  

· Its members - particularly its chairperson - should be sufficiently senior and experienced to command respect.  Above all, they should be perceived as independent of any particular interest.  It is important that it should contain a good balance as between nationals of the country in question and of the outside world.  The idea adopted in the second Tanzanian study, of involving a senior person from other countries within the same region is also an attractive one.

· Its financing, so far as possible, should be structured so as to protect the group from suspicions that they might be influenced by anxiety not to offend those providing the money.  Similarly, it is better that the group be serviced outside of the government or any donor.  The arrangements for the 2002 group in Tanzania were excellent in this respect.

· The terms of reference of the group should not be too restrictive.  They should allow flexibility for the group's enquiries to roam as appears necessary in the light of the information that comes to them.  Addition of wording along the lines of "...and such other subjects as the group may deem desirable" is what is needed.

· There should preferably be mechanisms in place that allow the group's recommendations to be considered and acted upon.  In Tanzania, the 1995 group was lucky because of the emergence shortly afterwards of a new reform-minded political leadership.  By the time of the 2002 group, well-organised avenues of dialogue and co-ordination - most notably a Tanzanian Ministry of Finance with a lively interest in these matters which had already developed a national assistance strategy and an active and well-led local DAC - had evolved to take forward the group's recommendations (although it is too early yet to know how much follow-through there will actually be).  Again, the importance of the activist voice should not be discounted.

To sum up, the above account strongly suggests that the model of the Tanzanian IMG could readily be adopted in other aid-dependent countries.  There is nothing uniquely Tanzanian about it.  The purpose of this note is to interest others in the desirability of taking it further as a modality well suited to aid relationships which aspire to break out of the mould of the past and to develop in the directions of partnership, mutual accountability and harmonisation.
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Based on the premise that moves towards partnership-based aid relationships require that the monitoring and evaluation of such relationships should be jointly conducted or sponsored, this note draws attention to an experiment conducted in Tanzania for monitoring by an independent group, drawn from the recipient country and from outside.  It seeks to identify the key ingredients of successful use such a model and urges its wider adoption.. 








� Senior Research Associate, Overseas Development Institute.  I am grateful for the comments on an earlier draft of my colleagues on the Tanzania group.


�  See also Wangwe, 2002, for a more elaborate account and a collection of key documents.


�  In 2000 the Rwandan and UK governments agreed on an independent annual monitoring of the Memorandum of Understanding between them and in 2002 the Netherlands and Swedish governments decided to adopt this model.  A monitoring exercise conducted by two independent consultants in October-November 2002 therefore reviewed progress with respect to development co-operation between Rwanda and all three donor countries.  (Information kindly provided by DfID, London.)





