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The Millennium Development Goals
Goal 1: Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger
•
•

Halve, between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of people whose income is less than
US$1 a day;
Halve, between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of people who suffer from hunger.

Goal 2: Achieve universal primary education
•

Ensure that, by 2015, children everywhere, boys and girls alike, will be able to
complete a full course of primary schooling.

Goal 3: Promote gender equality and empower women
•

Eliminate gender disparity in primary and secondary education preferably by 2005
and in all levels of education no later than 2015.

Goal 4: Reduce child mortality
•

Reduce by two-thirds, between 1990 and 2015, the under-five mortality rate.

Goal 5: Improve maternal health
•

Reduce by three-quarters, between 1990 and 2015, the maternal mortality ratio.

Goal 6: Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria, and other diseases
•

Have halted by 2015 and begun to reverse the spread of HIV/AIDS;

•

Have halted by 2015 and begun to reverse the incidence of malaria and other major
diseases.

Goal 7: Ensure environmental sustainability
•
•
•
•

Integrate the principles of sustainable development into country policies and
program and reverse the loss of environmental resources;
Halve, by 2015, the proportion of people without sustainable access to safe drinking
water;
Halve, by 2015, the proportion of people without access to adequate sanitation
[WSSD 2002];
Have achieved, by 2020, a significant improvement in the lives of at least 100
million slum dwellers.
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Goal 8: Develop a global partnership for development
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
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Develop further an open, rule-based, predictable, non-discriminatory trading and
financial system;
Address the special needs of the Least Developed Countries;
Address the special needs of landlocked countries and small island developing states;
Deal comprehensively with the debt problems of developing countries through
national and international measures in order to make debt sustainable in the long
term;
In cooperation with developing countries, develop and implement strategies for
decent and productive work for youth;
In cooperation with pharmaceutical companies, provide access to affordable,
essential drugs in developing countries;
In cooperation with the private sector, make available the benefits of new
technologies, especially information and communications.
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Governance and poverty: can the
goals get donors back on track?
Shennia Spillane, Australian Council for International Development

Governance was introduced into aid
programmes ostensibly as an attempt to
enhance poverty reduction. Donors justify
the inclusion (and increasing prevalence) of
so-called ‘good governance’ activities in their
aid programmes by claiming that they are
essential for sustainable development to end
poverty.
Today the ‘governance’ sector covers an
ever-wider field of activities ranging from
economic policy, to human rights, to counterterrorism. The governance bandwagon has
picked up speed recently, particularly with
the increasing influence of the anti-terrorism
agenda. Now, more than ever, there are
serious questions to be asked about the
implicit and explicit political objectives of
the donors’ agenda and the effect of the
increasing funds poured into governance.
The contribution of governance aid to
poverty reduction is still asserted, but
seldom tested or proven. Instead, the illdefined ‘governance’ sector provides a space
for pursuing a range of donor interests with
aid money.
The Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs) require, among other things, a
commitment from donors to focus their aid
squarely on poverty reduction through the
fulfilment of basic rights. Achievement of

the MDGs alone will not eradicate poverty,
but the effort required even to achieve them
leaves no room for competing priorities. The
MDGs, while imperfect, may offer an
opportunity to assess the governance aid
agenda against specific poverty reduction
outcomes, and to reopen the debate on
donor approaches to development. But the
MDGs will only help if donors are prepared
to accept the challenge of some good
governance of their own, through
accountability for their contribution to
achievement of the Goals.

Donors and Governance — not an easy
answer
Aid donors began to focus on ‘good
governance’ because they argued, with
some justification, that corruption, weak
financial management and low planning
and implementation capacity within developing country governments, was preventing aid
and domestic financing from reaching the
people for whom it was intended. In short,
‘poor governance’ was undermining poverty
reduction. Few could argue with the principle
that if weak and/or corrupt governance kept
essential resources from the poor, addressing
these problems was a necessary activity.
Whether the complex, and very political,
issues of governance in sovereign states

165

The Reality of Aid 2004

Millennium Development Goals
could, or should, be resolved by outsiders,
would always be a more difficult and
contentious question.
Nevertheless, good governance has
increasingly become a major focus in the aid
programmes of many donor governments,
including the United Kingdom, Sweden, the
United States and Australia, not to mention
multilateral donors and international
financial institutions. In the Australian case,
for example, governance is now the single
biggest sector in the aid programme; in 200304, governance activities will absorb 21% of
all Australian aid.
Donor approaches to good governance do
not often examine, but rather take as given,
the links between aid programmes for ‘good
governance’ in developing countries and the
outcome of less poverty. Donor activity rests
on the simplistic assertion that donors
understand what policy settings and
institutional structures will lead to the best
outcomes in economic growth and, thus,
poverty reduction. Critics note that when the
so-called ‘Washington Consensus’ economic
model failed (repeatedly) in the developing
world, donors blamed recipients’ poor
implementation of it and rushed to
strengthen that, rather than addressing the
logical question about the appropriateness of
the model in the first place.
In the early years of the 21st century — in
the wake of the Latin American and Asian
economic crises of the 1990s, in the light of
the ongoing global debt crisis, and facing as
big challenges as ever to eradicating poverty
and realising global equity — there is no
choice but to reject donor confidence that
the neo-liberal model of good governance is
a recipe for poverty reduction.

… then along came terrorism
Perhaps the most troubling trend of all in the
field of governance aid, which has intensified
over the past two years, is the increasing use
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of ‘governance’, as a broad and ill-defined
descriptor to signify a handy catch-all sector
under which to place a widening array of
projects and programmes, in pursuit of donor
objectives that have little to do with direct
poverty reduction.
The starkest example of this is the
increasing use of governance aid to further
donors’ national security interests. In
particular, increased aid for various counterterrorism activities has been slotted under
the ‘good governance’ heading, using
governance rhetoric to justify spending aid
money on national security objectives.
Recent collaborative work by
international NGOs, has demonstrated the
breadth of the trend towards pursuing
national security through aid. NGOs have
observed counter-terrorism being established
or increased as a development priority in the
aid programmes of Australia, Japan, the USA,
UK, European Union, and Denmark. In the
programmes of these donors, and no doubt
others, the nature and direction of aid have
shifted to accommodate the national security
and anti-terrorism agendas of the donor
governments.1
Most donors have made some attempt to
justify such aid spending by linking counterterrorism to development. In February 2002,
US Secretary of State Colin Powell made the
connection between development assistance
and counter-terrorism, saying ‘we have to
show people who might move in the direction
of terrorism that there is a better way’.2 The
Australian Government has justified an
increasing focus on counter-terrorism in its
aid programme by claiming that ‘stability and
security… [are] critical preconditions in
tackling poverty’.3
Other donors have perhaps been more
honest, construing the connection the other
way around. Japan’s ODA Charter, revised in
2003, says ‘Japan will proactively contribute
to the stability and development of
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developing countries through its ODA. This
correlates closely with assuring Japan’s
security and prosperity and promoting the
welfare of its people.’4 In 2003, the Danish
Government commissioned a think-tank to
explore how Danish development cooperation
could be used ‘as an instrument in the
prevention of terrorism’.5
Donor countries in the OECD DAC have
turned their collective minds to the role of
development cooperation in counterterrorism. The result in April 2003 was the
policy paper A Development Cooperation
Lens on Terrorism Prevention: Key Entry
Points for Action.6 While general statements
in the paper note the importance of donors’
commitment to poverty reduction and human
rights, the paper is infused with the
suggestion that donors may need to
‘calibrate’ current aid allocations and
approaches to take account of terrorism
prevention. NGOs have expressed serious
concern that this OECD paper, and the trend
in donor thinking it reflects, opens the door
for terrorism prevention increasingly
becoming a goal of development cooperation
in its own right.7
There is little doubt that conditions of
poverty, combined with perceptions of global
injustice and alienation, contribute in some
circumstances to the creation of
environments that can breed instability and
conflict and, in extreme cases, acts of terror.
At the same time, NGO research has
suggested that ‘linking acts of terrorism and
their prevention with the goals of
development cooperation… is highly
problematic.’8
Poverty reduction arguments are
evidently not the driving motivator, nor the
guiding principle, for donors’ new governance
and security agendas. Recognition of the
importance of stability and security for
effective aid implies the need for a greater
commitment to poverty-focused assistance,

to address the causes of conflict and provide
greater economic and social equity to
affected peoples. Simplistically combating
symptoms through law enforcement, financial
regulation and the like, is not an adequate
response. As one NGO commentator has
noted, if alleviating poverty reduces
terrorism, there is no need to create a new
counter-terrorism goal in aid programmes. All
that such a link implies is the need to step
up poverty-focused aid in order to eradicate
poverty.9
There may be merit in the proposition
that many types of aid directed at counterterrorism may ultimately contribute to
poverty reduction. More stable and bettergoverned states, for example, can benefit
from international trade and growth more
easily and, under the right circumstances,
the resulting growth can lift the living
standards of those in poverty. But where
spending scarce aid funds is at stake, doing
things that may possibly, eventually, make
some contribution to reducing poverty is not
good enough — regardless of the foreign
policy or national security benefits for the
donor. Donors must ensure that their
programmes are the best, most effective way
to use their limited resources to eradicate
poverty. Much of the present aid for counterterrorism activities would fail this test.
In fact, a glance at the types of antiterror activities now being funded by large
amounts of aid, reveals that the security
threats being countered are almost always
those directed towards rich countries and
peoples, rather than threats to people in the
countries of the terrorists’ origin, or those
they work through. Australia provides aid to
small, poverty-trapped countries in the
Pacific Islands to prevent international terror
groups from laundering money, through
them, towards Australia and other western
countries. Even aid targeted at restoring
stability to conflict-ridden states is now
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described as preventing fragile states from
becoming ‘havens’ or ‘breeding grounds’ for
terrorists.10 Much aid is being provided to
assist Indonesia to counter international
terrorist threats, while the world largely
chooses to ignore the human suffering caused
by conflicts within Indonesia’s own territory,
such as in Aceh.
While it is understandable that rich
countries want to protect their citizens and
their defence and security interests, by
combating international terrorism, it is
questionable whether diverting scarce aid
money to this end is the appropriate way to
fund these policy pursuits. That is to say,
strengthening money-laundering regulations
and customs police in East Timor or Nauru,
may be in both governments’ national
interests, but is it an activity truly and
primarily directed at reducing the burden of
poverty for the citizens of such countries?
Regardless of any links that happen to
exist, the language of donors’ statements on
counter-terrorism and aid leaves little doubt
that the ultimate goal of such aid is security,
not development. Like other donor-driven
political priorities before it, counterterrorism activity has too easily found a
home under the catch-all category of aid for
‘good governance’.11 When it comes to their
governance aid programmes, in particular,
many donors need a reality check.

Can the Millennium Development
Goals help?
The MDGs are fast becoming the international
‘main game’ in global development
discourse. Eight simple goals, backed up by
14 hard targets and 49 measurable
indicators, with a definite deadline of 2015,
were endorsed by some 148 world leaders
through the Millennium Declaration. Since
that time, the MDGs have been vigorously
promoted, developed and refined, chiefly by
the UN but also, increasingly, by developed
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and developing country governments and
other international institutions.
Anecdotal evidence suggests that civil
society’s reaction to the MDGs has been
mixed. Some critics point out that several of
the targets are restatements of UN Goals
that the world failed to achieve, as
promised, by 2000. Others, importantly,
wonder whether the Goals represent the
same old donor-driven agenda in a new
guise. Critics also berate the lack of civil
society and recipient community participation
in both the development of the Goals
themselves and in the mechanisms being used
for their implementation (such as MDG
Country Reports and Poverty Reduction
Strategy Papers).
It is certainly true that the MDGs are
neither exhaustive nor perfect. Among other
things, they lack an explicit grounding in
human rights, neglect to take account of the
specific needs of marginalised groups such as
people with disabilities and ethnic minorities,
and lack a clear interaction with goals and
standards established in other forums.
Nevertheless, there is a compelling
argument that the MDGs represent the best
opportunity in recent history to transform
development debates and to achieve real
results in poverty reduction. The Goals
already have the UN, the World Bank and
many donor governments talking about
increased commitment to development, new
approaches and accountability for real results
in poverty reduction. At the very least, the
MDGs represent a potentially powerful
advocacy tool that NGOs and local
communities can draw on, to hold developed
and developing country governments to
account for their own commitment to combat
poverty.
For the first time there is a coherent set
of priorities and a definite deadline. The
Goals are easily understood, measurable and
patently achievable. While they are not the
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complete recipe for poverty eradication,
their achievement would represent a major
step. Most importantly, they have already
been agreed by the vast majority of the
world community. The Goals represent
specific commitments to which donors can
(must!) be held accountable.
The relevance of the MDGs to the
governance debate is that they provide an
internationally agreed framework to focus
the aid and development agenda where it
belongs — on action to eliminate poverty.
Further, if taken seriously, the MDGs
absolutely require aid to be used to that
end, because all current aid resources and
more will need to be directed to the Goals if
they are to be achieved. The World Bank and
others estimated that, in 2002, global aid
added up to no more than half of the annual
aid needed between now and 2015 to
achieve the Goals.12
Governance provides an ideal example of
the potential of the MDGs to sharpen aid
priorities and to refocus on the basics. There
is, quite appropriately, no specific MDG on
Governance. That is because governance is
not, and should not be, a development goal
in itself. Governance activities for their own
sake, or for the pursuit of objectives other
than — or only distantly related to — poverty
reduction, will not achieve the MDGs.
Instead, governance assistance is a
means that should be employed, only where
it can most effectively augment the ability
of people in poverty to realise their basic
right to a life free from poverty. If governance
activities are not optimally contributing to
the achievement of this, donors 9should
simply not be spending aid money on them.
Donors’ own commitment to achieving the
MDGs, demands that governance assistance
be rigorously assessed against tough targets,
embodying the real priorities that should be
at the centre of aid efforts — poverty
reduction through meeting basic needs.

The catch in this equation, though, is
equal accountability for achievement of the
MDGs. With the support of international
donors and the UN, developing countries are
doing an enormous amount to account for
their progress towards achieving Millennium
Goals 1 to 7. Meanwhile, Millennium
Development Goal 8 — develop a global
partnership for development — touches on
the reforms needed to donors’ approaches
and the rules that govern the global
economy, if the Goals are to be achieved.
But Goal 8 is not as specific as the other
Goals and lacks an adequate mechanism for
holding developed countries accountable. The
latter is a major unresolved problem with the
MDGs as a whole. If the MDGs are an
opportunity to reopen the discussion about
policy and practice on governance with
donors, they also make it necessary for NGOs
and others to demand better accountability
from them.
There has been some discussion about
Goal 8 accountability in the international
system. Various proposals have been made,
including incorporation of MDG targets into
OECD DAC peer review assessments, use of
the IMF Chapter IV mechanism, and more
directed use of the ‘Commitment to
Development’ Index pioneered by the Centre
for Global Development and Foreign Policy
magazine in 2003.13 These are some of the
options. NGOs and others are publicly
beginning to push hard for more work to be
done on this crucial issue, in the lead-up to
the UN Secretary-General’s 2005 progress
report on the MDGs.
But to date, donors have conspicuously
failed to come to the party. Very few donors
have indicated that they are even considering reporting against MDG Goal 8 in any
structured way. Indeed, unless there is a
much stronger demonstration of political will
on the part of donors to account for their
contribution to the Goals, their good faith in
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claiming to support the MDGs must be
exposed as a sham. NGOs in OECD countries
have a role to play in ensuring their
governments are accountable for the
integrity and effectiveness of their aid. MDG
Goal 8 can, and should, provide a strong
basis for a global effort towards better donor
accountability between now and 2015.

Getting Donors Back on Track
Governance, rights and poverty reduction are
natural allies. But seeing them in this way
and adopting approaches that maximise all
three, requires a donor re-think about why
good governance should be pursued with aid,
what sort of activities can truly improve
governance, and a genuine donor recommitment to the ultimate goal of poverty
reduction. Now more than ever, donors are
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imposing ‘good governance’ which fits their
own agendas, rather than genuinely
prioritising a better standard of life for those
in poverty around the world. Donors’ own
commitment to achieving the MDGs by 2015,
presents perhaps the best opportunity for
NGOs to advocate for bringing governance
back to the basics — to poverty reduction —
and for the international cooperation that
will make it a reality. What is needed is a
display of good governance from the same
donors who so vigorously promote it. A start
would be a transparent accountability
mechanism for donor performance against
MDG 8.
If alleviating poverty reduces terrorism,
there is no need to create a new counterterrorism goal in aid programmes
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Civil society participation in EC Aid:
a cornerstone of good governance?
Mikaela Gavas, BOND

‘Whatever the development
question you ask, the answer is
Good Governance.’
Rt Hon Clare Short, Former UK
Secretary of State for International
Development, Valladolid,
7 March 2002
All aid actors, whether donors, recipients or
implementers, now underline the importance
of civil society participation in the
development process. But, has there really
been a paradigm shift? What does the
European Commission mean when it talks
about ‘participation’ and ‘stakeholders’?
What institutional and attitudinal changes are
necessary, to enable poor people to truly
participate in decision-making?
In its White Paper on European
Governance, the European Commission refers
to people’s increasing distrust in institutions,
a widespread image of the Union as ‘remote
and at the same time too intrusive’ and the
need to ‘connect Europe with its citizens’.1
Upon his nomination in 1999, European
Commission President Romano Prodi made
‘good governance’ — an expression that, for
the European Union (EU), encompasses
bottom-up participation through public
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partnerships with civil society — one of the
main priorities of his mandate. The
Commission emphasised the need for a
stronger interaction with civil society and a
‘reinforced culture of consultation and
dialogue’2 . Participatory democracy entails
‘opening up the policy-making process to get
more people and organizations involved in
shaping and delivering EU policy’3 . The Union
had to become less top-down and
complement its policy tools ‘more effectively
with non-legislative instruments’4 . The EU,
therefore strongly commits, in unequivocal
terms, to promoting a more participatory
democracy as a global principle of good
governance.
The biggest challenge, however, is how
to translate laudable principles into
operational dialogue structures and practical
programming orientations, bearing in mind
that the concept of ‘participatory
development’ implies a cultural revolution
for most EC developing country partners.
This paper looks at the rhetoric on
promoting good governance as communicated
at various EU institutional levels. It examines
the extent to which the principle of
participatory democracy, as a fundamental
element of good governance, is being
implemented in developing countries.
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Defining ‘good governance’
The concept of ‘good governance’ is difficult
to define with precision, but it has been
influenced by the international debate on the
relationship between human rights,
governance and economic development,
incorporating elements of each.
For the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP), it is ‘… among other
things participatory, transparent and
accountable. It is also effective and
equitable. And it promotes the rule of law.
Good governance ensures that political,
social and economic priorities are based on
broad consensus in society and that the
voices of the poorest and the most
vulnerable are heard in decision-making over
the allocation of development resources.’5
For the World Bank, it is ‘… epitomized
by predictable, open and enlightened policy
making; a bureaucracy imbued with a
professional ethos; an executive arm of
government accountable for its actions; and
a strong civil society participating in public
affairs; and all behaving under the rule of
law.’6
Numerous European Commission
communications on development cooperation,
both of a general nature and region-specific,
have incorporated discussion of the
importance of good governance. According to
the European Commission Communication on
Governance and Development, ‘governance is
a meaningful and practical concept relating
to the very basic aspects of the functioning
of any society and political and social
systems. It can be described as a basic
measure of stability and performance of a
society.’7
The Commission lists a number of
concepts that, when developed within a
society and political system, provide for a
transition from governance to good
governance. These concepts are human
rights, democratisation and democracy, the

rule of law, civil society, decentralised power
sharing and sound public administration. The
Communication is a step forward in defining
governance within EC development
cooperation. But there is little emphasis on
enabling civil society participation and little
attention to how civil society can be
supported in building capacity to respond to,
and influence, governments.

Civil society participation:
a fundamental element of good
governance in EC policy
Since the Joint Declaration of November 2000
on the European Community (EC)
Development Policy by the Council of
Ministers and the European Commission8 , the
promotion of human rights, democracy, the
rule of law and good governance have
become integral elements of EC development
cooperation. Strengthening democratic
systems in developing countries therefore lies
at the heart of Community efforts to
encourage ‘the most wide-ranging
participation of all segments of society’,9
thereby creating conditions for greater equity
and greater participation by the poorest in
the development process.
The key conditions for effective dialogue
and cooperation between partner countries
and the EU, encompass institutional capacity
building in partner countries and good
governance, ‘with a view to ensuring
transparent and responsible management of
all the resources devoted to development’.
These parameters will guide the distribution
of Community development aid ‘in order to
allocate it to where it has the greatest
chance of reducing poverty efficiently and
sustainably’.10 Institutional capacity building
represents one of the European Commission’s
six priorities for action, to maximise the
impact of Community development policy.
Furthermore, the Compendium on
Cooperation Strategies in the Cotonou
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Partnership Agreement between the EU and
African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP)
countries, identifies, among other things,
capacity building of ‘non-state actors’ (NSAs)
and the strengthening of structures and
mechanisms of information, dialogue and of
consultation between NSAs and the national
authorities as an area of support provided by
the Community.11.
Articles 9 and 10 of the Cotonou
Agreement state that development centred
on the human person, entails ‘respect for
and promotion of all human rights’. The
Articles state that ‘democracy based on the
rule of law and transparent and accountable
governance are an integral part of
sustainable development’, and that ‘greater
involvement of an active and organised civil
society’ is essential to maintaining and
consolidating a stable and democratic
political environment.
Underpinning these articles is the
recognition that at the heart of governance
and development are two linked concepts,
the one a result of the other. Firstly, that a
working concept of good governance must be
based on a recognition of the promotion of
economic, social, political and cultural
rights. This rights-based approach to
development is not country specific.
Secondly, that governance and good
governance is therefore predicated on the
strengthening of transparency and
accountability, with active citizens’
organisations engaging on a regular, open
and systematic basis with elected
representatives in their countries. In other
words, participatory democracy is a direct
result of the rights-based approach to
development.

Civil society participation in EC
development programmes
The key features of civil society organisations
include: autonomy from the state and the
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market and development through a
fundamentally endogenous process; CSOs are
established voluntarily by citizens who have
common values, concerns, needs or interests;
and they are organised around the
promotion of an issue or the interests of a
particular section of society. CSOs are seen
as increasingly crucial agents, because of
their knowledge, experience, low-cost,
flexibility, and ability to bridge the critical
gap between strategic goals and their
practical realisation.

Commission Communication on NSA
participation
In November 2002, the Commission published
a Communication on the ‘Participation of
Non-State Actors in EC Development Policy’,
followed by ‘Guidelines on Principles of Good
Practices for the Participation of Non-State
Actors in the Development Dialogues and
Consultation’12 . Both seek to align EC aid
firmly with the principle of ‘local ownership’
by recipient countries. Yet, in sharp contrast
with the Commission’s adamant will to
enhance participatory democracy, the key
terms of this approach, such as ‘non-state
actor’ (NSA) and ‘participation’ and their
place in the context of wider EC aid reforms
lack clear definition. This questions the very
legitimacy of the system.
While the paper uses the broad term
‘non-state actor’, to include nongovernmental organisations (NGOs), social
partners, business associations and the
media, its substantive content deals
exclusively with NGOs. It seems ironic that
the very document that aims to ensure ’an
adequate level of consultation and
participation in all partners’ countries’ is
itself developed with very little official
consultation or input from civil society
organisations in Europe and without any
consultation with the developing world.

The Reality of Aid 2004

European Commission

Criticism of ‘ad hoc-ness’
The EU’s relationship with associations of
development NGOs undertaking policy
dialogue in Brussels itself has been strewn
with problems. The organisations themselves
complain that any consultation they enjoy is
entirely ad hoc; they often also accuse the
Commission of consulting when it wants to
legitimise its own perspective, rather than
genuinely to listen and respond to
alternative viewpoints. This ad-hoc
consultation practice may be a result of
limited staff numbers, as Commission staff
have genuinely struggled to cope with the
myriad of demands from literally thousands
of organisations — local, national and
international. But even if the Commission did
consult with NGOs on a consistent basis,
there would still be a problem: the
Commission assumes that NGOs are
representative of civil society as a whole and
this leads it to the misconception that policy
has been made in a participatory manner.

Criticism of inconsistency
The participatory approach to development,
which aims to increase the ownership of
development strategies by the countries and
populations concerned, is an innovation in
ACP-EU Cooperation. The Cotonou
Agreement, signed in 2000 between the EU
and the ACP, makes the participatory
approach at all levels of cooperation a
legally binding, well-structured obligation,
which aims to encourage dialogue between
the national authorities and the NSAs in the
country. Participation is not limited to
project implementation, but extends to
political dialogue, policy formulation and
monitoring and evaluation of progress.
Although the EU’s main policy document
is the Communication, it is only the Cotonou
Agreement that places a legal requirement
on EC Delegations for NSA participation. In
the regulation for Latin America, the

Commission simply states that current
regional, sub-regional and country strategy
papers have a strong civil society component
and that growing support to civil society can
be perceived in the new generation of
agreements. Yet, the agreements in force
between the Commission and Asian and Latin
American countries do not contain a legal
obligation to consult civil society. There is a
serious inconsistency for delegations,
regarding the simultaneous implementation
of the regulation for Asia and Latin America
(ALA), which essentially ignores civil society
actors,13 and the Communication on NSAs
that does indeed apply to all developing
countries.

Linking EC Delegations and NSAs
According to recent EC literature, the role of
the EC Delegation is that of observer and
facilitator. It is to facilitate the engagement
of NSAs in policymaking and implementation
of cooperation policies and, in particular, to
provide technical assistance in programming.
According to the EC, the Head of Delegation
(HoD) will play an increasingly important role
in the selection process of co-financing
projects, presented as NSAs’ own initiatives.
In this context, the HoD is expected to
ensure that there is an acceptable degree of
consistency between these initiatives and the
whole cooperation strategy.
In the framework of the Cotonou
Agreement, most ACP Governments, in
agreement with the EC, have undertaken to
provide support to NSAs by reserving a
European Development Fund (EDF) for this
purpose in their respective Country Strategy
Papers. In the implementation process of
these innovative provisions, the ACP national
authorities, the EC Delegations and the NSA
representatives are expected jointly to
identify the range of actors and activities to
be supported. As far as the management of
the funds and the funding decisions of NSA
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activities are concerned, the HoD will be the
main person responsible.
The decentralisation of resources and
responsibilities to EC Delegations, which
began in 2001, and is expected to extend to
all Delegations before the end of 2003, is
intended to improve the quality of the
participatory approach in EC development
policy. The ongoing rationalisation of
development aid instruments, which aims to
facilitate sound management and coherence
of development programmes, also provides
an opportunity to clarify the EC’s approach
to working with NSAs. Good co-ordination
between the EC Delegations and
Headquarters is crucial.
According to the EC, the participatory
approach must be implemented while

respecting both the particular situation in
each partner country and the central role of
the Government, complemented by the local
authorities, the business sector and other
NSAs. The EC identifies lack of political will
to involve NSAs on the part of the national
governments, and the poor structuring and
capacity of NSAs, as two important issues
that Heads of Delegation often face.
Interestingly, this is not necessarily just in
the poorest countries. A useful tool for
overcoming these issues may be Country
Strategy Paper consultations that, from the
outset define policy towards NSAs. They
give NSAs the opportunity to emerge, to
present their ideas, to promote debate in
society and to add to the rooting of
democratic systems.

Box 7. Participation in Senegal
A BOND research project on the participation of southern civil society representatives
in the decision making processes and implementation of EU development
programmes, was conducted in Senegal during August 2003.14
The choice of NSAs invited to participate in the EU programming process was
essentially based on a national assessment of available information. Yet, the
multitude of civil society organisations made it difficult to involve them all in
consultation. A ‘pragmatic’ approach was therefore adopted, with co-opted
representatives of some of the most visible organisations and those known for their
expertise.
In February 2001, an open consultation process was launched with NSAs in order
to draw up Senegal’s Country Strategy Paper with a ‘central group’, comprised of six
Dakar-based NSAs playing a coordinating role. Subsequently, five issue-based
‘technical working groups’, comprising 66 co-opted NSA representatives were
established focused on: macro-economic adjustment and budgetary support; social
sectors the poverty reduction, transport and trade, good governance and non-state
actors.
Seven more working groups, comprised of the same participants, were then set up
to identify projects in accordance with the agreed areas of cooperation between the
Government of Senegal and the EU: good governance, transportation, hygiene,
budgetary support, trade, culture, Non-State actors. These groups met four or five
times, concluding with a three-day workshop to develop strategies for the particular
areas. NSAs were invited to participate in all groups; however, substantial
participation only took place in the group on good governance.
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In general, NSAs were pleasantly surprised at the invitation from the EC
Delegation and the Government of Senegal to participate in the identification of
areas of cooperation between Senegal and the EU. Prior to this, there was a lack of
knowledge on the EU’s activities in the country. However, some critical NSA voices
have suggested that participants mostly represented an urban Dakar-based ‘NGO
elite’ and little effort was made to reach out to smaller, grass roots or regional
organisations. As a result, a lack of consideration was given to a number of serious
concerns in the Country Strategy Paper. Agriculture, in particular, was not considered
a focal sector despite studies showing that agrarian people constitute approximately
60% of the population most affected by poverty in Senegal.
All of the meetings of the different technical groups were held at the offices of
the EC Delegation in Dakar, but all the costs of engaging in the consultation were
borne by the NSAs themselves. Furthermore, the process suffered in its entirety from
a lack of clear terms of reference and a precise work plan, which would have
framed objectives and mandates within a clear timetable. Most participants also
deplored the way in which NSAs were brought into the process on the basis of cooption without any prior preparation, no mandate and therefore no legitimacy from
their constituencies. Finally, there was a noticeable ill-preparedness, lack of
knowledge and expertise among NSAs, on the policies outlined in the Cotonou
Agreement, and how these should be implemented.

Participation: actual or nominal?
Effective consultation with NSAs presupposes
that they are properly organised and have
access to adequate information. NSAs need
the financial and technical ability to respond
adequately to consultation. They need to be
able to articulate issues on their areas of
concerns, in a manner that is taken seriously
and acted upon.
But an official of the Kenyan Ministry of
Planning and Development was candid enough
to admit that NSA participation in the
elaboration of the Kenyan Poverty Reduction
Strategy Paper (PRSP), on which the Kenyan
Country Strategy Paper was based, was
purely cosmetic, in that the process was
government driven. Most, NSAs received
documentation late and as a result, even
though they were sitting at the table, NSAs
could not effectively participate, so civil
servants ended up dominating the process, as

well as writing the reports. Although on the
surface, NSAs can be said to have been
consulted, since they were allowed to sit at
the table, their participation was hampered
by lack of information. The lack of
consultation with civil society in drawing up
the Kenyan Country Strategy Paper, seemed
largely to be based on lack of understanding
about the supposed benefits of involving civil
society groups in discussions about policy.15

Conclusion
Most academics and development
practitioners agree that ownership of
development strategies, by those they are
intended to benefit, provides the best
guarantee that strategies will succeed. Many
of today’s buzzwords around public-private
partnerships, good governance and
sustainability, are equally dependent on
participation by a healthy and functioning
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civil society in developing countries.
Consultation is not an exact science
measurable in numbers alone. The quality of
involvement, particularly from the poorest
and most marginalised, is important when
the Commission’s activities are assessed. It is
a cornerstone of good governance that
consultations and their results are not an
‘add on’, but integrated into the mainstream
processes for the delivery of EC aid. This
should include all relevant policy
instruments. The first test of whether such a
commitment is serious, will be the
forthcoming ‘Mid-term Review’ of existing
agreed Country Strategy Papers.

To date, limited attention and resources
have been made available to governments
for strengthening democracy, respect for
human rights and civil society engagement in
democratic and participatory processes.
Implementation of the principle of NSA
participation in the development process will
evolve over time and will require
identification of best practices, flexibility
and institutional innovation. Yet, it is the
principle of participatory development — not
simply the operation of consultation
processes — that must be the ultimate
arbiter as to whether the good intentions of
the Commission really do make a difference.
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