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1.  Background 

Aid allocations across the world are increasingly complex and uncoordinated: most partner 

countries have to deal with an increasing number and diversity of development partners 

(much beyond “traditional” DAC donors), while the distribution of aid allocations is highly 

uneven, resulting in the emergence of “aid darlings” and “aid orphans” (see OECD DAC 

2009, 2010).1  

The Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) recognized this situation and called for “a dialogue 

on international division of labour across countries by June 2009” (§ 17c) and “work to 

address the issue of countries that receive insufficient aid” (§ 17d). The International 

Dialogue on Cross-Country DoL (CC DoL) was taken up by the WP-EFF Task Team on 

Division of Labour and Complementarity (TT DoL, co-chaired by Uganda and Germany) and 

included in its work programme until HLF 4. Accordingly, TT DoL fostered both analytical 

work and discussions among different stakeholders, in close cooperation with the OECD 

DAC.  

Although donors and partner countries had committed themselves to a better cross-country 
division of labour, TT DoL recognized from the beginning that this was a politically 

sensitive endeavour. Despite the AAA assurance that DoL would not result in individual 

developing countries receiving less aid, partner countries apprehend a loss of development 

funds and donor relations and, as a result, are reluctant to share their views and positions. 

However, with concentration processes already underway in many donor countries, the 

stipulated dialogue on CC DoL becomes all the more important.  

2. Activities since HLF 3 and their Results 

Since HLF 3 in Accra, September 2008, TT DoL has taken a variety of actions to advance 

CC DoL and support more balanced aid allocations.  

2.1 Review of relevant recent studies and assessments 

 The Draft 2010 OECD Report on Division of Labour and other recent OECD 
publications take stock on trends in fragmentation across partner countries between 
2008 and 2009 and make several relevant policy recommendations. While there is 
some decrease in the overall fragmentation ratio, this is mostly for aid recipient 
countries in Europe, America and Asia, and fragmentation remains a problem in aid-
dependent countries in Africa and even seems to be on the increase in Oceania. 
Based on a World Bank methodology to identify aid orphans, the OECD suggests to 
establish a “watch-list of under-aided countries.” Also, the reports demonstrate that 
gains from reduced fragmentation could be reallocated to aid orphans.2 

                                                 
1
 OECD DAC 2009 Report on Division of Labour. Addressing Fragmentation and Concentration of Aid 

Across Countries. Paris: OECD; OECD DAC 2010. Draft 2010 Report on Division of Labour: 
Adressing Cross Country Fragmentation and Aid Orphans. Paris: OECD. 

2
 Reports cited in Footnote 1 as well as OECD DAC Development Brief Issue 1 2009 “Aid Orphans: 

Whose Responsibility?”; OECD DAC 2010 Report on Aid Predictability; OECD DAC 2011 Aid 
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 Frot and Santiso (2009) detect “donor herding” in aid allocation, in particular among 
bilateral donors: “… while political transitions away from democracy are accompanied 
by herding out, transitions towards democracy do not affect herding levels.” These 
processes can lead to long-term imbalances in aid allocation.3 

 Grimm and Schulz (2009) give first insights on the little known criteria that partner 
countries apply for assessing donors, which besides funding levels include issues like 
predictability, modalities, commitment to aid effectiveness, country experience, 
credibility, quality of political dialogue, institutional capacity, flexibility and risk-taking. 
The paper also reconfirms that most donors decide unilaterally – and without 
systematic coordination among themselves - on reducing their lists of partner 
countries (concentration), based on their particular criteria. The report recommends to 
make the dialogue on international DoL a “criteria-led process.” For this to happen, 
there needs to be more exchange among partner countries and donors, respectively, 
on their criteria, and also between the two groups. This idea was taken up during the 
Regional Workshop on DoL (see 2.2).4 

2.2 Fostering the international dialogue on cross-country DoL 

 TT DoL participated actively in two workshops on Global Aid Allocation Patterns 

and Cross-Country Division of Labour organized by the DAC Secretariat in 

December 2009 and October 2010.5 In these workshops, donor and partner country 

representatives as well as aid specialists discussed cross-country fragmentation, in 

particular the issue of aid orphans. Based on the studies mentioned under 2.1, the 

DAC Secretariat introduced the concept of (financially) “non-significant aid 

relationships” as possible entry points for reducing fragmentation and improving 

cross-country DoL, including the reallocation of funds to “aid orphans.” One of the 

conclusions of the workshops, a “proposal for improved identification and monitoring 

of under-aided countries in the run-up to Busan” (“watch-list”), has been included in 

“The Political Roadmap to Busan” for the DAC Senior Level Meeting in April 2011.  

 At EU-level, in June 2010, CC DoL was integrated in the expansion of the November 
2009 Operational Framework on Aid Effectiveness (Council Conclusions on CC 
DoL)6: The EC and Member States (MS) will (i) share and exchange information 
(amongst each other) on geographic concentration, country priorities and exits, 
including on-going processes, (ii) discuss […] with a view to […] reducing cross-
country aid fragmentation and donor proliferation, (iii) ensure that national sovereign 
decisions are taken on an informed basis, and (iv) MS should strive for better geo-
graphic concentration and clear country priorities, while the EC should play a more 
active role in orphan countries taking advantage of its global presence. In line with the 
PD and the AAA, EC and MS agree on the following principles: (i) ensuring a neutral 

                                                                                                                                                         
Orphans: A Collective Responsibility? Improved Identification and Monitoring of Under-Aided 
Countries in the Rup-Up to Busan. Room Document 1 for DAC Senior Level Meeting, April 6-7, 2011. 
See http://www.oecd.org/document/30/0,3746,en_2649_3236398_40638238_1_1_1_1,00.html;  
see also http://www.oecd.org/document/12/0,3343,en_2649_3236398_45466380_1_1_1_1,00.html. 

3
 Emmanuel Frot & Javier Santiso 2009. "Herding in Aid Allocation" OECD Development Centre 

Working Papers 279, OECD Publishing. See http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/development/herding-in-aid-
allocation_221460356758. 

4
 Sven Grimm & Nils-Sjard Schulz 2009. International division of labour: towards a criteria-led 

process? DIE/FRIDE Discussion paper 19/2009. See  
http://www.fride.org/publication/686/international-division-of-labour:-towards-a-criteria-led-process. 

5
 Minutes of the two Workshops on Global Aid Allocation and Cross-Country Division of Labour 2009 

and 2010. See http://www.wpeff.net/Other/Forms/AllItems.aspx. 

6
 EU Council Conclusions on Cross Country Division of Labour:  

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/EN/genaff/115153.pdf. 

http://www.oecd.org/document/30/0,3746,en_2649_3236398_40638238_1_1_1_1,00.html
http://www.oecd.org/document/12/0,3343,en_2649_3236398_45466380_1_1_1_1,00.html
http://ideas.repec.org/p/oec/devaaa/279-en.html
http://ideas.repec.org/s/oec/devaaa.html
http://ideas.repec.org/s/oec/devaaa.html
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/development/herding-in-aid-allocation_221460356758
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/development/herding-in-aid-allocation_221460356758
http://www.fride.org/publication/686/international-division-of-labour:-towards-a-criteria-led-process
http://www.wpeff.net/Other/Forms/AllItems.aspx
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/EN/genaff/115153.pdf
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or beneficial impact on overall aid volumes, (ii) giving special consideration to those 
MS that have joined EU since 2004 who may approach the issue of CC DoL from an 
entry, rather than an exit perspective, and (iii) communicating immediately with 
relevant partners in order to enrich donors' decision-making processes by integrating 
partner's views. The Council Conclusions also foresee an annual internal information 
sharing and annual expert meetings to discuss the overall picture.   
These commitments are being followed up, and CC DoL has been a topic at different 
EU gatherings, up to ministerial level. As several EU MS are in the process of revising 
and reducing their partner country lists (the EU currently counts 123 cases of exits by 
EU member states affecting 69 partner countries), first steps towards better 
coordination have been made, though fully-fledged CC DoL remains a challenge 
even in the EU context.  

 CC DoL has also been an integral topic in the series of Regional Workshop on 
Country-Led Division of Labour co-organized by TT DoL and the EU Fast Track 
Initiative on Division of Labour (FTI DoL) since late 2010.7 In September 2010, about 
50 representatives from partner country governments, donors and civil society from 
ten Anglophone African countries met in Uganda. A workshop for nine 
Francophone African countries and Haiti followed in Tunis in November 2010. At 
both workshops, there were inputs by OECD DAC and the EC as well as Uganda as 
Co-Chair of TT DoL, recommending a regional approach for discussions on CC DoL. 
Then, partner country and donor representatives had separate as well as joint 
discussions on key issues of CC DoL like ways to actively involve partner countries in 
the process, expected gains and losses on both sides (to understand each other´s 
rationale), and criteria for selecting partner countries or donors, respectively. The 
highly political dimension of CC DoL processes was reconfirmed, as was “the need to 
take everybody on board”, but in a differentiated way (i.e. considering different roles 
for bi- and multilateral, “traditional” and “new” donors). Ideas like a minimum level of 
contribution for a donor to be allowed to continue in a particular partner country (“pay 
to stay”) or the installation of complaint procedures (e.g. on intransparent and 
uncoordinated donor exits) were also voiced.   
The workshop series continued in Latin America (Honduras) in April 2011 where CC 
DoL received even more attention among the approximately 40 participants from 
partner country governments, donors and civil society, given aid trends in this region 
which is experiencing uncoordinated donor exits due to the countries´ middle-income 
status. The representatives of 10 Latin American countries decided to continue the 
exchange of information and discussion about strategies to address CC DoL and 
other issues. 

3. Main Findings and Proposals for the Future Dialogue on CC DoL 

 The most important findings from recent studies are: 

 Cross-country fragmentation remains a problem, especially for aid-dependent 
countries in Africa. 

 Despite some initiatives especially at EU-level, donor concentration strategies and 
resulting exits continue to be unilateral, with little use of inputs from other donors 
or partner countries. 

 An initial “watch list” of 20 “under-aided” or “orphan countries” warrants special 
attention by donors. 

                                                 
7
 Reports of the two Regional DoL Workshops in Uganda and Tunisia, 2010 (Honduras will be added): 

http://www.oecd.org/document/9/0,3746,en_2649_3236398_45464009_1_1_1_1,00.html. 

 

http://www.oecd.org/document/9/0,3746,en_2649_3236398_45464009_1_1_1_1,00.html
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 The information basis for CC DoL  needs to be improved  
Even information sharing among EU member states and the EC is only an emerging 
phenomenon. Current efforts at OECD DAC and the EU to gather and process 
information from donors on their “forward looking spending plans” (including partner 
country lists and concentration plans) merit support. Confidentiality (of forward 
spending plans as well as plans of reducing the number of partner countries by 
donors) is an issue that needs to be addressed if a meaningful dialogue is to be 
established. The proposed “aid orphan watch list” could play an important role in 
increasing the information basis for individual donors’ decisions.  

 Donor exits need to be well communicated and managed  
Research results and partner country feedback on the consequences of unilateral 
concentration processes document the need for transparent “exit strategies”, i.e. early 
communication of such decisions, good coordination with both partner country 
governments and other donors, careful phasing out and active handing over. The 
same applies for donor (re-)entry processes.  

 The criteria for CC DoL among donors and partner countries are diverse, 
different from each other and not necessarily compatible  
While donors for a long time have had both technical and political criteria for selecting 
partner countries, few developing countries have been in a situation to choose their 
donors. As a result, their criteria for “good donors” are only emerging and often not 
clearly expressed. Nevertheless, partner country criteria do not focus on financial 
flows alone but include aid effectiveness aspects like predictability and preferred aid 
modalities, as well as donor experiences. As a result, CC DoL processes are 
necessarily complex and highly political. 

 Partner country views can and should be taken into account more 
systematically  
While partner countries should have a leading role in addressing in-country 
fragmentation, it seems appropriate for donors to take the lead on CC DoL. However, 
partner country views need to be taken duly into account. For this to happen, partner 
countries need to be encouraged and supported in defining and exchanging their own 
criteria. Since they often have difficulties getting information on concentration 
processes and developing their positions (e.g. criteria for donors they would like to 
maintain or encourage to get involved), at the regional DoL workshops, the idea 
emerged to use regional organizations or fora as an option for an exchange among 
partner countries on their joint strategies vis-à-vis donors on CC DoL. An appropriate 
institutional context for a permanent dialogue among partner countries and DPs on 
CC DoL still needs to be identified or created, the Working Party on Aid Effectiveness 
and the UN Development Cooperation Forum being preliminary options. 

 The coordination and complementarity of bilateral and multilateral aid 
allocations should be improved  
International DoL processes touch the interests of bilateral and multilateral donors. 
Most multilaterals have clear global or regional geographic mandates. Bilateral 
donors should actively include multilaterals in the discussions about CC DoL so that 
all donors jointly strive for an optimal use of their respective contributions: while 
bilateral donors concentrate their operations geographically, an important contribution 
of multilaterals could be avoiding funding gaps, i.e. the emergence of “aid orphans”. 
This “rebalancing role” (IMF comment on OECD watch list proposal, April 2011) 
would imply systematic consideration of the overall aid volumes from all donors to a 
given country in the allocation mechanisms of the multilateral institutions and the 
European Commission. 
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 Cross-country and in-country DoL processes are interrelated and need to be 
better coordinated  
Donor exits from partner countries have a significant impact not only on the overall 
aid volume, but also on the sectoral distribution of donors in these countries. In-
country DoL mechanisms should be used in order to avoid negative effects such as 
orphan sectors and implement a more rational in-country aid allocation. 

 Political commitment needs to be gained and maintained  
A key challenge stressed especially at the regional workshops is achieving and/or 
maintaining political commitment among all stakeholders and at all levels. The 
existence of international norms and guidance helps, but more attention is needed on 
how to achieve collective action and deal with valid interests that slow down DoL 
implementation (e.g. donor concern to lose the “visibility” needed to maintain public 
support at home, partner country concern of decreasing aid resources), and how to 
create stronger incentives for DoL. Also, changes in government – which are routine 
processes in democracies - can lead to policy discontinuities. Therefore, DoL 
processes need institutionalization. 

 In the long run, all relevant donors and development actors should be involved. 
Globally, fragmentation and proliferation are on the rise due to the increasing number 
of global programs or funds, and other so-called “new”, “non-traditional”, “emerging” 
or “non-DAC” donors (driving forces are governments, multilateral institutions and 
private organizations). The contributions of these new actors are so far not well 
captured by aid information management systems, let alone considered and actively 
included in DoL processes. This fact has consequences for in-country and cross-
country DoL. As already stipulated in the AAA, governments and multilateral institutions 
should “think twice” before establishing new channels of aid and specifically address their 
regional and geographic scope.

8 

                                                 
8
 AAA § 19c) “As new global challenges emerge, donors will ensure that existing channels for aid 

delivery are used and, if necessary, strengthened before creating separate new channels that risk 

further fragmentation and complicate co‐ordination at country level.” 


