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of overshadowing the broader harmonisation agenda and 
diverting attention from a number of achievements and other 
harmonisation needs and commitments spelt out in the Paris 
Declaration. 

Basic issues of con� dence and trust in others’ systems need 
to be satis� ed for harmonisation to meet expectations. This is 
true even for those donors who do not have to overcome “har-
monisation” problems within their own systems, major formal 
restrictions on entering into harmonised arrangements, or 
strong pressures for maintaining direct visibility and account-
ability for their own aid.

Finally, some � ndings strongly suggest that the role and 
importance of harmonisation within the Paris Declaration 
agenda may be changing, increasingly taking a back seat to 
the push for greater alignment with country systems. 

Managing for development results
Many of the evaluations have documented and helped explain 
the relative lack of attention and progress recorded in imple-
menting the Paris commitment toward managing for results. 
The evaluations are virtually unanimous that progress is slow 
toward meeting the Monitoring Survey’s benchmark for what 
partner countries need to do.4 Several studies raised the need 
to strengthen statistical capacities and to use them more ef-
fectively for decisions.

At the same time, the evaluations also re-focus attention on 
the Paris Declaration’s other concerns: What donors need to 
do to gear their own systems and their active support to more 
e� ective country systems. Given the weak capacity in this area 
that is also reported, it may not be surprising that di� erent 
frameworks for results on the two sides are seen as a con-
straint to progress.

More encouragingly, where information and platforms for 
participation exist5, it is easier for donors to make progress in 
meeting their own Paris commitments for the better manage-
ment of aid for results. 

Finally, the recognition that signi� cant actions by partner 
countries in areas related to managing for results may in fact 
be under-reported suggests that there are also problems in 
how the requirements to ful� l these particular commitments 
are being presented and/or understood. 

Mutual accountability
All the evaluations convey a sense that the joint processes 
for tracking progress and resolving problems fall short in 
terms of mutual accountability. In order to capture what the 
evaluations actually said about the implementation of the 

4  To have in place by 2010 transparent and “monitorable” performance assessment 
frameworks to assess progress against a) the national development strategies, and b) 
sector programmes.

5  As in the example of Uganda.

mutual accountability commitment, it is necessary to look 
beyond the single indicator selected for the Monitoring 
Survey6, and go back to the carefully framed and reciprocal 
package of mutual commitments in the Paris Declaration 
itself. It shows that the key questions about mutual account-
ability that otherwise seem unclear or potentially divisive 
– particularly regarding who is accountable to whom and 
for what – had been anticipated and opened up for mutual 
review by the Declaration. 

The evaluations themselves show that, although they all view 
mutual accountability as a complex puzzle, more pieces of the 
solution are actually at hand than is generally assumed. The 
synthesis report identi� es a half-dozen types of mechanism 
that are already being used to varying degrees, and could 
be better harnessed to ful� l this commitment, on which the 
credibility of the Paris Declaration depends. Evaluations, and 
especially joint evaluations, should also play a greater role.

The evaluations show that in this pivotal commitment area of 
mutual accountability, the obstacles limiting progress are politi-
cal in nature, primarily related to the potentials for embarrass-
ment or interference. Political leaders need to re-engage to get 
it on track. Among other bene� ts, such re-engagement should 
help clarify the intended role and limits of the Monitoring Survey 
in the ongoing assessment of implementation, and correct some 
of the unintended e� ects of the ways it has been used to date.

Overall conclusions 
The Paris Declaration is a political agenda for action, not just a 
technical agreement. The reports have underlined the fact that 
the entire Paris Declaration and its commitments are political 
undertakings. In the di�  cult processes required for implemen-
tation, real issues of power and political economy come into 
play, in many cases requiring political solutions. 

As examples of the political steps needed, most donors have 
yet to prepare their publics and adapt their legislation and 
regulations as necessary to allow for: 
• Putting less emphasis on visibility for their national eff orts 

and tying aid to their own suppliers;
• Accepting and managing risks in relying on country and 

other donor systems rather than insisting on applying 
their own; 

• Agreeing to delegate greater decision-making power to 
in-country sta� ; 

• Assuring more predictable aid fl ows; and 
• Finding ways to resolve political disputes with partner 

countries without undermining long-term relationships.
 
For their part, most partner countries need:
• Stronger political engagement to assert more fully their 

leadership in aid alignment, coordination and harmonisa-
tion, accepting the risks and managing the e� ects in their 
relations with donors. 

6   Indicator 12: “All partner countries have mutual assessment reviews in place. (By 
2010).”
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• To ensure that responsibility for development and aid is 
shared more widely between diff erent parts and levels of 
government, as well as with legislatures, civil society and 
the private sector, and citizens at large.   

It is a shared agenda, with some divergences. This evaluation 
reveals only a few consistent diff erences between the perspec-
tives of country and donor representatives (especially those 
responsible for programmes and on the ground) on the key 
issues examined. Three key points where they diverge are: 
• What is really limiting the use of country systems to man-

age aid?
• The relative priorities among ownership, alignment, 

harmonisation, managing for results and mutual account-
ability; and 

• The degree of concern over transitional and increased 
transaction costs to date in changing systems to live up to 
Paris Declaration commitments.

Strengthening capacity and trust in country systems is a major 
issue. One of the most important obstacles to implementing 
the Declaration is the concern about weaknesses of capacities 
and systems in partner countries. This obstacle is repeatedly 
identifi ed in almost all of the evaluations, even though the coun-
tries assessed here include some of those with the strongest 
capacities and most advanced systems among all partner 
countries. This indicates that the concern may at least in part 
be the result of outdated perceptions among some donors.

Expectations and uses of the Paris Declaration di� er. In the 
words of one of the evaluations, views of the Declaration vary 
from it being a “statement of intent” all the way to it being a 
set of “non-negotiable decrees”. The widespread tendency to 
focus almost exclusively on selected indicator targets feeds 
the latter view. Both country and donor partners are evidently 
struggling to get a fi rm grasp on how to actually use the Dec-
laration as implementation proceeds in diff erent settings.
 
How to deal with di� erent contexts is an unresolved issue. A 
general fi nding across the evaluations is that a better balance 
needs to be struck in recognising and adapting the Paris Dec-
laration to diff erent contexts, while maintaining its incentives 
for the most important collective and collaborative improve-
ments. 

The appropriate uses and limits of the monitoring indicators 
need to be more clearly recognised. The evaluations show that 
misunderstanding the role and place of the Monitoring Survey 
and its indicators has had serious unintended eff ects in nar-
rowing the focus of attention, debate and perhaps action to a 
limited set of measures. 

There are important synergies and tensions between commit-
ments. Across the board, there are strong indications that 
movement on the diff erent commitments is in fact mutually 
reinforcing, but there are also signs of some diff erences in 
priorities and possible trade-off s. As implementation advances 

on several fronts, it is becoming clearer that countries expect 
donor harmonisation to be country-led, and to be geared to 
support alignment. Some of the donors are perceived to be 
emphasising managing for results, selected aspects of mutual 
accountability and harmonisation, while partner countries 
tend to be most concerned with strengthening alignment and 
ownership.

The challenges of transition and transaction costs in implemen-
tation need to be tackled. Without calling into question the 
directions and measures specifi ed by the Paris Declaration 
to strengthen aid eff ectiveness, all of the donor evaluations 
record that these changes are resulting in diffi  cult transitional 
adjustments and increased transaction costs in managing 
their aid programmes. The studies suggest that harmonisation 
and division of labour have not yet advanced to the point of 
yielding much relief. Partner countries’ evaluations are not yet 
clear about the burden of the new demands of strategic lead-
ership being placed on them, or old ones of managing mul-
tiple donor interventions perhaps being alleviated. Overall, 
the evaluations do not yet yield a clear view as to whether the 
net transaction costs of aid will ultimately be reduced from the 
pre-2005 situation as originally anticipated as a key reason for 
the reforms, and how the expected benefi ts (if they exist) will 
be shared between countries and their Development Partners.

Partner country assessments of the Paris
Declaration as a tool for aid e� ectiveness
Six country studies included chapters evaluating the Paris 
Declaration as a tool for aid eff ectiveness, specifi cally exam-
ining the clarity, relevance, and internal coherence of its 
provisions. The reports fi nd that the Paris Declaration is still 
really clear only to those stakeholders working with it directly. 
This highlights the need for broader engagement and popu-
larisation to avert the danger of it becoming a subject only 
for dialogue among bureaucrats, divorced from the political 
landscape in which it must be carried forward. 

Countries raised concerns about the clarity, validity and 
purpose of some of the indicators being used to monitor 
implementation. They challenged the perceived notion that 
“one size fi ts all”. Some of the Paris Declaration’s targets are 
deemed unhelpful, unrealistic or insuffi  ciently adapted to 
diverse conditions. As examples, informants cast doubt on 
such issues as: The actual capacity of governments in some 
countries or donor fi eld staff s to carry the new tasks; the 
donors’ ability to provide more predictable aid fl ows; the feasi-
bility or merit of phasing out parallel project implementation 
units across the board; or of phasing down projects (which 
are still seen by some as the best vehicle for reaching some 
vulnerable groups).

The Paris Declaration is relevant to some of the main issues 
regarding the eff ectiveness and strategic use of aid, and it 
encourages greater impetus toward development goals. At 
the same time the Declaration is not necessarily designed to 
off er any tailored solutions to some of the other most pressing 
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development preoccupations, such as: The management of 
devolution and de-centralisation; human resource and cap-
acity issues; new thematic thrusts in development; sustainabil-
ity of the results of development projects and programmes; 
environmental issues; gender concerns; or better manage-
ment of non-aid � nancing for development. Simply put, while 
the Paris Declaration has relevance within its particular sphere 
of aid e� ectiveness, it is far from being seen as a panacea for 
many countries’ main development concerns. 

The Declaration is seen by some as too prescriptive on coun-
tries and not binding enough on donors, and some point to a 
continuing perception that it is “donor-driven”. All see a need 
to ensure that action on the di� erent commitments is made 
complementary and mutually reinforcing, and to reduce the 
potential for incoherence and potential con� icts between dif-
ferent commitments and implementation measures.

Are the required commitments, capacities 
and incentives in place?
All of the individual evaluations assessed the “enabling condi-
tions” – commitment, capacities and incentives – available in 
countries and agencies to support successful implementation 
of the Paris Declaration. The three tables in Section VII syn-
thesise in one place the overview from the evaluations of the 
“whys” and “hows” of performance. It should be stressed that 
the variations in performance – and of the supporting com-
mitment, capacities and incentives in di� erent countries and 
especially agencies – are extremely wide. This is because the 
issue of managing aid better is only part (and often a relatively 
small part) of managing development priorities in all the part-
ner countries assessed. These countries � nd the Declaration 
more or less useful for a variety of purposes, and the enabling 
conditions put in place will naturally re� ect those variations.

A few development agencies are now internalising e� ect-
ive aid as their “raison d’être”, and the Paris Declaration is a 
constant guide to how they organise and do their work. For 
other donor agencies, the evaluations � nd that aid e� ective-
ness concerns do not always prevail over institutional inertia 
or other foreign policy or commercial objectives in their aid 
programmes, and Paris Declaration approaches are not fully 
internalised or applied. The summary assessments combine 
the � ndings and conclusions from both country and donor 
assessments, since their self-assessments and mutual assess-
ments arrived at remarkably consistent results. 

Key lessons
1. To counter the growing risks of bureaucratisation and “aid 

e� ectiveness fatigue” that many of the evaluations warn 
against, concrete measures are needed to re-energise and 
sustain high-level political engagement in the imple-
mentation of aid e� ectiveness reforms, both in countries 
and in Development Partner systems. Faster movement 
from rhetoric to action by both partner governments and 
donors is now crucial to retaining the Paris Declaration’s 
credibility.

2. Successful implementation of the Declaration’s reforms is 
much more likely in countries where understanding and 
involvement are extended beyond narrow circles of spe-
cialists, as has been shown in some promising advances 
in involving legislatures and civil society in both partner 
and donor countries. Within many countries, regional and 
local levels of government are also increasingly important 
actors and must be fully involved.

3. Other factors for successful implementation in countries 
often include the role of “champions” who ensure that the 
necessary capacity is deployed, and lead the vital drive 
to align aid with the country’s budgetary and account-
ability systems. Among donors, the changes in regulations 
and practices to delegate greater authority and capacity 
to � eld o�  ces have been the most important enabling 
conditions for successful implementation.  

4. Strengthening both the actual capacities of partner coun-
try systems to manage aid e� ectively, and the internation-
al recognition of those capacities where they already exist, 
are now key requirements for advancing the implementa-
tion of the Paris Declaration reforms. Using those systems, 
while accepting and managing the risks involved, is the 
best way that donors can help build both capacity and 
trust.

5. The integrated, balanced and reciprocal character of the 
full package of Paris Declaration commitments needs to 
be strongly re-a�  rmed and applied, and the Monitoring 
Survey and indicators placed in their proper perspective 
as part of the overall agenda.

6. To o� set the image of the Paris Declaration as a “one size 
� ts all” prescription for rigid compliance, there is a need 
to reiterate and demonstrate that its guidance can and 
should be adapted to particular country circumstances, 
while also clarifying the features to be maintained in 
common.

Key recommendations
These recommendations are derived directly from the syn-
thesised � ndings and conclusions of the evaluation, building 
both on examples of good practice and revealed weaknesses 
in the di� erent countries and Development Partner pro-
grammes evaluated. They are set at a strategic level, and are 
likely to be applicable to a much wider range of countries and 
donor agencies than those directly evaluated, a number of 
which are already at the forefront of reform. 

It is recommended that countries and partner agencies take 
the following steps for the remainder of the Paris Declaration 
review period up to 2010, establishing a clear basis for the 
� ve-year assessment of progress and further course correc-
tions as needed at that time.



Evaluation of the implementation of the Paris Declaration • Synthesis Report • July 2008 xiEvaluation of the Implementation of the Paris Declaration • Synthesis Report • July 2008 xv

It is recommended that partner country authorities:

1. Announce, before the end of 2008, a manageable 
number of prioritised steps they will take to strengthen 
their leadership of aid relationships up to 2010 in the 
light of lessons from monitoring, evaluations and other 
stocktaking to date. 

2. Build on the interim reviews of implementation in 2008 
to ensure that they have in place a continuing transpar-
ent mechanism, ideally anchored in the legislature, for 
political monitoring and public participation around aid 
management and reform. 

3. Give clear guidance to donors who are supporting cap-
acity strengthening on their priorities for assistance to 
manage aid more e� ectively, consistent with their main 
development concerns. 

4. Work out, by 2010 at the latest, adapted systems of 
managing for results that will best serve their domestic 
planning, management and accountability needs, and 
provide a su�  cient basis for harnessing donors’ contri-
butions. 

It is recommended that Development Partner/donor authori-
ties:

5. Update their legislatures and publics in 2008 on 
progress to date with aid e� ectiveness reforms, under-
lining the need and plans for further concrete changes 
to be implemented before 2010 to accept and support 
country leadership in aid implementation and greater 
donor harmonisation. 

6. Before the end of 2008, announce their further detailed 
plans to delegate by 2010 to their � eld o�  ces su�  cient 
decision-making authority, appropriately skilled sta�  

and other resources to support and participate fully 
in better-aligned and harmonised country-led cooper-
ation.

7. Specify their concrete planned steps to improve, by 
2010 at the latest, the timeliness, completeness and ac-
curacy of their reporting and projections for aid � ows to 
feed into the planning, budgeting and reporting cycles 
of partner countries, together with other donors. Make 
the necessary provisions for multi-year allocations, com-
mitments, or � rm projections.

8. Provide supplementary budgets, sta�  ng and training 
up to 2010 to help their own programmes adjust for the 
transitional and new demands and transaction costs 
and learning needs that are being reported as major 
concerns in implementing the Paris agenda. 

9. Allocate special resources (budgets and coordinated 
technical assistance) to support and reinforce countries’ 
prioritised e� orts to strengthen their own capacities 
to implement more e� ective cooperation. Work with 
partners to design and manage other interim means of 
implementation (such as project implementation units) 
so that they steadily enhance capacity and country 
ownership.

It is recommended that the organisers of the Phase Two 
evaluation on implementation: 

10. Design the evaluation strategically to: Pursue the results 
and dilemmas found during Phase One and address 
squarely the question of “aid e� ectiveness”, assessing 
whether aid is contributing to better development 
outcomes and impacts (development e� ectiveness). 
It should rely on representative country evaluations 
and apply a consistent core methodology.
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Evaluation 

of the implementation of the 

Paris Declaration

“This Synthesis Report is a coherent strategic document that facilitates the sharing 
of experience and good practices among countries and their development partners. 
The lessons and recommendations proposed are of longer term strategic importance, 
charting a sound way forward for improved application of the Paris Declaration. 

The country evaluations demonstrate that the Paris Declaration has made a positive impact 
on the management of development assistance.  The Declaration has exhibited its potential 
as a rallying pole for refocusing, reinforcing and legitimizing positive processes of aid 
administration, for maximum impact.

In order that the Paris Declaration retain credibility, however, it is important that both 
Governments and Development Partners move much faster from rhetoric to action in 
applying the principles.”

Mary Chinery-Hesse, Chief Advisor to 
H.E. The President of the Republic of Ghana

The 2005 Paris Declaration on Aid 
Eff ectiveness calls for “… independent 
cross-country monitoring and evaluation 
processes to provide a more compre-
hensive understanding of how increased 
aid eff ectiveness contributes to meeting 
development objectives.” 

This fi rst phase evaluation complements 
the international monitoring work with 
a qualitative assessment of progress and 
obstacles in implementing the Declara-
tion in its fi rst two years. It focuses on 
ways to strengthen the performance of 
both countries and aid providers, and 
prepares the ground for a second phase 
evaluation by 2011 on the eff ects of 
better aid in advancing development 
objectives.

The evaluation is a multi-partner eff ort. 
It comprises eight country level evalu-
ations of how the Declaration’s principles 
are being applied on the ground, and 
eleven donor evaluations focusing on 
changes in their policies and guidelines. 
All the participating countries and donor 
agencies volunteered to take part.

The fi ndings and recommendations will 
be of wide interest: First and foremost to 
the more than one hundred authorities 
that have endorsed the Paris Declaration, 
primarily the governments of partner 
countries and ministers and senior 
managers responsible for development 
agencies. More broadly, the results 
should be useful to all who have a stake 
in ensuring more eff ective aid:  other 
parts of governments, new and emerging 
donors, civil society and private sector 
actors in development, journalists and 
opinion leaders, as well as managers and 
operational staff  in partner countries and 
development agencies.

The synthesis authors stress that the 
individual evaluation reports merit wide 
national and international attention, in 
addition to the direct value they will have 
for the countries and agencies where they 
have been conducted. Their executive 
summaries are annexed to this report, 
and the full texts are available in the 
enclosed CD-ROM.
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The overall strategic guidance for 
the evaluation was provided by an 
international Reference Group with 
broad membership:
ADB
Australia
Austria
Bangladesh 
Belgium
Bolivia
Cambodia
Cameroun 
Canada
Denmark
EURODAD
Finland
France
Germany
Ireland
Japan
Luxembourg
Mali
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway 
OECD/DAC
Philippines
Reality of Aid 
Senegal
South Africa
Spain
Sri Lanka
Sweden
Uganda
United Kingdom
UNDP/UNDG
USA
Vietnam
The World Bank
Zambia 

The Reference Group and a small 
Management Group tasked with day-
to-day coordination and management 
of the overall evaluation process were 
co-chaired by Sri Lanka and Denmark 
and supported by a small secretariat 
hosted by the Danish Institute for 
International Studies.

Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, 
Netherlands and the United Kingdom 
provided fi nancial support for the 
overall evaluation eff ort. The costs of 
the individual country and agency evalu-
ations were covered by the individual 
countries and agencies with additional 
contributions from Austria, Belgium, 
Canada, Japan, Spain and UNDP.

Ownership, Alignment, Harmonisation, Results and Accountability

Countries and agencies evaluated  
 

Asian Development Bank • Australia • Bangladesh • Bolivia 

Denmark • Finland • France • Germany • Luxemburg • Nether-

lands • New Zealand • the Philippines • Senegal •  South Africa

Sri Lanka • Uganda • United Kingdom • UNDP/UNDG • Vietnam
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