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The purpose of the evaluations of the development aid activities rolled out by the 
Ministry of the Economy, Industry, and Employment (MINEIE) is to improve the 
effectiveness of its activities and report impartially on the said activities. The 
evaluations are conducted in accordance with the OECD Development Assistance 
Committee (DAC). They also comply with the Charter of the société française 
d’évaluation (SFE, French evaluation society). Consequently, the appreciations, 
observations, and recommendations expressed in this report are the sole 
responsibility of the consultants who authored this paper and do not necessarily 
reflect the opinions of the Ministry. 
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FOREWORD 

 
 
France along with 19 other countries (9 donor and 10 partner countries) 
volunteered to be a target country for the OECD Development Assistance 
Committee (DAC) monitoring survey evaluating the implementation of the Paris 
Declaration. All evaluation results will be compiled in a report summarising the 20 
national reports, for the High Level Forum in Accra (Ghana) in September 2008.  
 
However, we felt it would be productive to publish the national report on France for 
purposes of transparency. It can also serve to feed the much-needed discussion 
when reforming public policies.  
 
The evaluation of France was entrusted to SEE, an independent advisory consulting 
firm whose work was supervised by a committee. The latter included 
representatives from: the different relevant French administrations (Ministry of the 
Economy, Industry and Employment, the Ministry of Foreign and European Affairs, 
and the Agence française de développement); a representative of a partner 
country; a World Bank representative; and a representative of an NGO 
coordination. The effort was coordinated by the Evaluation Department of the 
Treasury and Economic Policy General Directorate whose head was also France’s 
representative at the international Reference Group. The appreciations, 
observations and recommendations expressed in the report are the sole 
responsibility of the consultants and do not necessarily reflect the opinions of the 
Ministry. 
 
DAC work, international conferences and summits on development, and above all 
the Rome and Paris Forums on aid harmonisation have turned aid effectiveness 
into a focus issue of the international community’s discussions. Because Public 
Development Aid (PDA) is a public policy aiming to meet a general interest goal, its 
efficiency and effectiveness must be evaluated. This is crucial. However, the 
limitations of the exercise should not be overlooked as PDA effectiveness is closely 
tied into the effectiveness of the policies the aid finances in the field, and PDA is 
but a limited and partial means1 of funding partner countries’ development 
strategies through financial transfers from wealthy countries. Regardless of the 
“endogenous” effectiveness of foreign aid, it will only produce results insofar as it 
supports coherent, relevant, and sustainable policies over the long term.  
  
The consultants’ report shows that France has rolled out the required reforms 
compliant with Paris Declaration commitments, sometimes even before the PD was 
adopted. The report also details the substantial differences in operationalising the 
five tenets of the Declaration, i.e., ownership, alignment, harmonisation, managing 
for results, and mutual accountability. A lot of work still has to be done for the 
operationalisation of the last two principles in numerous donor as well as partner 

                                                 
1 Development is first funded by countries own resources, which are by far the primary public source of 
funding, to which private funding should be added (national investments and direct foreign investments, 
transfers from migrants, foundations, NGOs, and so on). 
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countries. The evaluators also feel that the aid effectiveness process, which rests 
largely on the shoulders of the administrations, requires deeper ownership on the 
part of the political decision makers in France. They are pleased to see that a 
French Action Plan for the implementation of the Paris Declaration is soon to be 
drafted. They rightly insist on the fact that efforts have to be deployed to 
communicate with field staff and support the necessary adjustments of the system 
to the commitments that have been made. They acknowledge the value of the FPD 
(Framework Partnership Documents) while underscoring that there is room for 
progress in FPD predictability and ownership. 
 
Last, the report lays down a set of recommendations for the gradual 
operationalisation of the Paris Declaration. Among other things, it advocates a 
methodological approach based on a clearer grasp of the diversity of Paris 
Declaration scope of application and its gradual implementation. The approach 
seems relevant, especially in view of the special features and institutional 
singularity of the French cooperation. For instance, culture and higher education, 
two major focuses of the French cooperation, do not easily lend themselves to 
harmonisation approaches that primarily concern MDG sectors.  
 
 
 
Serge Tomasi  
 
Steering Committee Chair  
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SUMMARY 

 
 
Scope, Purpose and Limitations of the Evaluation 
 

Scope of the Evaluation  

On 2 March 2005, the main donors and partner countries of public development aid 
signed the Paris Declaration (PD) and pledged to comply with five basic principles - 
ownership, alignment, harmonisation, managing for results, and mutual 
accountability - with the goal of improving PDA effectiveness. 
 
There is not yet any strong evidence to verify that the implementation of the five 
tenets actually improves aid effectiveness. That is why the signatories have set up 
a monitoring and evaluation system characterised by:  

 Monitoring donors and partner countries’ effective implementation of the 
principles by drawing on a grid of 12 indicators and, under the aegis of the 
OECD, monitoring indicator trends in the 22 volunteer donor and 34 
volunteer partner countries. 

 A two-stage evaluation: a) launching simultaneous evaluations for 10 
donors and 10 partner countries; b) evaluating the impact of implementing 
the principles of the Paris Declaration on aid effectiveness. 

 
The lessons of the first evaluation phase will be used to prepare an initial report for 
the Third High Level Forum on the Paris Declaration (Accra, second half of 2008). 
The report will first be presented to the Cooperation and Cultural Action 
Departments (SCAC) and AFD agencies in January 2008, and at an international 
meeting in Johannesburg on 31 January and 1 February 2008. 
 

Purpose of the Evaluation  

The evaluation gauges to what extent France has achieved progress with respect to 
the commitments it has made. It seeks to explain the findings by analysing the 
political impetus, the appropriate adjustments of human and institutional 
resources, and the incentive system likely to motivate players to buy into this 
approach.  
 

Limitations 

The PD is part of the effort to change the approach to PDA, a change that was 
already well underway before the PD was signed. The lack of perspective and the 
problems of attribution are the two major hurdles for the evaluator. Here, the only 
solution was to bypass the obstacles; first by analysing the process of change 
rather than its impacts, and second by forgoing any attempt to establish causality 
links. 
 
 
Overall Assessment 
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Degree of change varies depending on PD Principle  

DAC baseline surveys established France’s “basic level” against PD indicators, in 
2006. In 2008, the surveys will be repeated; they will assess actual progress. The 
following assessment directly addresses the five principles and identifies the 
changes in line with the tenets.  

Ownership 
France has adopted approaches implemented internationally. The country uses 
tools such as PRSPs (as political reference frameworks) or PEFA (as a monitoring 
instrument for public financial management). France ensures that a growing share 
of its aid is booked into the budget of partner governments. The country is also 
developing regional strategic support hubs. However, the first generation of FPD 
(framework partnership documents, a fairly recent aid planning instrument) was 
designed without much consultation. 
 
Alignment 
France practices budget support to a limited albeit growing extent. The AFD 
(French development agency) has always resorted to national procedures for 
managing the interventions it funds. Conversely, the PSF (priority solidarity fund) 
is still mainly managed according to French procedures. Predictability is but 
limited: the FPD sets out planned expenditure over five years, but France is unable 
to commit to these figures specifically due to the fact that budgetary decisions are 
made on an annual basis. 
 
Harmonisation 
France makes substantial contributions to multilateral funds and to sector-related 
mutual funds in some countries. It actively participates in the European Code of 
Conduct. The FPD requires a degree of resource concentration but many 
interventions are undertaken “outside of concentration.” France is actively involved 
in joint donor initiatives in the countries where they are organised.  
 
Managing for Results and Mutual Accountability 
The two above tenets are hardly implemented except in some countries where peer 
pressure has fostered the undertaking of interesting experiments. However, overall 
the monitoring indicators that are used assess output rather than outcome.  
  
Consequently, the trend somewhat reflects a move toward PD principles, but it is 
still quite limited. To what extent are the changes due to the deliberate 
implementation of PD principles? The answer to this question can be found in the 
analysis of the explanatory factors of the situation.  
 
Explanatory Factors 

Ministry of Foreign and European Affairs and AFD staff are well aware of the PD, 
but the actual implications for individual staff members often stem from personal 
interpretations and initiatives. France played an active part in the PD preparatory 
process and promptly applied its concepts to a French Action Plan clearly in line 
with the PD, but the implementation of the Plan is running behind schedule. 
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The evaluation points to three main explanatory factors:  

I) The flaws in the analysis of PD scope of application, i.e., PDA 
characteristics and the countries where it operates  

II) The lack of political impetus 

III) The institutional framework of French aid  

   

I) The PD applies to public development aid, but PDA is a heterogeneous 
concept encompassing interventions with a wide variety of goals, rolled out in 
countries with very diverse characteristics:  

 Interventions may be driven by different goals, viz., supporting a partner 
country’s public action, making a contribution to initiatives aimed at 
meeting global public challenges, promoting the donor’s values, interests or 
priorities, or responding to humanitarian emergencies. 

 Interventions meeting the different goals are implemented in a wide 
spectrum of countries, ranging from emerging economies to States that 
have been completely destabilised. 

 France operates in countries where it is one of the main donors and where it 
enjoys huge potential for its political influence. In other cases, it plays a far 
more marginal part.  

The issue of ascertaining to what extent and in what way the five PD 
principles should be implemented in the different types of situations 
has not been addressed by detailed analysis or clear operational 
directives.  
 

II) France has taken part in the process of implementing the PD under pressure 
from five kinds of incentives, ranked in decreasing order of importance: 

 A pre-PD momentum per se, which is the most powerful driving force 
behind the abovementioned results 

 Horizontal impetus between signatory donors, which is very strong in some 
countries 

 Vertical “administrative” impetus driven by the executives of the three 
components of the French PDA system 

 Weak political impetus in France where the PD is seen as an administrative 
initiative whose political scope has not yet been grasped  

 An equally limited political commitment by partner governments 

Therefore, the PD approach has not yet been fully bought into 
politically either in France or in partner countries. 

 

III) The three stakeholders in charge of French PDA are involved in a series of 
reforms that are increasingly differentiating their fields of activity, thus 
leading to different positions with respect to the PD.  

 
The three explanatory factors are inter-dependent. The weak impetus for 
implementation may result from conceptual as well as political difficulties arising 
from the implementation of the PD to a field as vast and diverse as PDA. 
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Recommendations 
 
The evaluators’ main proposal is to implement a 5-stage strategy of gradual PD 
operationalisation: 

1 Acknowledge the heterogeneity of the PD scope of application 

2 In view of the different dimensions of the scope, identify the characteristics 
of ‘ideal cases’ where implementing PD principles would be the most 
relevant and the least difficult  

3 Define and roll out a PD implementation strategy in the above cases  

4 Use an appropriate information system to draw the lessons from the initial 
implementation, a necessary first step to meeting the fourth and fifth PD 
principles  

5 Gradually broaden the scope by adapting operational modalities, if needed, 
and possibly reviewing the relevance of implementing certain principles 
depending on the context 

 
A gradual approach based on an analysis of the characteristics of the PD scope of 
application would allow France to: 

 Design PD operationalisation in optimum conditions  

 Reach the required political agreements more quickly because the scopes of 
application would be limited and clearly defined  

 Achieve concrete results more rapidly, and publicly report them  

 Make a credible case for advocating the required adjustments of the PD as 
one moves away from the ideal conditions for its implementation  

 
The diversity of the scope of application also implies that the training of field 
agents include a substantial amount of responsive listening and feedback from 
experience.  
 
Last, the report draws attention to the importance of the last two PD pillars 
(managing for results and mutual accountability): implementing the two tenets will 
provide the perspective essential for the entire approach and hence its medium-
term credibility. The report recommends that France become a driving force so 
both these relatively neglected principles regain their well-deserved importance.  
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ACRONYMS 

 

 

AFD:  Agence Française de Développement, French development agency2 

BS:  Budget Support  

CEFEB:  Centres d’Etudes Financières Economiques et Bancaires, Centre for 
Financial, Economic and Banking Studies 

CICID:  Comité Interministériel de la Coopération Internationale et du 
Développement, Inter-Ministerial Committee for International 
Cooperation and Development 

CIF:  Country Intervention Framework 

CMP:  Code des Marchés Publics, French Public Procurement Contracts Code 

COSP:  Conférence d’Orientation Stratégique et de Programmation, Strategic 
Orientation and Programming Conference 

DAC:  Development Assistance Committee 

DRDC:  Debt relief and development contract 

DGCID:  Direction Générale de la Coopération Internationale et du 
Développement, Directorate General for International Cooperation 
and Development 

DGTPE:  Direction Générale du Trésor et de la Politique Economique, Treasury 
and Economic Policy General Directorate 

DPDEV:  Direction des Politiques de Développement, Directorate for 
Development Policies 

DT:  Diplomatic Telegram 

EIB:  European Investment Bank  

FAP:  French Action Plan 

FBSA: Framework Budget Support Arrangement 

FPD:  Framework Partnership Document 

GBS:  General Budget Support  

IMF:  International Monetary Fund  

KfW:  Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau, a German development bank for 
developing countries 

LOLF:  Loi organique relative aux lois de finances, constitutional by-law on 
budget acts 

                                                 
2 Translator’s Note: the meaning of the acronyms for French organisations (AFD, CEFEB, DGCID, etc.) is 
spelled out in French and English; the French abbreviations are used throughout. 
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MAEE:  Ministère des Affaires Etrangères et Européennes, Ministry of Foreign 
and European Affairs 

MDG:  Millennium Development Goals  

MINEFE: Ministère de l’Economie, des Finances et de l’Emploi, Ministry of the 
Economy, Finance and Employment 

MTEF:  Medium-Term Expenditure Frameworks 

NGO:  Non-governmental organisation 

OECD:  Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development  

PD:  Paris Declaration 

PDA:  Public Development Aid 

PEFA:  Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability program 

PRSF:  Poverty Reduction Strategy Framework  

PRSP:  Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper 

PRBS:  Poverty Reduction Budget Support 

PSF:  Priority Solidarity Fund 

PSZ:  Priority Solidarity Zone 

SBS:  Sector Budget Support  

SCAC:  Service de Coopération et d’Action Culturelle, cooperation and 
cultural action department 

SFFP Strategic Framework for the Fight Against Poverty 

SOP:  Strategic orientation plan (AFD) 

TFP:  Technical and Financial Partners 

TOR:  Terms of Reference  

WB:  World Bank 

WPAE:  Working Party on Aid Effectiveness 
 



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PARIS DECLARATION BY FRANCE 

Page 12/157 

 see 

1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1. Framework of the Evaluation 

 
On 2 March 2005, the main donors and partner countries of public development aid 
signed the Paris Declaration (PD). Motivated by a concern to improve development 
aid effectiveness, the signatories pledged to comply with five basic tenets - 
ownership, alignment, harmonisation, managing for results and mutual 
accountability. 
 

 

The 5 Pillars of the Paris Declaration 

 
 Ownership    

Developing countries exercise effective leadership over 
their development policies and strategies, and 
coordinate development actions. Donors commit to 
respecting partner country leadership and help 
strengthen their capacity to exercise it. 
 

 Alignment    
Donors base their overall support on countries’ national 
development strategies, institutions, and procedures. 
Donors base their overall support on partner countries’ 
national development strategies instead of imposing 
multiple requirements stemming from other action 
programmes. 

 
 Harmonisation    

Donors work toward more harmonised, transparent, and 
collectively effective actions, specifically in countries 
where administrative capacities are weak, as is the case 
in fragile countries. They implement common 
arrangements at partner country level for planning, 
funding, and development programme rollout.   

 
 Managing for results    

Donors and partner countries manage resources and 
improve decision-making for results. Donors must fully 
support efforts by developing countries to set up 
performance assessment frameworks to measure results 
of the implementation of the key dimensions of national 
development strategies.  

 
 Mutual accountability    

Donors and developing countries are accountable for 
development results. 
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There is not yet any strong evidence to verify that the implementation of the five 
tenets actually improves aid effectiveness. That is why the signatories have set up 
a monitoring and evaluation system characterised by:  
 

 Monitoring the effective implementation of the principles by donors and 
partner countries by:  

o Drawing on a grid of 12 indicators for which targets were set for 
2010;3 

o Monitoring indicator trends in the 22 donor and 34 partner countries 
(self-selected), under the aegis of the OECD. 

 A two-stage evaluation:4 

o Phase One (2007-2008) will assess partners’ and donors practices 
and identify good practices in implementing PD. Meanwhile other 
evaluations will be launched for 10 donors and 10 partner countries. 
Thematic studies will also be conducted. The Secretariat of the 
Reference Group and the Management Group (Denmark) will draft a 
synthesis of the three evaluation approaches; 

o Phase Two will then assess the contribution of PD to aid effectiveness 
and identify the linkages between the PD, aid effectiveness, and 
development results. 

 
The lessons of Evaluation Phase One will help prepare an initial report for the Third 
High Level Forum on the Paris Declaration (Accra, second half of 2008). The 
document will first be presented to the authorities of the SCAC (Services de 
Coopération et d’Action Culturelle, Cooperation and Cultural Action Departments) 
and AFD (Agence Française de Développement, French development agency) in 
January 2008. It will also be presented to the international meeting in 
Johannesburg that will be held from 31 January to 1 February 2008. 
 
1.2. Purpose of the Evaluation  

 
The evaluation process must meet a dual expectation.  
 

1.2.1. DAC and WPAE Expectations 

 
The 2006 Regional Workshops on aid effectiveness in Africa, Asia, and Latin 
America underscored that the evaluation process could supplement the PD 
monitoring process.  
 
The object is to go further than the lessons of the OECD Development Assistance 
Committee (DAC) surveys that determine to what extent partner countries honour 
their commitments according to pre-defined indicators. 
 
The Terms of Reference specify that the evaluation process must provide detailed 
information on:  

                                                 
3 See Appendix 6: Principles, indicators and targets of the Paris Declaration. 
4 DAC, Evaluation of the Implementation of the Paris Declaration, Annex 3: First Phase of the Evaluation 
of the Implementation of the Paris Declaration – Generic TOR for Country Level Evaluations, 25 April 
2007. 



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PARIS DECLARATION BY FRANCE 

Page 14/157 

 see 

 The strengths and weaknesses of the action programme for aid 
effectiveness 

 The questions raised by the theory of change that underlies the PD 

 The unexpected outcomes of action programme implementation 

 
1.2.2. Expectations Special to the French cooperation 

 
For PD evaluation phase one, the purpose of this evaluation is mainly to provide 
information about “actual progress and best practices within the French public 
authorities in regard to implementation of their Paris Declaration commitments, so 
as to increase aid effectiveness.” (TOR §2) 
 
Therefore, the object is to learn from experience, identify any obstacles and good 
practices, and measure actual results.  
 
 

1.2.3. The standard twin aim of an evaluation can be 
identified by analysing expectations 

 Reporting to the other donors and partner countries that are PD Signatories 
(summary assessment)  

 Help the French cooperation in lesson-learning and future course corrections 
to improve future action (formative assessment).  
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1.3. Scope of the Evaluation  

 
 

 
The evaluation is looking for an answer to the two 
following questions: 

Considering the characteristics special to the French 
cooperation at the time when the Paris Declaration was 
signed, 
And considering France’s PD commitments, 
 
“Are we doing the right things?”  
=> Are the initiatives we have taken likely to bring the 
cooperation closer to the principles of the Paris Declaration? 
(Relevance) 
 
“Are we doing things right?” 
=> Have the initiatives effectively been instrumental in 
reaching stated targets? (Effectiveness)  

 
 
 
The analysis deals with all French bilateral cooperation (all sectors and 
instruments) from 2005 to 2007. The purpose is to assess the actual efforts 
deployed by the French cooperation to integrate PD commitments at three levels:  
 

 Political policies (French Action Plan for aid 
effectiveness of 18 May 2005, initiated by the 
CICID5 and validated in late 2006, CICID 
decisions, COS meetings, decisions by AFD 
Board of Directors, speeches by cooperation 
policy authorities, and so on)  

 Strategy and programming documents (FPD, 
framework partnership documents, sector 
strategy papers, country programming, and 
so on)  

 Operational modalities (rollout of programme 
aids and project aids, management and 
positioning of technical assistants, OECD DAC 
2006 baseline survey on monitoring the Paris 
Declaration, and so on) 

 
A fourth crosscutting level is also identified in 
§2 of the Terms of Reference, i.e., monitoring-
evaluation. 

 
 
The Terms of Reference define “specific questions.” They must clear the way for 
assessing changes in the behaviour of the French cooperation so that it can 

                                                 
5 Comité Interministériel de la Coopération Internationale et du Développement, Inter-Ministerial 
Committee for International Cooperation and Development. 
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meet its PD commitments. Changes in behaviour have three main dimensions 
identified by the international Reference Group. They are:  
 

 Assessing Leadership: This theme has been defined based on the 
identification of a number of issues:6 there is a disconnect between 
development partner headquarter policies and in-country practices. The 
purpose is to identify the most appropriate echelon for strengthening 
commitments and sharing responsibilities to operationalise the PD.  

 Capacity Development: This dimension is warranted by the report that PD 
ownership blockage is person-borne rather than organisation-borne. A 
single development Partner might represent very different approaches, thus 
calling for more effective communication between headquarters and field 
staff, for PD operationalisation capacity building. 

 Incentive Systems and their conformity with the PD: the incentive 
systems of the Development Partners have been reported as critical factors 
for efficient behaviours. However, certain obstacles are working against PD 
ownership: excessive pressures for disbursements, high staff turnover and 
lack of flexibility on staff time, need for visibility and influence.  

 
The overall evaluation will be illustrated by: 

 Analyses of France’s action in two countries (Senegal and Mozambique) 

 And a special perspective on two areas of French aid: 

o Education because of substantial changes of the French cooperation 
in this MDG priority sector  

o General or sector budget support and the harnessing of technical 
cooperation instruments for financial governance  

 
The Terms of Reference explain that, “both fields will be explored in detail to 
assess the way that French aid: 

 Integrates into multi-donor and division of labour/ complementarity systems 
or initiatives; 

 Complies with ownership and alignment targets; 

and 

 Uses operational modalities (programme-aid, technical assistance pooling, 
and national procedures) complying with the spirit and commitments of the 
Paris Declaration”  

 
1.4. Limitations of the Evaluation  

 
The Paris Declaration was signed in March 2005, i.e., a little more than two years 
ago. Because of the numerous donor and partner country stakeholders involved, 
reforms require time for development, negotiation, and implementation. The 
project cycle or more generally the cycle of Public Development Aid (PDA) 
intervention7 - usually lasts much more than two years. Whatever individuals’ 
energy, system inertia is great. A thirty month-perspective is a bit short for 
assessing the efficiency of an approach such as the implementation of PD 
principles.  

                                                 
6 DAC, Evaluation of the Implementation of the Paris Declaration, Annex 3: First Phase of the Evaluation 
of the Implementation of the Paris Declaration – Generic TOR for Country Level Evaluations, 25 April 
2007. 
7 Identification, formulation, performance and evaluation. 
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The PD is part of the effort to change the approach to PDA, which was already well 
underway before the PD was signed. Unsurprisingly, major questioning of aid 
effectiveness dates back to the early nineties. The studies prompted many 
discussions and fostered numerous conceptual changes (focus on poverty, the 
importance of ownership) and changes in practice (questioning of the project-
based approach, new instruments). The PD principles have incorporated several of 
the changes. Among the observable changes of French PDA, what can be ascribed 
to the French resolve to adopt PD principles and what to the trends that have been 
developing for more than 15 years?  
 
Therefore, the lack of perspective and the problems of attribution are two 
major hurdles for the evaluator. Here, the only solution is to bypass the obstacles: 
first by analysing the process of change rather than its impacts8 and second by 
forgoing any attempt to establish causality links. Actually, the focus is not so much 
on knowing what France is doing to implement the principles of the PD but rather 
on attempting to assess to what extent the change of French PDA characteristics is 
likely to bring it close to the principles, regardless of the reasons for the change.  
 
 
1.5. Report Outline 

 
The document first deals with the overall assessment (Chapter 2). It is based on 
the facts and analyses presented in Chapter 3, illustrated by several appendices. 
Chapter 4 addresses the main recommendations.  

                                                 
8 Specifically, the trend of PD indicators since the last OECD survey are impossible to measure due to 
the lack of perspective, and the available data. The 2006 survey provided a “basic level” and the same 
methods will be used to measure 2008 trends.  
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2 OVERALL ASSESSMENT  

 
2.1.Implementation varies depending on PD principle 

 
In 2006, DAC9 baseline surveys established France’s ‘basic level’ against PD 
indicators. The survey will be repeated in 2008; it will assess actual progress. The 
assessment below deals with the five principles directly. It summarises the main 
strengths and weaknesses of the French cooperation with respect to the 
implementation of each tenet, as highlighted in the chapters below.  
 

2.1.1. Ownership 

 

 The Poverty Reduction Strategy Framework (PRSF) - a shared strategic 
framework – may serve as the basis for donors when designing their 
interventions. France works within this framework. It has presented its support 
strategy to Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSP).10 However, some 
challenge the degree of partner governments’ ownership of PRSP and consider 
that the influence of donors – especially the World Bank – still prevails. The 
highly standardised format of the documents has also been criticised. 

 French support to economic and financial administrations, via the Public 
Expenditure and Financial Accountability (PEFA) programme among others, 
enables governments to improve finance management and transparency.  

 Booking volumes of aid into the budget (even for project funding) improves 
government visibility of available resources for rolling out public action. The 
rate of booking aid into the budget is rising.  

 Regional strategic support hubs to the design of education strategies help 
capacity building for the design and management of strategies in this field. The 
regional advisory approach is productive as partner government receives 
support while preserving its independence with regard to donors. A similar hub 
to help transpose PRSP into budget commitments is being set up and therefore 
has not yet produced concrete results.  

 The Framework Partnership Document (FPD) could be an instrument furthering 
ownership, provided FPD design involves actual consultation with the partner 
government. As things now stand, FPD authors must provide proof that they 
have taken account of the partner government’s policy and that they comply 
with it, in an appendix to the document. However, the first FPDs were usually 
designed without much consultation and validated late in the process, hence 
not leaving much room for discussion.  

 The ownership tenet as defined in the PD is often considered as overly focused 
on the Central State. Decentralised authorities and civil society receive but little 
attention in the PD. The strategy for governance support11 is evidence that 
France is addressing this issue.  

                                                 
9 Appendix 3 summarises France’s rank against the main indicators relevant for that country. 
10 See Appendix 4. 
11 See Appendix 4. 
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2.1.2. Alignment 

 

 Budget support is growing. By definition, it funds national (general or sector) 
policies. The extent of ownership of the policies is still variable.  

 The AFD practices full alignment with national procedures for the management 
of its interventions. 

 The PSF (Priority Solidarity Fund) may be implemented directly by the SCAC or 
PSF management may be delegated to the partner country. Today, but a small 
share of the PSF tool is managed by a partner country.  

 FPD appendices “announce” expenditures over five years. However, the 
announcements cannot be considered as commitments because the budgetary 
decisions of the French State are made on an annual basis. Thus in terms of aid 
predictability, the partner country has to earmark the expenditures as uncertain 
revenue. 

 Alignment is based on the assumption that the government is the best defender 
of the most vulnerable groups, an assumption that is not always borne out. 

 
2.1.3. Harmonisation 

 

 France has been working jointly with other donors for a long time, by 
contributing to international multilateral funds and to sector-based mutual 
funds in some countries.  

 The European Code of Conduct is probably the main source of impetus toward 
harmonisation among the member States of the European Union.  

 Through its support to PRSP (common reference) and to PEFA, France backs the 
bases of harmonisation and alignment. 

 The development of budget support, especially when implemented within a 
tight donor cooperation framework (as in the case of Mozambique) is a powerful 
harmonisation instrument. 

 With FPD development, France can take account of contributions from other 
donors before making its own choices. This is passive harmonisation, as 
drafting a FPD does not involve dialogue with the other donors.  

 The FPD requires resource concentration in a limited number of sectors. 
However, numerous interventions are undertaken “outside concentration.” In 
countries where France is a major donor, concentration is hard to roll out, and 
is challenged sometimes. 

 France is involved in common strategic discussions. In Mali for instance, France 
is a member of the focus group on the Common Assistance Strategy for the 
country.  

 
2.1.4. Managing for Results 

 

 Little is done in this area. The AFD is working on indicators of consolidated 
results, but they are mainly for measuring outputs rather than outcomes.  

 Monitoring and evaluation systems still have to be adjusted to comply with the 
principle.  
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2.1.5. Mutual Accountability 

 

 Mutual evaluation12 is still the exception. However, some reported practices 
among donors contributing to budget support in Mozambique, among others, 
could be considered interesting experiments in this field. 

 

2.2. Explanatory Factors 

 

2.2.1. The political stakes of the Paris Declaration are 
underestimated 

 
The PD is an important stage in PDA history. It will have had the merit of fuelling a 
worldwide participative13 approach to analysis, strategic design, monitoring, and 
evaluation, with a view to the gradual improvement of aid effectiveness, e.g., the 
capacity of PDA to reach the goals it has set.  
 
Because the PD is presented as mainly driven by a concern to improve aid 
effectiveness, the political authorities, who are aware of the PD, still largely view it 
as an administrative initiative by the most influential international organisations. 
Aside from the administrations that are directly involved, the awareness of the 
challenges and political outcomes of PD implementation is still to come. The 
situation is likely to change particularly during the Accra Conference. Consequently, 
any expression of support or opposition to the approach is still faint. 
 

2.2.2. The Scope of PD application is heterogeneous 
and defined by concepts that need fine-tuning   

 
The Paris Declaration applies to public development aid, but PDA is a 
heterogeneous concept encompassing interventions with a wide variety of goals, 
rolled out in countries with very diverse characteristics:  
 

 Interventions may be driven by: 

1. The resolve to back public action in a partner country that does not 
have the financial resources and/or technical capabilities required for 
full action deployment. Public action priorities are increasingly 
expressed through national strategies, which may serve as 
references.  

2. The determination to help the partner take on global public 
challenges such as biodiversity protection, the fight against climate 
change, major pandemic control, and so on.  

3. The will to promote donor values, interests or priorities such as the 
fight against corruption, the devolved approach prioritising civil 
society, culture, the promotion of donor’s businesses, migration 
control, and so on.  

4. The determination to respond to humanitarian emergencies.  

                                                 
12 Mutual evaluation is an exercise bringing together donors and partner authorities. The concept is 
different from joint evaluation undertaken by several donors, which is linked to the PD tenet of 
harmonisation. 
13 Multi-donor but also partner country involvement. 
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 The interventions meeting the different goals are implemented in a wide 
spectrum of countries ranging from emerging economies to States that have 
been completely destabilised.  

 France operates in countries where it is one of the main donors and where it 
enjoys huge potential for its political influence. In other cases, it plays a far 
more marginal part.  

 
The issue of ascertaining to what extent and in what way the five PD principles 
should be implemented in the different types of situations has not been addressed 
by detailed analysis or clear operational directives. However, do the principles of 
ownership or alignment have the same meaning for interventions driven by type 2 
and 3 goals as for interventions meeting type 1 goals? More to the point, do 
interventions driven by type 2 or 3 goals match the same definition of PDA as type 
1 interventions? Clarifying the PD scope of application will probably involve 
clarifying the very idea of PDA.   
 
Similarly, while everyone realises that the relevance or feasibility of implementing 
PD principles is not the same in Mozambique, the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo, Somalia, Vietnam or Ghana, no one can find instructions detailing to what 
extent and in what way the 5 principles can be implemented in these different 
situations.14 Here too, PD implementation is impeded by the unclear definition of 
the “partner country” concept, instrumental in defining the limits of the 
geopolitical scope or scopes of PD implementation. Analysis is underway on the 
concept of fragile states and France is actively involved in addressing this issue.15 A 
grid of criteria to determine the fragility of a State has been submitted,16 but no 
link has been established between PD principles and the position of a given country 
according to the grid. No reference to the specificity of emerging economies can be 
found as a framework for PD implementation.  
 
Until now, the relevance of implementing PD principles to the different types of 
situation and the way of doing so are left largely to the appreciation of the teams in 
charge of operations.    
 
 

2.2.3. PD Implementation: five unequally powerful 
drivers for change  

 
France has taken part in the process of implementing the PD under pressure of five 
kinds of incentives, ranked in decreasing order of importance:  
 

1. A pre-PD momentum per se: The need for improving overall effectiveness 
of French PDA has been acknowledged for more than a decade. It has 
driven the successive reforms since 1998. For years, this approach has been 
recognised as involving greater collaboration with other donors, partner 
country ownership of the policies, and the promotion of instruments such as 
support to sector policies and budget support. France, and especially its 

                                                 
14 Only the targeted level of some indicators is qualified according to performance scales of the public 
finance management or procurement systems. However, the scales have not been designed to highlight 
the spectrum of political regimes or socioeconomic situations in “partner countries”. 
15 See on this subject, Etats et sociétés fragiles: entre conflits, reconstruction et développement, 
collective work under the supervision of Jean-Marc Châtaigner and Hervé Magro, ed. Karthala, Paris 
2007. 
16 Note sur le positionnement de la France sur la question des Etats fragiles (note on France’s position 
on the question of fragile States), MAEE, Paris 2007. 
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“pivotal operator” AFD, are moving in this direction.17 This impetus underlies 
most of France’s current assets for implementing the PD. 

 
2. Horizontal impetus between signatory donors, driven by the DAC and 

by the far-reaching monitoring and evaluation mechanism for PD 
implementation. In some partner countries, donors have organised their 
support to become more collectively effective, prioritising aid predictability 
and alignment. Donors and the government mutually evaluate their 
performance, thus fostering a climate of incentive to which French 
representatives respond very well. Most partner countries are not as far 
along the path, but in many cases, AFD and SCAC staff are members of 
donor groups, meaning they are more or less actively involved in a global 
drive where references to the PD are increasingly frequent. Horizontal 
impetus varies widely from one country to the next as can be seen in the 
reported contrast between Senegal and Mozambique.18 Albeit recent, the 
European Code of Conduct19 is a quite powerful source of horizontal impetus 
motivating donor-members of the European Union (EU) to move forward on 
the path to harmonisation through a rational division of labour. 

 
3. Vertical “administrative” impetus driven by executives from the three 

components of the French PDA system (MINEFE, MAEE, and AFD) involved 
in the discussion on PD implementation, and specifically the executives that 
were involved in drafting the French Action Plan (FAP) for PD 
implementation. The FAP, which we deal with further down, was validated 
more than a year ago. However, it has not yet been systematically 
transposed into operational terms or promoted. One explanation for the 
delay can be found in the weak political signal transmitted to the 
administrations.  

 
4. In France, the political impetus is weak. The political scope of the PD is 

still poorly grasped. As French political circles consider the PD as an 
initiative driven by administrative efficiency, they have not yet taken a clear 
position and have not transmitted a strong signal to the administrations 
they head. Also, public opinion exerts but little pressure on the political 
authorities in this field. The only readable discourse by representatives of 
“civil society” comes from development NGOs20 whose position on PD is 
guarded. Therefore, the political authorities have not said much on this 
matter. They are not much prompted to do so, either.  

 
5. In partner countries, the political signal is not any clearer. Torn 

between the advantage of an approach encouraging ownership, alignment, 
and the risk of facing a “united donor front,” the governments usually only 
give lip service to the PD. The government themselves are not of one mind 
and some technical ministries receiving substantial aid, such as education or 
health, feel that the PD might lead to widespread budget support and thus 
to their loss of power in favour of the ministries of finance. The 
decentralised authorities and civil society stakeholders may view this 
problem in a similar light. Project aid enables technical ministries and 
“peripheral” stakeholders to deal with donors directly, and some are quite 

                                                 
17 SCAC/AFD monitoring survey of aid effectiveness indicators based on 2004 results compares the 
2000-2004 situations against the indicators and highlights that most indicators show a clear positive 
trend. (Note sur le suivi des indicateurs d’efficacité de l’aide, note on baseline indicators on aid 
effectiveness, Christelle Josselin, 17 May 2006). 
18 See Appendix 5 – Summary of Fact-finding Missions to Senegal and Mozambique. 
19 EU Code of Conduct on Complementarity and the Division of Labour in Development Policy, adopted 
by the European Council on 15 May 2007. 
20 Represented by the platform for French NGOs, Coordination Sud. 
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satisfied with this state of affairs. As we have already mentioned, partner 
countries are hardly a homogenous group and the positions of each one on 
the PD may vary widely.  

 
The Paris Declaration approach has not been bought into politically either 
in France or in its partner countries. The weak political signal is probably one of 
the reasons explaining why promoting PD principles within the institutions in 
charge of French PDA is still quite limited.  

 
2.2.4. French PDA: three stakeholders, differentiating 
core skills and cultures that lead to different positions on 
the PD 

 
The unclear definition of PD implications for the different aspects of aid impacts the 
positions of French PDA stakeholders. Actually, with the unfolding reforms, AFD 
and SCAC core skills have been differentiating gradually. The 1998 reform led to 
the administrative streamlining of aid into two major hubs, i.e., a diplomatic hub 
stemming from the integration of the State Secretariat for Cooperation into the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and a financial hub focused on the Ministry of Finance.21 
At the time, the AFD was appointed the ‘pivotal operator’ of French aid. Since then, 
successive transfers of competencies22 have prompted the AFD to take 
responsibility for the management of nearly 80% of programmable aid resources 
implemented through bilateral channels.23 AFD led interventions, which largely 
focus on contribution to the MDG, essentially meet type 1 and 2 goals (see section 
2.2.2 above). The AFD builds on its culture and experience as a development bank; 
it controls several types of instruments (projects, budget support, loans, subsidies 
and DRDC24). It complies quite easily with certain PD principles such as the 
institutional aspect of alignment. As the AFD enjoys greater administrative and 
financial autonomy, it can also work more easily with other donors.  
 
The SCAC are headed by Cooperation and Cultural Action Advisors (COCAC, 
conseillers de coopération et d’action culturelle) who are both advisors to the 
Ambassadors on French aid system management at the local level and department 
heads. As devolved departments, the SCAC are the DGCID’s priority partners. They 
manage technical cooperation actions and programmes dealing with governance. 
They are also in charge of cultural cooperation, Francophony, and the 
dissemination of the French language, and non-governmental cooperation (support 
to civil society, NGOs, and decentralised cooperation). The Priority Solidarity Fund 
under the authority of the Ministry of Foreign and European Affairs (MAEE) enables 
the SCAC to intervene in different sectors. Therefore, SCAC led interventions are 
driven by type 1 and 3 goals. SCAC priorities and procedures do not fit in as 
smoothly with the PD outlook. The issue of which SCAC activities should the PD 
principles be applied to is on the table without any clear answer for activities 
meeting type 3 goals, so far. The ongoing tendency to entrust a growing share of 
French aid performance to the AFD has fostered a feeling of institutional instability 
among SCAC staff. This might check their ability to commit wholeheartedly to the 
pursuit of medium term goals.  
 
At the Ministry of the Economy, Finance and Employment (MINEFE), the Treasury 
and Economic Policy General Directorate (DGTPE) is in charge of managing French 
                                                 
21 Les trois révolutions de aide française, Jean-Michel Severino, 2003, www.african-geopolitics.org. 
22 Specifically the 2004 CICID decision assigning AFD with the responsibility of implementing MDG 
related projects. 
23 i.e., 40% of total programmable aid. 
24 Debt Relief and Development Contracts. 
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contributions to the World Bank, IMF, and Regional Development Banks (ADB, 
AsDB, IDB) and is in direct contact with the administrators representing France at 
these financial institutions. French contributions to European Union institutions and 
to the United Nations system are managed by MAEE departments. The MINEFE also 
manages budget support funding (however, the DGTPE and DGCID with support 
from AFD handle fund processing), debt remittance and relief (Club de Paris), and 
DRDC processing and implementation, under joint DGTPE and DGCID management 
with technical support from AFD. On these different matters, the regional financial 
advisors within the DGTPE (2 for the Africa zone) maintain very close relations with 
the SCAC and AFD agencies. In these countries, the economic missions of the 
embassies are not much involved in development cooperation issues; they are 
more so in so-called “emerging” countries because they are tasked to implement 
specific MINEFE instruments in these countries (FASEP [private sector support 
fund] financial instruments and emerging countries reserves). At MINEFE 
headquarters, the executives in charge of managing cooperation instruments are 
aware of PD stakes and transmit France’s positions to international institutions. 
 
These very different profiles entail very different attitudes toward PD 
principles. Although the analyses further down deal with the SCAC and the AFD, 
the outlook of the approach is not to compare the two institutions, but merely to 
identify their respective specific characteristics when the data so allows.  

 

2.2.5. Strategic Issues Not Thought Through 

 
France has transposed the Paris Declaration into a French Action Plan (FAP), which 
appropriately encompasses the different PD principles. The FAP is built around 12 
priorities; each priority is broken down into ‘actions’ and ‘implementation’ 
modalities. Most of the ’actions’ still have to be operationalised25 and then actively 
promoted to the different stakeholders of the French aid system. Currently, field 
staff is not as familiar with the FAP as it is with the PD. Granted the FAP is more 
recent, but more importantly, it does not enjoy the above-described horizontal 
impetus. Its scope needs to be developed: to what extent and how to implement 
the FAP according to the types of goals set for the intervention and to the countries 
where we operate? On these issues, France’s discussions are partially dependent 
on changing international ideas.  
 
 

2.2.6. Weak Communication  

 
Overall, MAEE and AFD staff are well familiar with the PD. However, the concrete 
implications for each one is often the result of personal interpretations and 
initiatives largely influenced by the “PDA climate” peculiar to each country. The PD 
is presented at different training sessions to which staff is convened, but until now 
the FAP has not been the object of communication campaigns or systematic 
training programmes. Paris’s message to the field is weak due to the reasons 
mentioned in section 2.2.3. A weak message entails a weak response, and there is 
little evidence of organised discussions between the headquarters and SCAC or 
agencies on the relevance and way of implementing PD principles in their different 
intervention contexts. The interviews and surveys highlight expectations in this 
area: the need for precise instructions as well as a need for responsive listening, 

                                                 
25 Who should undertake which action? With what resources? Within what deadlines? Where should it be 
implemented? Should prior conditions be met? And so on. 
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and a capacity to adjust the message to the specific situations wherein each person 
operates.   
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3. FACTS AND ANALYSIS 

 
 
3.1. Impetus 

 

3.1.1. The Paris Declaration is part of a long-standing 
dynamic process  

 
The PD is a milestone in a process that started over a decade ago. The impetus has 
already propelled donors, and namely France, forward along the same path as the 
5 PD principles:  

 Resorting to projects changed to become a search for coherence on the 
scale of the programme or even the sector policy. 

 Funding was increasingly tied into the budget. 

 Budget support instruments linked to macroeconomic or sector 
programmes were rolled out in a growing number of countries. 

 Donor cooperation was also growing apace, either through co-funding 
common projects or provisioning multi-donor programme funds or 
harmonising political policies linked to budget support. 

 In numerous countries, the PRSP became the strategic framework that a 
growing number of donors drew on to ensure the relevance of their 
interventions. 

 The Country Strategy Papers of the French cooperation changed. The FPD 
set up in 2005 reflected a concern for the internal coherence of French aid 
but also the resolve to be part of a broader framework (PRSP).  

 

Some PD principles were implemented even earlier. For instance, the AFD has been 
rolling out local procedures, specifically for calls for tenders, for a long time. The 
practice can be explained, as the AFD was initially a development bank whose 
method of financing was exclusively providing loans, for many years.  

 
The above-described advances mainly concern the following PD principles, 
harmonisation, ownership, and alignment. Managing for results and mutual 
accountability are more innovative principles. Changes along the same lines as 
these two tenets were also rolled out, viz., the set-up of the LOLF (Loi organique 
relative aux lois de finances, the constitutional by-law on budget acts) of 1 August 
2001 and conducting evaluations became increasingly widespread.  
 
On the other hand, some signals could be seen as obeying a different rationale that 
interferes with the political impetus in favour of the implementation of the Paris 
Declaration. The concern for French aid visibility, certain instruments promoting 
Francophony or concerted management agreements on migratory flows are 
instances of this.   
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If one looks at the political discourse, France is moving in the same direction as the 
PD principles. Most of the abovementioned changes have been transposed into 
political or strategic texts. However, the issue of attribution is still tricky. Which of 
the changes can be explicitly considered as stemming from the implementation of 
the Action Plan or the PD directly? 
 

3.1.2 Integration in the documents at the 4 analysis 
levels  

 

1. The Political Level 
 
French Action Plan (FAP) for Aid Effectiveness 

The FAP is the main instrument transposing the PD into the French cooperation 
system. The Plan whose development started in late 2005 was to clear the way for 
improved PD operationalisation and define the targets special to the French 
cooperation, with a view to improving overall effectiveness of the cooperation 
system.  
 
The Terms of Reference of the working party in charge of developing the FAP 
identified five priority issues tied to the PD to different extents. These were: 
complementarity, predictability, devolvement, human resources, and participation 
in global discussions. 
 
The FAP addresses all donor-related PD components. Only the matter of parallel 
project implementation units (PPIu) is not covered (PD, Indicator 6). The set-up of 
budget aid for poverty reduction also indirectly addresses the issue of fewer non-
national strategy conditionalities. 
 
In other areas, the FAP has adopted a broader and more in-depth approach than 
the PD: 

 Capacity building: the FAP has broadened it to include other stakeholders 
than just the partner government. This approach is an answer to criticism of 
the PD for conferring excessive importance to national institutions. 

 Predictability: this aspect is taken much further than it is in the PD, through 
proposals 5 (create or strengthen the instruments for increased medium 
term predictability of all PDA flows) and 6 (through FPD, increase the 
predictability of commitment implementation in each of the countries of the 
Priority Solidarity Zone).  

 The FAP also deals with the risk that some countries become “orphans” of 
international aid due to the search for complementarity between donors 
(Proposal 8 – Activity 1).  

 Last, the FAP incorporates the issues of raising staff awareness (proposal 
11) but, above all, French public opinion awareness, a move that could 
breathe new life into the process of PD implementation by endowing it with 
a stronger political dimension. 

 

2. The Strategic Level 
 
Partnership Framework Documents 

The main strategic advance has been the rollout of the FPD to ensure improved 
strategic management of the PDA in each partner country of the Priority Solidarity 
Zone (PSZ). Specific FPD targets are: alignment with partners’ priorities, the 
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search for complementarity with other bilateral and multilateral donors, the 
integration of all French public stakeholders by working on consensus between the 
three institutions, consultation with international solidarity organisations and other 
aid stakeholders, greater aid concentration and predictability. To what extent have 
these targets been met?  

 Alignment with partners’ priorities: de facto inclusion in the national 
strategy without systematic consultation  

o Each FPD refers to partner country’s strategy. This is usually 
expressed in very broad terms (PRSP and/or sector strategies). 
Although this limits risks of incompatibility, it does not guarantee 
donor’s “active” contribution. One can say that Resource allocation is 
relevant but not optimised, according to PRSP goals. 

o Although there is a reference to partner’s priorities, this occurs 
toward the end of the FPD drafting process. Involving the partner in 
FPD definition and monitoring is not scheduled (aside from the mid-
term evaluation). In several cases, the partner government only had 
access to the FPD a few days before the official signature, thus 
limiting the opportunity for national representatives to influence FPD 
content.  

o Some interventions meet type 3 goals.26 In these cases, alignment 
with partner’s strategy is obviously non-existent. This is generally 
true for support to Francophony and the quasi-systematic integration 
of migration related issues.  

 Complementarity with donors and other aid stakeholders: here too, there is 
de facto complementarity without systematic consultation  

o Consultation with donors is limited to a reference to their 
programme. In some cases, the FPD schedules joint work but the 
donors are not involved in the discussions on FPD design and the 
issues of complementarity are not explicitly addressed. The other aid 
stakeholders are not involved in the process at any time.  

 Integration of all French public stakeholders: clear advance with FPD 

o This point is the main advance of FPDs that have been instrumental 
in promoting an authentic dialogue between the French stakeholders. 
The advance seems to meet respondents’ expectation of the FAP, an 
area where the need for seamless internal coordination has been 
pinpointed.  

 Little information on aid concentration 

o Signed FPDs comply with the commitment to define a limited number 
of sectors for aid concentration, ranging from two to four depending 
on the intervention country. However, three crosscutting sectors, 
“spot intervention sectors” or “bilateral cooperation topics outside 
concentration sectors” should be added to the sectors of aid 
concentration. Because Appendix 3 of the FPDs is not published, it 
cannot be determined whether the goal of allocating 80% of aid to 
the sectors of concentration has been reached.  

 Predictability: indicative and non-binding information on planned funding 

o Although FPDs are signed for five years, they might be called into 
question by other bilateral agreements.  

o When FPDs are drafted, the foreign posts do not know the amount of 
the available envelope. 

                                                 
26 Promotion of donor’s values or priorities, see Section 2.2.2. 
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o Appendix 3 of the FPDs provides figures on upcoming commitments, 
but it does not provide budget support amounts. The appendix is not 
publicly available.  

o Programme 209 “Solidarity with Developing Countries” is undergoing 
an experiment to test a change of programming rules in favour of 
strengthened predictability. 

 Managing for results and mutual accountability: the FPDs do not address 
these tenets. 

o The FPDs have no indicators defining targeted results and the 
responsibilities of each partner. 

 
However, the FPD is a tool under construction and improvements can still be made; 
as for instance when the evaluation approach was incorporated one year after the 
tool was created.  
 
AFD’s Strategic Orientation Project (SOP) 

The SOP and the AFD Supervisory Board Memo meet the need for reorientation 
after the brief of the institution was enlarged. Some sections of the documents are 
consistent with the PD. 

 Eighth SOP target: maximise impacts by working with other donors and help 
reach PD goals. To reach this target, the AFD wants to strengthen strategic 
tools and ex-post evaluations, performance quality, capitalisation, and 
training. The SOP focuses on the commitment to harmonise practices and 
promotes co-funding. Efforts will mainly focus on working more closely with 
other development banks. The AFD will strengthen its partnership with 
French, local and international public stakeholders. 

 Tenth SOP target: strengthen management and competencies. Among 
others, the target involves consolidating strategy management, 
strengthening human resources and their management, deploying 
performance-based remuneration, improving information systems, 
increasing accountability and transparency with supervising authorities, and 
strengthening communication. 

 
The SOP only partially addresses issues of ownership, managing for results, and 
mutual accountability. The Strategic Orientation Plan schedules AFD intervention in 
the 7 sectors that have been part of its sphere of competence since 200427 and in 7 
new areas.28 This versatility does not quite fit in with the principle of concentration, 
but it is warranted by a determination to meet demand. However, what demand 
the AFD is supposed to meet is not given: is it the demand from partners, other 
donors, or other French institutions? It should be pointed out that the reference to 
AFD partnership means the partnership with donors or other “stakeholders in the 
North.”  
 
Sector Strategies29 

The sector strategies of the French cooperation are partially aligned on PD 
principles. Most of the strategies were finalised in May 2005. Therefore, they were 
not much influenced by the PD (signed on 2 March 2005). However, a new doctrine 
has been defined for two sectors, viz., democratic governance (signed in December 

                                                 
27 Agriculture and rural development, health, primary and secondary education, vocational training, the 
environment, the private sector, infrastructures and urban development. 
28 Cultural heritage enhancement, promotion of tourism, low-income housing funding, major world 
themes such as the climate, biodiversity conservation, pandemic control, and migration issues. 
29 Appendix 4 presents a detailed description of the sector strategies of the French cooperation. 
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2006 to strengthen ownership) and macroeconomic support (for strengthened 
alignment and predictability). To operationalise both strategies, France supports 
the economic and financial administrations and the use of internationally defined 
instruments, i.e., PRSP and PEFA.  
 
The doctrine for the use of GBS in foreign States should ensure improved 
ownership and alignment. For instance, a criterion for eligibility is that the partner 
has a development strategy. Although the doctrine calls for improved 
harmonisation between donors (re-mobilizing budget support should be discussed 
within a multi-donor framework), the principle is not operationalised. Furthermore, 
annual predictability30 has been but imperfectly increased. When it is, this is 
essentially due to local impetus between donors. Last, as the text of the doctrine is 
recent, it is too early to assess its effectiveness.  
 
The October 2005 methodological guide to sector aid implementation cannot 
be viewed as a transposition of the PD. However, it is consistent with its principles. 
The lack of information on the results of implementing this type of sector budget 
support precludes appreciating its effectiveness. 
 
The Governance Strategy31 deepens the PD on the issue of the ownership: the 
concept has been broadened to include stakeholders other than the government of 
the partner country. The strategy provides an answer to criticism of the PD wherein 
cooperation relations are limited to inter-State relations. However, the strategy 
only addresses alignment and harmonisation indirectly; managing for results is 
only partially dealt with and mutual accountability is not mentioned. 
 
The Education Strategy32 includes three PD tenets: ownership, harmonisation, 
and managing for results. Mutual accountability is not addressed and alignment 
only indirectly via the priority to the sector-based approach. Some distance 
separates this strategy and the principle of alignment with the poverty reduction 
strategy in the partner country. The PRSP are usually geared to the pursuit of 
Millennium Development Goals, which involves a clear priority to basic education. 
The French strategy assigns great importance to higher education,33 which meets a 
demand often expressed by partners but usually little addressed in the PRSP. The 
PRSP are not the sole expression of national priorities. This raises the question of 
determining which reference documents should be used when measuring the level 
of strategic alignment. It deserves to be discussed in very explicit terms.  
 
The policy of setting up regional capacity building hubs (specifically via the Dakar 
hub), which was positively assessed in the Perret report,34 seems to be an 
innovative approach moving toward the PD ownership target.  
 
PRSP and PEFA tools contribute to harmonising donor actions, as they are 
internationally recognised references. They facilitate alignment, ownership, and 

                                                 
30 Donor’s ability to commit as early as April of year 0-1 to disbursements scheduled for year 0. 
31 See Appendix 4. 
32 Education Sector Strategy policies (May 2005) are mainly geared to refocusing on MDG: priority to 
universal primary education (access, quality, design and management of effective sector policies), 
increased commitment to promote the education of young women, greater focus on HIV-Aids, improved 
awareness of language issues, development of a sector-based approach (inclusion of education policies 
in development and poverty reduction strategies, capture the entire educational system). Furthermore, 
the strategy is working to harness all efforts in favour of the Education for All initiative, increase the 
geographic concentration of aid, and set up strategic partnerships with other donor or development 
stakeholders (NGOs, decentralised cooperation). See Appendix 4. 
33 Specifically because the cost of foreign students trained in France is booked to this budget item.  
34 La Coopération française face aux défis de l’éducation en Afrique : l’urgence d’une nouvelle 
dynamique (French Cooperation facing the challenges of education in Africa: the urgent need for new 
impetus), training course chaired by Mr. François Perret, February 2007. 
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communication between donors and governments. The instruments (especially the 
PEFA) are recent; their effectiveness to date cannot be assessed.  
 

3. The Operational Level  
 
The extent to which the PD is operationalised varies depending on the institution.   
 
At the MAEE, the SCAC (cooperation and cultural action departments) talk of the 
lack of a clear message from headquarters, providing staff with detailed guidelines 
on how to implement PD principles. The information enabling PD operationalisation 
that was sent (especially the “Thursday Memos”) was lost amid a flow of non-
prioritised information regularly despatched to the SCAC. Some of the interviewed 
staff consider that the latest institutional reform has loosened the ties between 
headquarters (MAEE geographic units) and the field. The fact that the SCAC no 
longer have a single direct contact means they no longer receive sorted, prioritised 
information. Project design, implementation, and evaluation procedures have not 
changed either. The only tools enabling the SCAC to be partially in line with the PD 
are pre-2005 tools: 

 PSF funding: because it is multiyear funding, it fosters predictability 
(provided, however, that the successive annual budgets confirm the 
funding) 

 Contribution to multi-donor mutual funds  

 
At the AFD, the operationalisation process is being deployed. A working party on 
the PD implementation agenda has been set up; its targets are: staff training, 
procedure formalisation, and definition of a tool for monitoring and decentralising. 
Operational documents have been circulated, i.e., 

 The methodological guide to the implementation of sector aid (October 
2005) 

 The doctrine on budget aid that will later come with a methodological guide  

 The methodological guide to geographic strategies focused on sustainable 
development results  

 

4. Monitoring-Evaluation  
 
At the MAEE, systematic ex-ante and ex-post evaluations have been conducted 
for some fifteen years. Addressing the issue of modifying monitoring and 
evaluation criteria to integrate PD indicators is considered necessary but has not 
yet been done.  

 The evaluation exercise was not anticipated when the FPDs were designed 
so no indicator was defined ex-ante. The first (mid-term) FPD evaluations 
are scheduled to begin in 2009.  

 The evaluations are currently structured according to DAC criteria 
(relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability). Introducing 
PD criteria and doing so jointly with the partner country is being considered. 
The methodology has not yet been formalised (discussions within DAC 
Evalunet, among others).   

 
At the AFD, a reform of the evaluation system was rolled out at the same time as 
the PD process. Before the reform, the exercise consisted in conducting in-house 
evaluations of AFD projects, according to a banking evaluation rationale. Now, four 
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evaluation approaches have been designed.35 Two approaches are partially in line 
with the PD although this was not the direct target originally: 

 A systematic, external, decentralised evaluation conducted by a – preferably 
local – consultant firm. By 2010, all funding must be evaluated. This type of 
evaluation is done in partnership (conducted by the AFD with a common 
reference group that meets at least when the TOR and then interim report 
are drafted). The ongoing phase is a pilot phase during which 8 projects are 
being evaluated with 30 more planned for 2008. Although this type of 
evaluation is consistent with the PD, it would have been deployed 
regardless.  

 Impact assessments 

Furthermore, the AFD is developing a results-based monitoring-evaluation system 
that is independent of the project system. Current discussions are mainly 
addressing the ex-ante indicators that have to be measurable mid-term and at the 
end of the intervention and a system that can provide keys to interpreting them. 
However, the suggested indicators measure output rather than outcome.  
 
 

3.1.3. Ownership at headquarters level 

 

1. Political Motivation  
 
Mrs. Brigitte Girardin, former Minister Delegate for Development Cooperation and 
Francophony, was the main promoter of FPDs and brought a lot of pressure to bear 
for their swift implementation. She considered the FPD as an instrument 
contributing to three PD principles:36 coordination with the development 
stakeholders (donors, NGOs, and local authorities), aid concentration, and 
predictability. 
 
Minister of State for Cooperation and the Francophonie Bockel has taken up the 
issue of donor coordination. Two factors have been underscored: taking account of 
all donors within coordination frameworks (specifically emerging stakeholders: 
world funds, emerging countries, and so on) and paying close attention to those 
countries likely to become “aid orphans.” Recently, Mr Bockel has also taken a 
position in favour of improving aid effectiveness.37 
 
However, except for the attention paid to FPDs and aid coordination, the most 
recent messages highlight the weak political commitment to furthering the PD.  
 
The PD is a document produced by development technicians and the 
administration. Its political scope is not actually grasped. In discourses, the ideas 
of influence, visibility, and co-development still prevail. 
 
On the other hand, certain recent initiatives such as co-development agreements 
have enjoyed high political visibility despite their limited financial importance. The 
agreements, which deal with the concerted management of migratory flows38 are 
                                                 
35 Evaluations systématiques des projets, évaluations d’impact, stratégiques, sectorielles et 
instrumentales, analyses opérationnelles (systematic evaluations of projects, instrumental, sector-
based, strategic and impact assessments, and operational analyses) - Source: Information sur le 
dispositif d’evaluation à l’AFD, Board of Directors, October 2007. 
36 Brigitte Girardin, Discours à l’occasion de la Conférence des ambassadeurs (speech at the 
Ambassadors’ Conference), August 2006. 
37 At the meetings of the Ministers of Finance of the Member States of the Franc Zone. 
38 Four co-development agreements have been signed and another agreement is currently being 
negotiated.  
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not part of the FPDs and are in keeping with a rationale different from the one 
promoted by the PD.  
 

2. Motivation of the institutions at the level of headquarters  
 
The motivation of staff working out of headquarters depends heavily on their 
assignment and on their supervisory department.  
 
At the DGTPE, the team involved in development aid issues (the Development Aid 
and Multilateral Development Institutions Office) is well informed about the 
Declaration. Their heightened awareness can be explained by the mandate of the 
Office that is directly involved in alignment, ownership and harmonisation issues. 
Among others, it backed PD implementation with the World Bank on the following 
points:  

 Ownership and managing for results in partner countries 

 Booking aid into partner’s budget and using its public financial management 
systems 

 Mutual evaluation of actual progress 

 Implementation incentives for World Bank staff  

 
In the field, the economic missions are little involved in development aid.  
 
At the MAEE, the staff have little awareness of the issue when they are not directly 
concerned by the PD. Otherwise, they are familiar with PD principles and often 
have a critical outlook. They do not question the need for an agreement to improve 
aid effectiveness but point to the fragility of some of the assumptions on which the 
PD is based, at least in certain contexts (fragile states). They are also critical of the 
partner countries and donors’ actual implementation capacity. However, the 
commitment of certain MAEE departments to promoting aid effectiveness can be 
found in MAEE involvement in the negotiation of the European Code of Conduct, for 
France.  
 
The AFD is already in line with the principles overall, mainly with alignment (by 
nature AFD actions go through national procedures). AFD mobilisation can also be 
seen in its involvement in the working party of PDA operators on implementing the 
division of labour. However, some staff question PD incurred coordination costs and 
PD applicability to different contexts.  
 

3. Headquarters’ Concerns about the Principles of the Paris Declaration 
 
Concerns shared by staff at all three institutions were collected.39 They have been 
summarised below as accurately as possible: 

 Ownership: 

o Ownership stands to be superficial in countries heavily 
dependent on aid. The countries may not necessarily be in a 
position to refuse a given strategic orientation and will put on an 
appearance of ownership, to ensure aid inflow durability.  

o Some consider that, instead of making ownership a prerequisite, it 
should be viewed as a target, which means that information and 
expertise has to be made available.  

                                                 
39 Sources: interviews and survey (Appendix 9). 
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o The PD deals with the ownership of aid policies but assumes that the 
government is homogenous, in other words, that all the ministers 
share the same priorities and interests. This is not often the case and 
may have consequences on the stability of political choices.  

 Coordination / harmonisation: 

o Risk of technocratic excess – It is a red tape, time-consuming 
complex process that raises operational problems for the donor as 
well as partner country. This poses the question of leadership: who 
should provide it?  

o Harmonisation also supposes the alignment of donor and partner 
country programming timetables. 

o However, harmonisation is not only a technocratic issue. It supposes 
confronting targets and strategy. 

 Predictability:  

o This principle has no real transposition into the French 
cooperation system (annual budget renewals). 

 Alignment: 

o The PD implies that the States are the best standard bearers of 
development targets, a fact which is not always borne out. 

 Managing for results: 

o Inadequate transposition: no correlation with the LOLF, which 
may become a reference - The FPDs have not provided for a results-
based information system. The set-up of the system would suppose a 
dialogue with partner countries – therefore, it involves a political 
choice. 

o Too great a focus on results stands to give priority to “efficient” 
administrations and carries with it the risk of channelling aid 
toward authoritarian countries. 

o Risk of breaking the chain of responsibilities: how can the reality 
of results be checked and who gets credit for success or blame for 
failure? 

 Mutual Accountability: 

o With the increase in number of evaluations, MA incurs an overload 
of red tape for the partners. 

o The set-up of evaluations in partnership would only be effective for 
projects that are designed in partnership.  

 Fragile States: 

o On the one hand, if the situation is not analysed in-depth, there is a 
risk of systematising an approach where budget support would be 
provided to fragile countries with the sole object of not being out of 
step with the other donors (donors’ group-driven behaviour).  

o On the other hand, if the fragile state classification is too stringent, 
given the PD indicators the most fragile, hence most needy, 
countries stand to become “aid orphans,” which raises ethical and 
diplomatic issues. 

 
The special character of fragile states is now being addressed. The characteristics 
of a fragile state are first identified by looking at its societies and the regional 
disparities affecting it. The tie with the PD has not yet been studied. Discussions 
will take place within the OECD (Working Party on Aid Effectiveness). However, 
aside from these discussions, the concerns regarding PD implementation have 
apparently not been disseminated. The mobilisation of MAE and AFD headquarters 
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to promote the French Action Plan has been very weak until now. The 
abovementioned concerns may be one of the reasons for this lack of impetus in 
promoting the FAP. The PD, which is a year older than the FAP and is promoted by 
other donors, is the reference for aid effectiveness issues.  
 
 

3.1.4. External Impetus  

 
With relatively weak vertical impetus, the influence of the local or international 
situation seems to have a strong impact on stakeholders for PD implementation, 
either prompting them to implement at a faster pace or, on the contrary, to wait 
and see.  
 
1. Peer Pressure  
 
France volunteered to be part of the DAC review process in 2006 and 2008. In 
countries that participated in the DAC 2006 Survey, only 33% of the respondents 
interviewed for this evaluation believe that the approach had an impact on local 
behaviours (see below, detailed answers in Appendix 9).  
 

Partner Country Rank of French Aid Q29. Have any 
modifications been 
made to aid 
implementation 
following the DAC 
2006 survey? If so, 
what were they? 

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or more 

    30 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Not answered 4 13% 11% 14% 12% 20% 
Yes 10 33% 33% 33% 28% 60% 
No  16 53% 56% 52% 60% 20% 

 

 When the survey had some impact, this could be seen through strengthened 
coordination between donors and increased partner accountability (for 5 out 
of 30 respondents). The survey also stepped up collaboration between 
Technical and Financial Partners (TFP) and between TFP and the 
government, in terms of sharing information and rolling out national action 
plans for aid effectiveness and monitoring bodies (for 3 out of 30 
respondents). However, one respondent reported that this drive requires 
frequent follow-ups otherwise, it stands to run out of steam quickly.40 

 53% of respondents believe that the DAC Survey did not have the expected 
effects for the following reasons: country’s non-participation, too early to 
assess the effects of this type of initiative, changes linked more to the 
resolve of the local TFP representatives.41 

 It should be pointed out that in countries where France is among the main 
donors, only 28% of respondents noted a contribution from the DAC 2006 
Survey; the rate reaches 60% in countries where France is not one of the 
main donors. 

 
In the field, the feelings of the SCAC and AFD agencies are mixed concerning the 
impetus given by other donors to the coordination. 

                                                 
40 See Appendix 9, Q29, comment I. 
41 See Appendix 9, comments on Q29. 
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 Toward the end of the Survey (Q32b), it is usually considered that the TFP 
are playing by PD rules (for 43% of respondents), mainly through 
information exchange. As the approach has just gotten off the ground, it 
still lacks automatic mechanisms. However, some respondents report the 
reluctance of some French cooperation units to undertake alignment.42 
Aside from the donors’ principled commitment to PD, effective 
implementation would require calling into question some donors operating 
modes43 so as to channel aid through national financial networks, for 
instance. Specifically, it has been reported that major multilateral donors 
have a tendency not to follow through PD principles to the end, especially in 
terms of harmonisation and alignment.44 

 
Partner Country Rank of French Aid Q32. Have you 

observed any 
resistance to the 
principles of the 
Paris Declaration? 

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or more 

b. Among field staff?  
  30 9 21 25 5 

TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Yes 4 13% 0% 19% 16% 0% 
No 13 43% 89% 24% 48% 20% 
Qualified answer 10 33% 0% 48% 24% 80% 
Not answered 3 10% 11% 10% 12% 0% 

 
 

 In Senegal, where the consultation framework is informal, PD 
implementation is slow. The technical groups45 are where donors coordinate 
but where the government is not systematically represented. Without any 
real Terms of Reference, their main goal is to agree on development targets 
without defining which resources should be used. Donors are not 
encouraged to consult prior to undertaking action. This means there is no 
solidarity between donors when budget support instalments have to be 
disbursed and when agreed conditions have not been reached.  

 Conversely, in Mozambique, the formalisation of the dialogue framework 
between donors and with the Government brings strong pressure to bear for 
the implementation of agreements reached during donor meetings. Donors 
funding budget support are organised within the G-19. The group agrees on 
targets and, to a certain extent, on the needed resources and conditions 
that all parties should meet. To ensure alignment with the targets, the 
group has set up donor and partner performance and strategy evaluations. 
Evaluation findings have an impact on the legitimacy of each donor during 
negotiations. The effort deployed by the AFD representation in Mozambique 
to pursue budget support in the country reflects the impact of the pressure 
by other donors.  

 
Respondents’ view of partner country’s role in stimulating the PD is qualified.  
 

                                                 
42 See Appendix 9, Q32b: other donors’ reluctance identified by 13% of respondents; qualified 
assessment in 33% of cases. 
43 See Appendix 9, Q32b, comment XIII. 
44 4 respondents explain that this is due to their strict procedures (World Bank procurement contracts, 
impossibility for the European Union to delegate funds to Member States, concerns about fiduciary 
risks). 3 respondents report differences of opinion between the French cooperation and certain other 
donors regarding financial support tools (concerning the expediency of resorting to budget support, for 
instance) (See Appendix 9, Q32b, comment XIV). 
45 Donor groups in Senegal: 11 formal groups and 2 to 3 informal groups. 
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Partner Country Rank of French Aid Q32. Have you 

observed any 
resistance to the 
principles of the Paris 
Declaration? 

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or more 

c. At government level?    30 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Yes 9 30% 22% 33% 28% 40% 
No 8 27% 33% 24% 20% 60% 
Qualified answer 9 30% 33% 29% 36% 0% 
Not answered 4 13% 11% 14% 16% 0% 

 
Partner Country Rank of French Aid Q21. Does the 

Government encourage 
collaboration between 
donors?  

TOTAL  
 
of which => FRAGILE 

NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or more 

    30 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Not answered 1 5% 17% 0% 6% 0% 
Yes 12 43% 17% 53% 35% 75% 
No 13 33% 50% 27% 41% 0% 
Qualified answer 4 19% 17% 20% 18% 25% 

 
Two common situations have been observed: 

 Either PD implementation is accepted in principle but is not actually 
managed (for 43% of questionnaire respondents; see above). In this case, 
advances in PD implementation are mostly driven by donors without any 
real local ownership. The government is seen as being rather indifferent to 
the approach (for 5 respondents), knowing that the sponsors are usually 
identified at the Ministry of Finance, whereas at the technical ministries 
interest for budget support is limited (for 4 respondents). Devolved and 
decentralised authorities are not as involved as the headquarters.46 For 
fragile states, respondents sometimes deem that pressing needs are 
elsewhere. Aside from relative indifference, governments’ operational 
difficulties in buying into ownership and aid management have been 
mentioned: the lack of a reliable information system for a results-based 
approach, governance or human resource problems making it hard to move 
on to programme approaches and budget support.47 

 Or government’s reluctance to back the process (for 33% of respondents): 
in this case, the government is seen to give priority to bilateral rather than 
joint discussions with donors.48 The government may favour a “public 
display” strategy (more visible donors = greater credibility and legitimacy 
for the authorities) or maintain bilateral discussions so as to have 
adjustment variables for its programming.  

 
One respondent deems that PD acceptance is partial, i.e., the principles are 
accepted, but the most restrictive aspects are left by the roadside (accountability 
and in-depth dialogue).49 Similarly, three respondents point to partner’s 
reservations toward mutual accountability and managing aid for results.50 
 

                                                 
46 See Appendix 9, Q32c, comments XXXVI to XXXIX. 
47 See Appendix 9, Q32c, comments XL to XLIII. 
48 See Appendix 9, Q32c, comments XXIV and XXVI. 
49 See Appendix 9, Q32c, comment XXV. 
50 See Appendix 9, Q32c, comments XXXVIII to XXX. 
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Actually, authentic proactive coordination management by the partner country 
should be considered as the exception.  
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2. The European Code of Conduct 
 
The adoption of the European Code of Conduct gives further impetus to local peer 
pressure.51 The document operates within the broader framework of the PD by 
proposing a division of labour between donors to lower transaction costs for 
improved aid effectiveness. The AFD endorses the Code as shown by its 
commitment to facilitate the working party of PDA operators on the implementation 
of the division of labour. Its involvement is reflected in the field by AFD’s 
commitment to operationalise the Code, specifically in Mozambique and Ghana. 

 Knowledge of the European Code of Conduct: all the survey respondents are 
familiar with the Code (Q9). It is usually considered as complementary to 
the PD (see table below) to the extent that it develops and details the PD. 
The Code contributes to discussions on selectivity and comparative 
advantage.52  

 
Partner Country Rank of French Aid Q11. Do you view the 

Code of Conduct and the 
Paris Declaration as two 
commitments that are: 

TOTAL  
 
of which => FRAGILE 

NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or more 

   30 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Not answered 3 10% 0% 14% 12% 0% 
a. Complementary? 23 77% 100% 67% 76% 80% 
b. Redundant? 4 13% 0% 19% 12% 20% 
c. Partially contradictory? 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

 

 Assessment of its impacts: the Code is recent; its impacts on EU donor 
practices have been limited so far.53 European stakeholders are organising 
to operationalise the Code at the local level through small working parties or 
meetings organised by the Delegation of the European Commission (in 
which SCAC and/or AFD participate).54 In view of the French revolving 
Presidency of the European Union, one SCAC underscores the importance it 
wants to confer to the Code. Only 10% of participants deem that the Code 
of Conduct is not likely to impact the way things are done. They say this is 
so because of special local characteristics: few European donors in view of 
the country’s many needs, weak coordination structuring in general, and 
little change of European donors’ instruments.55 

3. Civil Society’s Outlook on the PD  
 
Civil society stakeholders in France and in the field have adopted a cautious stance 
about the PD. Consequently, they cannot be a lever for promoting its 
implementation. In France, their caution can mainly be explained by a critical aloof 
stance toward the principles of ownership and harmonisation. Coordination Sud has 
some reservations regarding the PD process: 

 PD promoters view ownership as a given and insist on harmonisation 
aspects. However, Coordination Sud believes it is ownership only for 
appearances’ sake. Alignment with policies can move ahead without 
ownership and consequently increase imbalances between the partner 

                                                 
51 European Code of Conduct adopted on 15 May 2007 by the General Affairs and External Relations 
Council (GAERC) and the government representatives of the Member States seated on the Council. 
52 See Appendix 9, Q11, comment II. 
53 Confirmed by 23% of survey respondents (Q10). 
54 See Appendix 9, Q10, comments VIII to X. 
55 See Appendix 9, Q10, comments XI to XIII. 
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country and donors that have increasingly stepped up inter-donor 
organisation.  

 PD puts PRSP at the core of cooperation; the documents are hardly 
appropriate and mainly reflect the priorities of the World Bank and IMF, 
which validate the PRSP and enable fund mobilisation. 

 Government ownership is sought for and not Parliament or civil society’s 
ownership. The latter are not called upon for strategic discussions.  

 Importantly, the preferential use of budget support also matches donors’ 
determination to facilitate disbursements according to a growing number of 
conditionalities.   

 Last, the principle of mutual accountability cannot be defended until actual 
ownership is attained. 

 
In the field, French organisations’ main fears focus on issues of concentration. 
Some NGOs specialised in one or two sectors do not want to stop their activities 
under the pretext that their scope of action is not longer part of the sectors of 
French concentration or is not directly in line with government strategy.  
 
According to the survey, NGO and civil society impetus to PD implementation is still 
limited in the field.56 A disconnect between the institutions and the other 
stakeholders, including local elected officials, exists. It is not so much a question 
of resistance as it is a remote and abstract outlook on the principles.  
 
 

                                                 
56 See Appendix 9, Q32b: only two respondents identified a strong impetus of civil society in favour of 
the PD. Conversely, 5 questionnaire respondents reported that civil society and the local NGOs have no 
knowledge of the PD.  
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3.2. Capacity 

 

3.2.1. KNOW: information, education, guidance 

 

1. Knowledge of the Paris Declaration 
 
The PD is known by all survey respondents (Q4).57 Some acknowledge that the 
level of knowledge is variable depending on the respondent staff members.58 
Therefore, PD information from Paris has actually reached the field. However, 
personal research or exchanges with donors in the field59 often supplement this 
information. Statements collected from field staff suggest that the information on 
the PD transmitted to the SCAC is lost in a flow of communications where the topic 
is not flagged in any way.  
 

2. Knowledge of the French Action Plan 
 
The FAP is not as well known as the PD. The end targets defined in the Paris 
Declaration and detailed in the FAP are clear for field staff. However, the actions 
that should be rolled out to reach the targets raise questions. Although a majority 
of survey respondents60 are familiar with the FAP (Q5: only 10% are not), more 
than one out of two has little grasp of its implications for their field of responsibility 
(Q6). 
 
There are no detailed instructions to ensure the local transposition of the FAP. 
Therefore, the stakeholders have different assessments of the criteria for meeting 
the prerequisites to implementing the principles.61 Field staff remarks also point to 
the fact that special local aspects are viewed as having greater impact on change 
than the instructions from headquarters.  
 
The risk of subjectivity calls for the set-up of objective procedures to operationalise 
the FAP.  
 

                                                 
57 See Appendix 9, Q4: ¾ of respondents state they learned about the PD during a systematic 
information campaign by the Ministry of Foreign and European Affairs or the AFD, through thematic 
meetings in Paris, or during a mission from headquarters on multilateral aid. The information was also 
circulated on hardcopy: AFD in-house communication (memos, emails, in-house publications, and so on) 
or MAEE communication (diplomatic telegrams, emails, informative memos). One respondent also 
mentioned the Resonance newsletter issued by the MAEE DPDEV office. Respondents also identified 
supplemental (for one-quarter of respondents alternative) information channels: training courses 
organised by the DPDEV Office for Financial Governance (financial governance workshops for the civil 
servants posted abroad for the first time, thematic internships for cooperation attachés and technical 
assistants), meetings for agency directors during the Network Days, Ouagadougou seminar on 
harmonisation in December 2006, awareness raised during the DAC 2006 survey or during the process 
to define second generation PRSP, and CEFEB training courses. 
58 See Appendix 9, Q4, comments VI and VII. 
59 For 53% of respondents. 
60 Q5: only 10% have not read the PD. DTs, AFD memos, seminars (Network days, September meeting 
of the technical assistants and international experts organised jointly by SCAC and AFD, seminar on 
governance organised by the Ministry of Foreign and European Affairs in September 2007) were 
deployed to transmit the information. Two respondents also state that this evaluation was an 
opportunity for them to become familiar with the document. 
61 See Appendix 9, Q6, comments V to IX. 
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3.2.2. CAN: skills, decentralisation, adapting 
procedures  

 
Two drivers for change in the area of aid predictability have been identified: 
initiatives launched in the field and headquarters-enabled advances: 

 In the field, a series of initiatives launched by the partner, other donors or 
the DAC survey, for gaining a better grasp of disbursement predictions for 
year 0 + 1 were mentioned. The national structure in charge of aid 
coordination is usually in charge of compiling the data on disbursement 
predictions. For general or sector budget support (backed by France via 
DRDC among others), the amount of year 0 + 1 is announced during year 0 
before the budget for year 0 + 1 is finalised, based on past performance 
evaluation.62 The set-up of Medium-Term Expenditure Frameworks (MTEF) 
prompts partners to ask for year 0 + 3 predictions.  

 SCAC and AFD agency views about the capacity to operationalise 
predictability are clearly very different (Q17): 

 
Respondents Q17. Has the 

predictability of aid 
disbursements from 
your organisation risen 
recently?  

TOTAL  
 
of which 
=> JOINT SCAC AFD 

    30 12 9 9 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Yes 22 73% 75% 44% 100% 
No 8 27% 25% 56% 0% 

 

o The SCAC, whose budget decisions are made on an annual 
basis, feel poorly equipped to meet the demand for medium-
term predictability. Several comments collected by the survey 
reflect unease within SCAC caused by the inconsistency between 5-
year predictability targets and actual practice.63 The difficult 
conciliation between the determination to provide predictable aid and 
the concern not to make commitments beforehand and outside of 
decision-making procedures is also called into question. However, 
the largest share of the SCAC portfolio is allocated to irreducible 
expenditures (scholarships, endowments to cultural establishments, 
and so on) that are quite predictable. Predictability poses a problem 
for marginal expenditures.  

o The AFD believes it is better equipped to meet multi-year 
predictability.64 The type of support provided by the agency 
facilitates predictability.65 The Country Intervention Framework (CIF) 
is also considered favourable to the multi-year programming of AFD 
commitments, in-house.66 

 

                                                 
62 And provided that the partner refunds the amount of the debt. 
63 See Appendix 9, comments on Q17. 
64 See Appendix 9, comments on Q17. 
65 For the AFD, which works mainly with private partners, disbursements are linked to factors other than 
administrative programming: they depend on the existence of a demand from partners and the maturity 
of the operations. The AFD does not have budgets that have to be earmarked and paid out within the 
year. Its work is based on multiyear commitments that are paid out as needed for programme 
performance. Therefore, it is easy to predict overall yearly disbursements.  
66 As the CIF is not published, the information is solely for AFD. 
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The partner may have problems integrating aid predictions into appropriate, 
comprehensive programming tools. To deal with the risk of blockage, the support 
to competence capacity building has undergone a positive change overall,67 
knowing that the 2004 CICID reform redistributed a share of the SCAC portfolio to 
AFD agencies. Henceforth, the SCAC intervenes in favour of rule of law and 
financial governance via the Priority Solidarity Fund (PSF), scholarships, and 
technical assistance. AFD handles technical assistance in MDG sectors, which 
usually includes a crosscutting component to support competency strengthening 
(strengthened component for general or sector budget support). 
 
SCAC and AFD survey respondents also have very different views about the 
recourse to national procurement procedures (Q26): 
 

Respondents Q26. Does your 
organisation use 
national procurement 
procedures? 

TOTAL  
 
of which => JOINT SCAC AFD 

    29 11 10 10 
TOTAL 29 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Yes 18 62% 55% 30% 100% 
No 11 38% 45% 70% 0% 

 

 AFD: 100% of aid goes through national procurement procedures 
combined with supplemental provisions provided for in conventions 
(Extraordinary Commercial Expenses clause, No-Objection, and so on). As 
mentioned above, this fact can mainly be explained by the type of support 
provided by AFD, which started out as a development bank. However, in 
some sectors, the common fund is extra-budgetary and the procurement 
procedures are governed by special arrangements (for instance, 
implementation of World Bank procedures).  

 SCAC: in 2007, a small share of aid was channelled through national 
procedures. When SCAC is the programme developer, it must comply with 
French procedures. However, the PSF allows implementation by the partner 
country and the recourse to its procedures. This method is still not widely 
used. 

 
The recourse to national procedures has advantages:68 better knowledge of 
national procedures, greater compliance with the procedures (joint monitoring with 
the other TFP and verification of their compliance through No-Objection), their 
gradual improvement, and partner’s accountability/ownership. Monitoring the 
prime contractor also ensures a right to inspect the businesses and the submitted 
bids, and limits complacency contracts.  
 
Conversely, using local channels limits donor’s ability to determine if the best 
economic choice was selected (specifically for small operations outside the 
contract). Five survey respondents also mentioned red tape and delays (linked to 
the No-Objection or to the approval of all contracts by a single national body). The 
lack of experience and capacity or the rigidity of the national party may create 
bottlenecks. This strengthens the arguments in favour of support to the local 
authorities’ ownership of their own procedures. 
 

                                                 
67 See Appendix 9, Q15: 70% of respondents observed strengthened support to local capacities; 20% 
reported stagnant support and 10% less support (due to a decrease of available yearly appropriations). 
68 Also see Appendix 9, Q26. 
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Entrusting certain competencies to the local authorities69 is an outcome of 
programme aid: developing this approach fosters greater accountability and offers 
more opportunities for national ministries to assume the responsibilities of 
developer. Successive payments in instalments make the local authorities 
responsible for the payment procedure (unlike project procedures where only donor 
is in charge of expenditure disbursal). Also, HIPC and DRDC resource 
implementation is entrusted to the local authorities while monitoring and control 
are still shared. Some subsidies have also been delegated to governmental 
institutions. However, it was pointed out that the SCAC are still the developers for 
actions within the PSF framework.  
 
Co-funding studies with other donors is a widespread practice in the 
respondent agencies, but not quite as widespread at the SCAC (Q30). Again, this 
is due to the nature of the support provided by each institution.  
 
 
 

Respondents Q30. Has your 
organisation been 
involved in studies co-
funded with other 
donors? 

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD 

    30 12 9 9 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 
a. Yes 20 67% 58% 44% 100% 
b. No 10 33% 42% 56% 0% 

 
However, the approach is spreading to a certain extent, since several posts say 
they plan to conduct joint studies.70  

 Procedures pile up when there is joint funding; this may generate red tape for 
design and implementation (procedural red tape when choosing operators, 
capturing the fiduciary constraints of each donor). The approach is also open to 
risks of local conflicts between donors. From a wider perspective, the search for 
a consensus comes with a cost that field staff believe is offset by the 
advantages stemming from consultation.71 

 Joint funding promotes knowledge sharing and learning how to work together. 
It gives added weight to donors in the discussions with the partner government 
and lowers the number of isolated, redundant, or conflicting initiatives. The 
operational exploitation of studies financed by other donors and the division of 
labour actually optimises costs and impacts on the results.  

 

                                                 
69 Q28: competence entrusted to the local authorities for 1/3 of respondents. 
70 See Appendix 9, Q30, “Object of the Studies”. 
71 See Appendix 9, Q30, comments I to IX. Only one respondent identified zero positive effect of study 
co-funding.  
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3.2.3. WANT: Mobilisation in the field 

 
As a rule, field staff agree with the need to change the way aid works and is 
implemented, with a view to improving effectiveness. However, the PD does not 
fully meet their expectations. As the PD is sometimes viewed as a technocratic 
document, its implementation raises numerous questions.  
 
The main fear is that PD implementation will be reduced to mere budget support 
and that no other tools or modalities will be considered. On the other hand, a 
heavier workload due to fewer staff in the field may be detrimental to their 
involvement in activities other than PD related activities.  
 
Visits to the field and the survey highlighted that staff were keeping their distance 
with PD principles to a certain extent. This is dealt with in section 3.4.1. 
 
 
3.3. Incentive 

 
French strategic goals in the country conflicting with PD principles in several areas 
have been identified in the field:72 

 Visibility, French interests, and harmonisation: the development of multi-
donor programme approaches may dilute French aid and cause a loss of 
visibility. Actually, the demand for visibility of French aid seems hard to 
reconcile with PD philosophy. The other partners’ positions are also not always 
the same as France’s, something that might affect the scope of coordination. 
Last, NGOs and decentralised cooperation are the mark of French aid and the 
PD does not foster the involvement of these organisations in the consultation 
process. 

 Traceability and mutual accountability: some prerequisites should be 
complied with before committing to conveying aid through the partner country’s 
channels. Now, partner’s capacity to control and supervise the financial 
channels is not always fully trusted. In view of mutual accountability 
requirements, the temptation to make an immediate choice and produce short-
term results may prompt staff to maintain autonomous management.73 

 Aid predictability: French budget procedures and instruments do not fully 
meet the commitment to predictability (essential for general or sector budget 
support). MAEE procedures and the uncertainty of the appropriations that will 
be granted preclude announcing disbursement predictions for the following year 
or year and a half.   

 

 Efficiency, alignment and harmonisation:  

o Current SCAC operating modes preclude full alignment with the 
PD. The SCAC’s lack of financial autonomy, its annual budget system, 
and operating procedures mean they cannot meet the criteria for 
predictability and alignment with local procedures. Also, the downsizing 
of the SCAC, (specifically fewer economists) conflicts with PD-driven 
impetus. Last, the feeling that political and strategic management has 
been absent since the set-up of the institutional reform has placed the 
SCAC in an awkward position. Staff say they are playing it by ear with 

                                                 
72 Also see Appendix 9, Q32 and comments on Q33. 
73 See Appendix 9, Q34, comment I. 
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the means at their disposal, pending clear directives on orientations and 
the human and financial resources that will be available. 

o AFD’s alignment with local procedures and the ongoing 
devolvement process (appointment of project managers in the 
agencies, among others) are clearing the way for convergence 
with the PD. However, agency management is still highly centralised 
and depends on its two supervisory authorities for numerous decisions. 
AFD funding methods are not conducive to working on harmonisation 
issues. Annual activity reports require information on AFD business 
management as budgets depend on the activity level of the preceding 
year. Therefore, agency priority is focussed on good performance.  

Last, the inertia of projects already underway (with their special features, red tape 
and timetable) means they cannot always be brought in line with recent 
consultation approaches. 
 
Basically, field staff raise the same questions about the French Action Plan:74 

 Deficient information explained by a lack of instructions from headquarters75 - 
The ongoing reform of the administration also seems to have destabilised some 
staff and affect their preparation for change  

 Lack of trust in the applicability of some principles in the relevant country 
(specifically the notion of traceability), or even incentive conflicts with other 
French cooperation priorities (visibility)  

 The very marginal issue76 of inadequate staff skills/profiles 

To deal with these hurdles, staff would like strengthened support from Paris77 
(training and instructions) to operationalise and clarify topics that are clearly seen 
as complex and abstract. 
 
 
3.4. How Field Staff View Results 

 

3.4.1. Assessment of PD Implementation Level  

 
For the questionnaire survey, participants were asked for a subjective assessment 
of the implementation level of the 5 PD tenets (score between 0 for non 
implementation of the principle and 5 for full implementation). Twenty-seven out of 
thirty questionnaire respondents participated in the exercise. Adding all their 
responses provides an average score for each of the 5 tenets.78 
 
The two figures below illustrate average assessment level for the 5 principles of the 
Paris Declaration (blue area) and the reported gaps between respondents active in 
fragile/non-fragile states (left side) and in areas where France is a main/marginal 
donor (right side). 
 

                                                 
74 See Appendix 9, Q34: nearly 1/3 of survey participants identified resistance to the Action Plan. It 
should be pointed out that one out of two respondents believes they are not able to assess the Plan 
components in detail due to its weak local transposition or operationalisation, or due to its non-
dissemination in the field. 
75 See Appendix 9, Q35, comment I. 
76 Two respondents concerned: see Appendix 9, Q35, comments III and IV. 
77 Also see Appendix 9, Q36. 
78 Average measurement score = total score / number of answers (with scores). 
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The information has no scientific value, but enables a qualitative assessment of the 
Plan components that are the most challenging and likely to require increased 
communication and operationalisation efforts.  
 
Actually, respondents’ assessment of the implementation level of each of the 5 PD 
principles is very different. Unsurprisingly, assessment was the most reserved in 
fragile states (figure on the left, orange line). The assessment gap between 
countries where France is a main donor and countries where it plays a more 
marginal role was less predictable (figure on right). This may be explained by the 
special character of the foreign posts that were selected for the survey (selected by 
the Steering and Evaluation Committee). This may also be explained by a strong 
cooperation drive between donors in these countries. 
 
 
Subjective assessment of the level of 
the 5 PD principles implementation in French aid in the country(Q38) 
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 On average respondents tend to be positive about partner’s ownership of aid. 

o In a situation where the partner country is in favour of the PD overall, 
but passive or even reluctant about aid coordination (see section 3.1.3), 
respondents deem that PD implementation would require greater 
capacity/determination for ownership on partner’s part. Respondents 
feel that PRSP implementation and the coordination efforts of the 
European Code of Conduct are helping to foster this move.  

o Field mission and survey comments also report certain in-depth 
criticisms of ownership by field staff: some deem that it is based on an 
oversimplified assumption according to which the government is 
homogenous and united. It overlooks the fact that aid is not a neutral 
instrument and meets donor goals, as well. Last, it underscores the 
contradiction – or tricky compromise – between fostering ownership and 
the practices serving to ensure the quality of public financial 
management. 

 

 On the French side, alignment with strategies, institutions, and national 
procedures is also deemed positive (also see Q26).  
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o There is still leeway for progress regarding the institutional hurdles 
mentioned in section 3.2.2. 

o Field staff’s main criticisms of alignment are: (i) the PD must not be 
reduced to mere budget support; (ii) total alignment will only be 
reached if donors stop waving only their own flag; (iii) relays between 
sectors and the global level are required to avoid depriving donors of 
contact with the field and causing field staff’s loss of interest; (iv) 
alignment in every area supposes that partner countries become better 
defenders of world public goods than donors. 

 

 Harmonisation of French activities with other donors’ activities is deemed 
positive, overall.  

o The striking fact is the positive change of the approach through growing 
recourse to co-funding (Q18) and joint studies (Q30)  

o Nevertheless, field staff have questions about this tenet. Should the 
generated transaction cost be assessed against potential gain in 
effectiveness? The issue of leadership is also raised: who has the 
legitimacy to coordinate the approach?  

 

 Mutual accountability and managing for results seem to pose problems.  

o Reluctance on the French as well as partner side has been identified: 
French aid systems do not really incorporate managing for results (see 
section 3.1.1). Some respondents also point to a reluctance to make any 
further commitments in view of the weaknesses of the country’s 
financial governance.  

o Some SCAC and AFD agencies also perceive a certain lack of partner 
country’s determination with regard to the two principles (Q33).  

o Above all, the question of primary accountability is posed: is the partner 
government accountable to its Parliament or to donors?  

 
3.4.2. Assessment of the level of French Action Plan 
implementation  

 
As was the case for the PD, survey participants were asked to assess the 
implementation of the French Action Plan, by giving a score to each of the 12 
measures of the Plan (score ranging from 1 for non-implementation of proposal to 
4 for full implementation). Twenty-six out of 30 questionnaire respondents 
participated in the exercise.79 The two figures below illustrate the measured 
assessment for the 12 FAP measures (blue area) and the reported gaps between 
respondents active in fragile/non-fragile states and in areas where France is a 
main/marginal donor (next page). 
 
 
Subjective assessment of the level of 
the implementation of the French Action Plan for aid effectiveness (Q37) 
 

                                                 
79 Non-participants feel they do not have enough information about the Action Plan and, therefore, they 
cannot assess it. 
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In this case, the assessment gaps between posts where France is a main or 
marginal donor are not very wide when FAP measures involve the partner country 
and/or other donors (specifically measures 1, 8, 9 and 10). The assessment gaps 
are similar to reported gaps for the PD (section 3.4.1).  
 
Predictably, the differences in assessment of the measures involving partner’s 
participation or recourse to partner’s procedures (specifically measure 2) are very 
sharp between posts in fragile and in non-fragile states. On the other hand, 
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assessments tend to converge on issues of aid effectiveness, complementarity, and 
capacity building. 
 
 
A PRSP exists in 17 of the 20 respondent posts. Only sector strategies exist in the 
3 remaining respondent posts (Q12; see below).  
 

Partner Country Rank of French Aid Q12. Has the country 
produced a PRSP or a 
development strategy 
likely to provide a 
reference framework for 
a FPD? 

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or more 

  21 6 15 17 4 
TOTAL 21 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
a. Yes 18 86% 83% 87% 82% 100% 
b. Only sector strategies 3 14% 17% 13% 18% 0% 
c. No 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

 
Two-thirds of respondent posts (Q13) report French support to the definition of 
PRSP or to sector strategies. The support takes the form of participation in 
coordination and harmonisation bodies or technical assistance to the body in 
charge of drafting the strategic document. Several posts deplored the weak quality 
or excessive generality of the national PRSP. Nevertheless, a qualitative change of 
second generation PRSP was noted.80 
 
Co-funding programmes managed by other donors is not systematic since 
50% of respondents have not implemented this type of co-funding (Q18). French 
stakeholders’ management of programmes co-funded by other donors is carried 
out in less than one-third of the respondent institutions.81 In countries that are not 
yet concerned by co-funding, initiatives working toward this goal are growing.  
 
The interviewed stakeholders are not unanimous about the outcomes of booking 
PDA into partner’s budget (Q24).82 The positive assessment of booking the PDA 
into partner’s budget is expressed by increased transparency for Parliament and 
citizens, improved predictability of flow and flow trends (thus facilitating budget 
programming for the government, mobilising national counterparts, and setting up 
MTEF) and by capacity building for good management of public finance. The 
approach is also crucial for a budget support approach. Also, programmes such as 
PEFA clear the way for donor coordination, lower transaction cost, and 
strengthened dialogue with the government, based on performance indicators.  
 
Downsizing the scope of interventions of the French cooperation with a view to 
specialisation seems to be effective, as underscored by virtually all respondents.83 
The CICID 2004 decision to implement a reform commits each intervention country 
to defining 3 sectors of concentration, accounting for 80% of funding. The reform 
strengthens the idea of geographic and sector-based concentration that was 
defined in the first 2002 AFD Strategic Orientation Plan. The FPD operationalises 
concentration. However, it may be hard to reconcile concentration with partner’s 
specific local features and huge needs.84 The fact-finding missions in the field have 

                                                 
80 See Appendix 9, Q14, comments V and X. 
81 In Appendix 8, Q19 identifies the relevant sectors for the respondent posts. 
82 1/3 of survey participants did not answer the question; 4 respondents think the impact is either 
unknown, null, or limited to a mere knowledge of the budget and to underscoring the weakness of own 
resources and budget incoherence. 
83 See Appendix 9, Q22. Only one negative answer (comment XII). 
84 See Appendix 9, Q22, comments V, VI, VII. 
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confirmed that this is an issue. Specifically, donors are faced with the question: is 
it advantageous to leave a traditional sector where one hopes that results will soon 
be visible. For the partner country, seeing a donor withdraw from a sector means 
that fewer resources are likely to be available and that well-organised donors may 
have increased negotiating power (higher risk for the partner). Last, concentration 
entails an “artificial” choice of sector, especially in countries where bilateral 
relations have an importance place. 
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4 CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
 
4.1. Are we doing the right things? 

 
The answer to the above question on the relevance of the actions that have been 
rolled out was already hinted at in section 2.1; so, yes, French PDA is beginning 
to deliver on the commitments made at PD signing, but the levels of 
implementation of the 5 tenets of the Declaration vary widely. 
 
However, the move is mainly the outcome of a drive special to the French 
approach to PDA and not of a systematic approach to PD implementation. 
In this respect, start-up has been very slow. The French Action Plan, resulting from 
the nineties’ drive to attain greater aid effectiveness, is the first step in providing 
an appropriate, clear answer enabling the French cooperation to meet the 
challenges of PD commitments. The second step will be the operationalisation of 
the proposed actions, a process that still has far to go.  
 
Aside from drafting the FAP, little has been done up to now to promote the FAP and 
mainly to operationalise the Plan, i.e., 

 Train staff to make sure they understand and, as far as possible, share the 
outlook of the approach  

 Give each staff member implementation instructions appropriate to the 
situation in which he or she operates  

 Adjust the quality (profiles) and number of human resources 

 Adapt financial, implementation, monitoring and evaluation procedures 
accordingly  

  
Little progress has been made. Although the draft of the directives for FAP 
implementation is pending, this does not mean that FAP content is being 
fundamentally challenged. As we have seen,85 the absence of strong political 
leadership partly explains the situation, but the underestimation of the 
heterogeneity of the scope of application of the commitment probably also 
explains it. 
 
The systematic implementation of the five PD principles to all French PDA in all 
countries raises many questions and at different levels: 

 Relevance: Is the implementation of the five principles always meaningful?  

 Feasibility: Is their implementation feasible in every context?  

 
Attempting to find a credible answer to every hypothetical case before taking up 
systematic PD operationalisation, training, and PD implementation monitoring that 

                                                 
85 See Section 2.2. 
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would be valid in every context without differentiating the approaches to different 
situations, may be hard and, in some cases, counterproductive. In some cases, the 
failure of an undifferentiated approach might discredit the entire approach.  
 
Therefore, the proposal is to roll out a gradual 5-stage implementation 
strategy:  

1 Acknowledge and reconnoitre the heterogeneity of the PD scope of 
application  

2 In view of the different aspects of the scope, identify the characteristics 
of “ideal cases” where implementing PD principles would be the most 
relevant and the easiest to do 

3 Define and roll out a PD implementation strategy in the above cases  

4 Use an appropriate information system to draw the lessons from the initial 
strategy, a necessary first step to meeting the fourth and fifth PD principles  

5 Gradually broaden the scope by adapting operational modalities, if 
needed, and possibly by reviewing the relevance of implementing certain 
principles depending on the context.  

 
 

4.1.1. Acknowledging, Exploring and Adjusting to the 
Heterogeneity of the Scope  

 
Importantly, the PD scope has to be analysed and the main heterogeneous factors 
have to be identified. Accordingly, detailed work on definitions is needed on four 
levels at least: i) Definition of French PDA goals; ii) Definition of the core skills of 
the different French stakeholders involved in PDA; iii) Definition of the different 
types of partner countries; and iv) Definition of France’s donor status in the 
different situations. Until each level is analysed, the operationalisation of some FAP 
actions will still be hard and the dialogue with field staff open to 
misunderstandings.  
 
Analysing and then deducing an implementation strategy is not within the mandate 
of this study nor is it within the capacities of team in charge of the study. We will 
therefore offer only a few suggestions. 
 

i. The Goals of French PDA 

The goal of the PD is to improve aid effectiveness, hence improve how– in this 
case - French PDA reaches its goals. Therefore, the goals have to be identified, 
broken down into categories (types of goals). How the implementation of 
the five PD principles is likely to foster the effectiveness of French aid 
compared to each of the types of goals then has to be addressed.  
 
Like the other bilateral donors, France contributes to PDA for different reasons. 
French PDA disbursements pursue goals86 that we have broken down into four 
types:  

1. Support the public action of a partner country that does not have the 
required financial resources and/or technical capacities to assume its 
political priorities fully. 

                                                 
86 See Section 2.2. 
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2. Contribute to the effort of meeting global public challenges, such as 
biodiversity protection, the fight against climate change, major pandemic 
control, and so on. 

3. Promote donor’s values, interests or priorities, such as the fight against 
corruption, the decentralised approach, culture, the promotion of donor’s 
businesses, migration control, and so on. 

4. Save lives in the short term, without any conditions, as part of humanitarian 
actions. 

 
The above goals are very different in nature. Interventions pursuing type 1 goals 
are PDA actions where the relevance of implementing PD principles is little 
challenged.  
 
The same is not true for type 2, 3 and 4 goals. Actually, the PD addresses what it 
calls “global programmes” (meeting type 2 goals) in 4(iv) of the Statement of 
Resolve, urging signatories to integrate these priorities more efficiently into 
national development agenda. However, here we are addressing challenges that 
are different from the challenges facing national development agendas. Partner 
governments, which experience much more uncertainty than donor countries do, 
have objective arguments for shorter term agendas than France’s and, therefore, 
do not assign the same urgency as France to priorities such as biodiversity 
protection, although it is a fundamental issue for France, and legitimately so.87 It 
should be recognised that this may create objective problems involving conflicting 
priorities between donors and partner countries. Importantly, one should realise 
that, in this case, the principles of ownership and alignment apply to an approach 
of a different nature than the approaches to type 1 goals. The practical 
consequences of realisation should also be drawn. Donors must be able to fund 
operations to protect global public goods (such as biodiversity) with the agreement 
of partner countries, but they must also take into account the fact that: 

 Numerous partner countries are not going to “own” this type of operation that 
does not necessarily meet their immediate priorities; 

 Thus, an alignment policy would lead donors to forsake this type of goal in 
numerous countries, although the goal is critical for all of humanity;  

 The outlooks for sustainability88 are very weak and “rich” countries have to be 
ready to assume the responsibility of protecting global public goods (such as 
biodiversity) until partner countries reach a high enough standard of living and 
security for their population to become concerned about long-term challenges. 

 
Therefore, the relevance of implementing PD principles to interventions 
working to meet type 2 goals deserves a special analysis and, if 
appropriate, directives and procedures for implementation that capture 
the different natures of type 2 goals and type 1 goals.  
 
Similar discussions have to be had about PDA interventions meeting type 3 goals: 
how does one demand that partner country buy into a programme (ownership) that 
essentially meets donor priorities?  
 
Humanitarian aid often occurs in very weak, highly unstable, or very inequitable 
governance conditions. Promoting ownership and alignment of the interventions 

                                                 
87 “One does not speak of the impending storm to one who is unsure of surviving the next wave,” 
answered a Beninese civil servant who was asked to try and convince peasants living close to the 
reserves in the North, of the long-term stakes of biodiversity protection.  
88 Operations continued using local resources following the intervention of donors. 
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working to meet type 4 goals also deserves careful thought in terms of relevance 
and possible implementation strategy.  
 
The breakdown of PDA goals into the four above-defined categories can probably 
be criticised and improved, however: 
 

 
R1: It is important to recognise that PDA meets very different 
kinds of goals and that diversity has to be captured to assess 
the relevance and modalities of implementing PD principles. 

 
 
 

ii. The Core Skills of French Public Aid  
 
As has already been mentioned, the institutional organisation of PDA management 
in France has undergone a series of successive changes. French PDA stakeholders 
have specialised to a certain degree although the lines between them are not clear-
cut. The main operator of aid interventions meeting type 1 goals is the AFD. The 
MAEE handles assignments broken down between type 1 goals, and type 3 and 4 
goals through NGOs. MAEE field staff have expressed a feeling of uncertainty 
regarding their institutional future, thus blurring their view of the long-term 
outlooks in which they could participate. The AFD enjoys greater management 
autonomy because of its status. Therefore, the AFD seems to offer an 
institutional framework more conducive to the start-up of the gradual 
implementation of certain measures. 
 

 
R2: Importantly, the specific character of the core skills 
found in the main institutions in charge of the different types 
of French PDA should be recognised and taken into account 
when PD implementation modalities are designed.  

 
 
 

iii. The Partner Countries 
 
The concept of “partner country” covers such a wide spectrum of situations that it 
precludes treating the relevant countries as a homogenous group. For the 
measures involving a gradual implementation of PD principles, the priority target 
countries are those that are:  

 Heavily dependent on aid 

 Where numerous donors operate  

 Where political design and administrative management capacities are limited 

 Open to dialogue  

 PD signatories  

 Countries that have produced a PRSP based on a strategy that donors can 
contribute to 

 And that have, or are ready to, set up monitoring tools of public financial 
management  

 
These countries are implicitly targeted by the PD. 
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By definition, the so-called aid “orphan” countries do not suffer as much from the 
problems that warranted the PD. On the other hand, emerging economy 
governments often demonstrate the required leadership so that the problems 
warranting the PD are not as acute. The implementation of the PD in “fragile 
states,” which are too summarily described in §37 to 39 of the PD, probably still 
requires extensive preliminary work. The group of fragile states is much more 
heterogeneous than the PD surmises. 
 

 
R3: France working with the other signatories should take 
account of the diversity of the socio-political characteristics 
of the partner countries and gradually adapt its PD 
implementation strategies to the different types of countries. 

 
 
 

iv. France’s role 
 
In each of these countries, France may be one of the most influential donors or 
merely a marginal stakeholder. France’s approach to PD implementation should be 
different depending on whether it is in a position to lead the approach for all the 
donors or be part of the approach under the leadership of one or several other 
donors.  
 

 
R4: If they are to be operational, the instructions for PD 
implementation should clearly distinguish between at least 
two situations:  

1 Countries where France is among the most influential 
donors  

2 Countries where France is a minor donor  
 

 
 
 

4.1.2. Designing a Pragmatic and Gradual Approach to 
Implementation 

 
 

R5: The mission recommends that France adopt a deliberately 
gradual strategy to limit the risk of blockage of the 
implementation process. The strategy should:  

 Capture the heterogeneity of the above-described 
scope of application  

 Start with situations where the conditions are such 
that the relevance and feasibility of the 
implementation of PD principles are the most 
favourable 

 Then gradually enlarge the “centre of the target’ to 
adjust to tougher implementation situations. In 
peripheral situations (compared to target centre), 
this implies addressing the issue of relevance and 
how to implement each PD principle, each time.  
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The following recommendations are made so that the above-
described heterogeneity factors can be addressed:  

1. First, target type 1 goals (back partner’s public 
action by aligning on its priorities)  

2. Design an implementation strategy appropriate to aid 
dependent countries matching the profile found in iii 
above  

3. Concentrate strategic effort primarily on countries 
where France is an influential donor, and thus is 
accountable for promoting PD principles 

4. In other cases, agree to participate in efforts 
managed by other donors.  

 
 

The gradual approach based on an analysis of the characteristics of the PD scope 
would allow France to: 

 Design PD operationalisation in optimum conditions  

 Reach the required political agreements more quickly because the scopes 
would be limited and clearly defined  

 Achieve concrete results more rapidly and publicly report them  

 Make a credible case for advocating the required adjustments of the PD as 
one moves away from the ideal conditions for its implementation  

 
 

4.1.3. Training and Responsive Listening Should 
Become the Rule 

 
The heterogeneity of the PD scope and the special features of the stakeholders 
(MAEE and AFD) means that each staff member works in very special conditions.  
 

 
R 6: Training modalities should enable the headquarters of 
the institutions to present their approaches and staff 
members to react to the approaches according to the 
material conditions in which they are operating. A formula 
with regional thematic workshops followed by Internet 
platforms for capitalising on experience should probably be 
tried. This formula will enable the headquarters of the 
institutions to collect a maximum amount of information on 
implementation, draw the necessary conclusions, and 
continually adjust their training messages and support to 
field staff.  

 
 
 
4.2. Are we doing things right?  

 
This question addresses the effectiveness of PD implementation. We have already 
pointed out that the answer is hard to provide because it is too early in the 
process, on the one hand, and, on the other, because aid has been undergoing 
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ongoing change since the nineties. It is thus difficult to ascribe a change to a 
specific approach. 
 
France is advancing in the same direction as PD principles; its actual advances are 
variable depending on the principle.89 However, this assessment is mainly based on 
the monitoring of PD related indicators, i.e., on how resource use has changed 
rather than on any direct measurement of aid effectiveness. 
 
The mission cannot go into the details of the measures that should be taken to 
improve implementation effectiveness. A large share of the measures, particularly 
those that deal with the implementation of the ownership and alignment principles, 
is sensitive to the above-mentioned heterogeneity of the scope. However, 
crosscutting measures could be proposed. 
 

4.2.1. Moving Closer to PD Principles 

 
 

R7: In practice, the “Framework Partnership Document” is 
usually used as a document for French PDA planning, and 
limits the idea of partnership to the relevant French 
institutions. The tool exists – this is a major step forward. 
Few alterations to the wording of the FPD would be needed to 
enable true consultation with other partners (governments 
and other donors) before the French stakeholders take the 
final decisions that are their responsibility. This change 
would have positive impacts on ownership and 
harmonisation.  

 
 
 

 
R8: The European Code of Conduct, the aid harmonisation 
framework for European countries, enjoys a degree of 
political support within the EU. France could strengthen its 
support to this approach, which has the twin advantage of 
speeding the harmonisation process and strengthening the 
common position of EU members within the donor circle.  

 
 
 
The experience of the Regional Education Hub suggests that this type of approach 
enhances sector-based technical teams on the regional level while respecting the 
independence of the relevant governments. It is an effective and efficient 
contribution to the ownership principle.  
 

 
R9: France could encourage the set-up of regional support 
hubs to sector strategies, in cooperation with other donors 
whenever feasible. 

 
 
 

                                                 
89 See Section 2.1. 
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Aid predictability is an important aspect of alignment. French aid instruments are 
dependent on annual national budgets reviews; meaning France’s capacity to make 
firm commitments for more than a year is limited.  
 

 
R10: France should study the procedures that could be rolled 
out to enable its representatives to commit to multi-year 
funding.  

 
 
 
The capacity to mobilise Priority Solidarity Funds through the partner’s system of 
national procedures is underused.  
 

 
R11: The MAEE should encourage its staff to use local 
procedures more often for types of aid and in countries 
where this would be relevant.  

 
 
 

4.2.2. Should results be measured? 

 
The last two PD tenets (managing for results and mutual accountability) 
have been somewhat forgotten at this stage of PD implementation. This can 
be explained in part by technical reasons: the results of PDA interventions are hard 
to measure.  
 
At one point, the impacts of the implementation of PD principles on aid 
effectiveness should be assessed by direct measurements.  
 
The last two tenets and the capacity to measure overall PD contribution to the goal 
of improving aid effectiveness are vital challenges whose stakes have not been fully 
grasped. It is probable that the discourse in favour of ownership and alignment 
would soon lose its credibility if the results of this type of approach could not be 
reported to French taxpayers and their representatives. The image of development 
aid whose effectiveness, hence justification, is questioned in numerous circles, will 
be further tarnished and the motivation to fund the required increase of PDA will be 
diminished.  
 
The effective implementation of the last two PD pillars should be 
considered as requisite to ensuring the sustainable implementation of the 
first three tenets. Implementing these principles will provide the 
necessary perspective on the entire approach, hence its medium term 
credibility. The methodological and technical challenge is huge. Measuring results 
against goals such as poverty reduction is technically hard and expensive.  
 

 
R12: France could set a priority of contributing to the 
credibility of PD implementation by investing in the 
implementation of the last two principles. It could draw on its 
experience (quality of national statistics, international 
programmes, and LOLF experience) and take the initiative of 
stepping up research and experimental approaches in this 
field.  
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4.2.3. Should France implement the recommendations 
alone or in partnership? 

 
Nothing proves that a gradual implementation of the PD is contrary to the spirit of 
the approach or that a country cannot define the criteria it uses to implement this 
progressive method.  
 
However, if it were possible (at PD signatory level, for instance) to reach an 
agreement on an analysis of the types of PDA goals and on the consequences of 
the analyses in terms of PD scope of application, progress would be much faster.  
 
The table below summarises the above recommendations. For each one, it details 
whether the recommendation is solely applicable to French aid or whether the 
recommendation could be advantageously implemented through joint work with 
other PD signatories. 
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Summary of Recommendations 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
Concerns 
France 

Also 
concerns 
PD 
partners  

Heterogeneity of PD scope 

R1: Capture the diversity of PDA goals    

R2: Acknowledge the diversity of MAEE / 
AFD core skills  

  

R3: Capture the diversity of partner 
countries 

 
  

R4: Deploy specific strategy for cases where 
France is an influential donor  

 
  

R5: Adopt a gradual implementation strategy    

Training and Responsive Listening  

R6: Combine training and responsive 
listening  

 
  

Moving closer to PD principles  

R7: Prepare FPD with partners as much as 
possible  

 
  

R8: Encourage the implementation of the 
European Code of Conduct  

 
  

R9: Develop regional strategic support hubs   

R10: Ensure multi-year budget commitment 
capacity  

  

R11: Strengthen alignment for use of PSF  
 

  

Measure Results 

R12: Launch French initiative to promote PD 
tenets 4 and 5  
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX 1 – Terms of Reference 

 
 
1. Background for the Evaluation 
 
The Working Party on Aid Effectiveness (WP-EFF) agreed that the DAC Evaluation 
network (Evalunet) should move forward with the joint evaluation process and with 
a view to preparing an initial report for the 2008 meeting of the High Level Forum 
on the Paris Declaration during the second half of 2008, in Accra.  
 
The Paris Declaration poses an outstandingly important challenge both to the world 
of development cooperation in general and to the field of development evaluation 
in particular. Compared with previous joint statements on aid harmonisation and 
alignment, it provides a practical, action-oriented roadmap with specific targets to 
be met by 2010 and different review points in the years between. 
 
In various forms, the pyramid diagram reproduced below has been widely 
disseminated, providing a clear and accessible definition of the key terms, i.e., 
country ownership, policy and system alignment, and harmonisation, and the way 
these relate to each other and to the overarching theme of managing for results 
and mutual accountability. 
 
Figure 1: The Paris Declaration Concepts 
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Source: Framework Terms of Reference for the Evaluation of the Paris Declaration 
 
The Declaration goes well beyond a statement of general principles. It expresses a 
shared view on at least the basics of how some central institutional variables fit 
together, and why they are important.  
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The evaluation is designed to complement the monitoring of the implementation of 
the Paris Declaration, including the Medium Term Monitoring Plan, by deepening 
the understanding of the lessons emerging from the surveys. The surveys are 
rightly focused on whether partner countries are actually fulfilling their 
commitments measured across the 12 indicators and how the implementation is 
progressing – and only to a limited extent raise more fundamental questions 
related to why some of the changes are occurring, or why not.  
 
The evaluation will therefore focus on causal effects that are not captured within 
the parameters of the Paris Declaration surveys, with particular focus on envisaged 
outcomes and benefits of the aid effectiveness action programme. Also, the 
evaluation process makes it possible to raise fundamental questions related to the 
theory of change that is implicit in the Paris Declaration and to give attention to 
unintended outcomes of the implementation process.   
 
The overall strategic guidance and coherence for the evaluations will be provided 
by an international Reference Group with evaluation office or department heads 
from volunteer countries. It will be co-chaired by a partner and donor country 
representative and will convene three or four times in the course of 2007 and 
2008. Day-to-day management of the process is assigned to a small 6-member 
Management Group (3 partner countries and 3 aid organisations), which is in 
charge of providing guidance to donor and partner countries in establishing their 
evaluations, the quality control of each evaluation, and the organisation of the 
synthesis process. The international Reference Group and the Management Group 
will be supported by a small secretariat hosted and funded by Denmark.  
 
2. PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION  
 
The overall purpose of the evaluation is to provide information about the end 
impacts and effects of increased aid effectiveness, in compliance with the Paris 
Declaration. However, Phase one of the evaluation will only assess the relevance 
and effectiveness of the implemented actions and resources: are donor and partner 
country really doing that to which they have committed? If not, why? What is the 
impact in the country?  
 
The specific purpose of the evaluation is to identify actual progress and, within the 
French public authorities, the best implementation practices of their Paris 
Declaration commitments, so as to increase aid effectiveness. 
 
The evaluation will focus on learning by asking the twin questions, “Are we doing 
the right things?” (Relevance) and “Are we doing things right?” (Effectiveness). It 
will be particularly interested in any identified obstacles to implementation of the 
Paris Declaration, and how these have been overcome, and with what results. 
 
The evaluation will address three distinct donor intervention and commitment 
levels: politics and strategy, operations (instruments), monitoring and evaluations. 
In each field, three types of questions may be asked.  
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3. SPECIFIC QUESTIONS 
 
1) Assessing leadership 
 

• How has the Paris Declaration emphasis on demand-driven development 
cooperation been reflected in development cooperation organisations/agencies 
policies, programmes and procedures? Has the implementation of the Paris 
Declaration affected their development cooperation priority-setting and 
strategy-defining? Have the respective tasks and responsibilities of 
organisations/agencies central and devolved departments been adapted to the 
aid effectiveness agenda? If not, why not? 

• How is the Paris Declaration owned at the level of organisations/agencies 
central services? How was PD acknowledged by Parliamentarians and civil 
society in France? What are the potential conflicts with other 
political/administrative systems and what is being done to resolve these?  

• Are organisation/agency authorities content that they are fulfilling their PD 
commitments including implementation of DAC Principles for Good Engagement 
in Fragile States? If they have concerns, what are the reasons, obstacles, or 
constraints for these? Are the concerns linked to the relevance and coherence 
of Paris Declaration commitments and indicators? Are there ways in which these 
might be overcome?  

• Is there an appropriate dialogue framework for aid management, between 
France and partner countries? 

 
2) Assessing Capacity Development  
 

• What is the level of staff – particularly field staff – awareness of, and 
mobilisation on the aid effectiveness agenda and its implications? 

• Have directives, instructions, guidelines, and evaluation criteria of the 
operations been disseminated to staff to stimulate performance of the PD 
implementation plan? 

• How is delegated authority structured and in which areas? Have there been 
any changes to procedures to meet Paris Declaration commitments? Are 
development cooperation organisations/agencies sufficiently decentralised 
(staff, resources, delegation of authority) to address field-based aid 
management in line with the Paris Declaration? 

 
3) Assessing Incentive Systems 
 

• Are there any specific incentives provided by development cooperation 
organisations/agencies – e.g., for recruitment, performance assessment, and 
training – for management and staff to comply with Paris Declaration objectives 
(ownership, harmonisation, alignment, and results orientation)? 

• Are there any perceived disincentives, in respect of other 
agency/organisation priorities?  
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4. SCOPE OF THE STUDY  
 
The study will assess the efforts deployed by the French cooperation over the 
course of 2005 to 2007, to integrate Paris Declaration commitments at three 
levels: political policies (CICID decisions, Strategic Orientation Board (COS) 
meetings, decisions by AFD Board of Directors, speeches by cooperation policy 
authorities, and so on), strategy and programming documents (FPD, sector 
strategy documents, country programming, French Action Plan for aid effectiveness 
validated by COSP 2006, and so on), and operational modalities (implementation of 
programme aids and project aids, technical assistant management and positioning, 
2006 OECD DAC baseline survey on monitoring the Paris Declaration, etc.). 
 
The international Reference Group has identified three dimensions contributing to 
the shift in development partners’ behaviour: (i) the commitments, (ii) capacity 
building, and (iii) incentive systems in terms of their alignment with the Paris 
Declaration. The three dimensions delimit the main evaluation perimeter. 
 
Partners’ incentive systems have been identified as critical factors for efficient 
partner behaviour.  
 
5 METHODOLOGY 
 
The evaluation work will involve a documents review (FPD, directives, guidelines, 
annual plans, 2007 CICID summaries of conclusions, preparatory components for 
the 2008 Peer Review of the development aid policy) of the French party, 
supplemented by a questionnaire survey focused on the embassies / country 
offices located in the volunteer countries. This type of data collection will be 
supplemented by structured interviews with key respondents at the central 
departments of the ministries, and two fact-finding investigations in Senegal and 
Mozambique. These two countries were selected because of (i) the specific 
perspectives France would like to underscore (see paragraph below), (ii) their 
participation in the 2006 OECD DAC survey whose results are a wellspring of 
lessons on the practices of the French cooperation with respect to the five Paris 
Declaration principles. 
 
The study will draw up a global assessment on the entire French cooperation (all 
sectors and instruments), with a special focus on aspects illustrating the global 
assessment: (i) education because of substantial changes of the French 
cooperation in this priority MDG sector and (ii) the mobilisation of general or sector 
budget support and technical cooperation instruments for financial governance 
(PEFA implementation, support to PRSP). Both fields, which enjoy particular 
attention from the international community in terms of aid coordination-
harmonisation, will be explored in detail to assess the way that French aid (i) 
integrates into multi-donor and work sharing/complementary systems or initiatives 
(ii) complies with ownership and alignment targets and (iii) uses operational 
modalities (programme-aid, technical assistance pooling and national procedures) 
complying with the spirit and commitments of the Paris Declaration.  
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6.  EXPECTED PRODUCTS  
 
An evaluation report that will serve as an information source for the overall 
synthesis report of the international Reference Group is expected. However, the 
evaluators may also attempt to deliver specific lessons for the French party. This 
factor, which will not be the subject of a separate report, may be found in an 
appendix to the overall synthesis report.  

The report must not exceed 50 pages. It will include a synthesis presented as an 
“analytical summary” of about three to four pages, which will summarise the main 
observations and recommendations. It should be a stand-alone summary.  

Furthermore, once the report has been drafted, oral presentations of the report 
could be made at high-level meetings of the French cooperation. 

Timetable Activities 
July-August 2007 Design Terms of Reference 

Issue calls for tender 
September 2007 Select consultants and sign contract with them 

Start assignment 
Collect and analyse documents  
 

October  Design of evaluation guides  
Design of questionnaire for the embassies 
Interviews with the key stakeholders of the French party 
Document analysis 
Analysis of questionnaire answers 
 

November Draft report submitted  
December Final report submitted  
 
7. QUALIFICATION OF THE EVALUATORS AND COST ESTIMATE  
 
The evaluators should have sound evaluation expertise and a good knowledge of 
aid development policies and the French cooperation.  
 
Study costs will have to be lower than €70,000. The evaluation team should work 
for about eight weeks; it may have a senior and a junior consultant, specifically for 
research work. 
 
Short fact-finding missions to Senegal and Mozambique will take place to support 
and provide actual cases illustrating the guide to the interviews with decentralised 
departments. 
 
8. THE STEERING COMMITTEE 
 
A Steering Committee headed by DGTPE Evaluation Unit Heads, the DGCID 
Evaluation Office Head and the AFD Evaluation Office Head will be in charge of the 
evaluation. The DGTPE Evaluation Unit Head will handle works coordination jointly 
with the international Reference Group. Committee Chair is Serge Tomasi, Financial 
Advisory for West Africa to the Treasury and Economic Policy General Directorate.  
 
The members of the Steering Committee are: Marie-Odile Blanc (DGCID), Benoît 
Chervalier (DGTPE), Marie Castillo (DGTPE), Claude Fandre (DGCID), Jean- Yves 
Ficatier (AFD), Jean-Luc Lebras (DGCID), Modibo Makalou (Mali) François Marion 
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(DGTPE), David Naudet (AFD), Brice Quesnel (World Bank), David Sadoulet 
(DGCID), Pascale Saint Sulpice (DGTPE), Alice Terracol (DGTPE), Daniel Voizot 
(DGCID) and a representative of civil society. 
 
The expected works (Terms of Reference, interim report, and final report) will be 
transmitted to the international Reference Group, to ensure information sharing 
and transparency.  
 
 
Appendix 1A: Bidder Evaluation Grid  
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Appendix 1A: BIDDER EVALUATION GRID  
 
 
 
CRITERIA 
 

 
Score 

 
1/ Understanding of TOR 
- Overal l  understanding  
- Understanding of approach  
-  Understanding of purpose and targets 
 
2/ Proposed Methodology 
- Working assumptions  
-  Informat ion col lect ion and processing 
technique  
-  Analys is techniques  
-  Strategic approach  
-  Organisat ion of  the evaluat ion: stages, 
t imetable,  and so on  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20 % 

 
 

 

 
2/ Skil ls,  expertise and references of 
the evaluation team  
-  Qual i ty of  the experts 
-  Sound exper ience in publ ic  pol icy 
evaluat ion and advanced knowledge of 
methodologies  
-  Knowledge of the French cooperat ion  and 
development aid  
-  Knowledge of the sector,  f ie ld and 
instruments  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
60% 

 
3/ Financial  bid  
- Amount for services  
-  Unit  pr ice 
- Travel 
-  Sundry expenses 
 

 
 
 
20% 
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APPENDIX 2 – Evaluation Approach  

A2.1 Stages of the Evaluation Approach 

Etapes Produit Réunions

AFD &  
SCAC

Comité de 
pilotage 1
Comité de 
pilotage 1

Formulation 
référentiel

Interviews siège

Visites 
de 

terrain

Analyse 
pertinence et 

efficacité

Questio
nnaire

Synthèse 

Dissémination 

Finalisation outils 
de collecte

Logique d’Intervention + 
Questions d’évaluation

Guides d’interview +          
Termes de référence missions + 

Préparation questionnaire

Présentation des constats

Réponse aux questions 
d’evaluation

Conclusions & Recommandations

Réunion de haut niveau de la 
coopération française

C
o
lle

ct
e

Rapport Intermédiaire

Rapport Final 

Note de démarrage

Réunion Afrique du Sud

Comité de 
pilotage 2
Comité de 
pilotage 2

OCDE-CAD
 

 
Inventory of the documents with the transpositions of PD goals  

This preliminary evaluation stage identifies the main documents framing French 
cooperation interventions affected by the French decision to endorse Paris 
Declaration principles. 

The documents have been broken down into four levels:  
 Political orientations  
 Strategy and programming documents 
 Operational modalities (procedures) 
 Monitoring-evaluation (crosscutting level) 
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The breakdown is by order of importance: the political orientations structure the 
strategy and programming documents, which guide operational modalities. 
Monitoring-evaluation interventions crosscut the cooperation framework. The 
purpose of the field observations and interviews is to report on how the rationale in 
the documents is implemented, and with what impacts.  

Before addressing the inventory, the determinants external to French 
development aid stakeholders, which condition political orientations, have been 
identified and broken down into two categories, i.e.,   

 France’s international commitments  

 French political choices and institutional reforms with general scope  

 
Obviously, the PD is not France’s only international commitment to development 
aid. Numerous other international agreements bind France and condition its policy 
and strategies; among others, they include:  

 Millennium Development Goals 

 The European Consensus on Development 

 The European Strategy for Africa 

And importantly, a document more in line with the PD agenda:  

 The EU Code of Conduct on Complementarity and the Division of Labour 
in Development Policy  

 
Locally, multilateral approaches, such as the PRSF that France systematically 
supports, condition actions. Most of the above commitments predate the PD and 
several have already prompted France and the other donors to strengthen 
collaborations, a move that the PD would like to see organised on a systematic 
basis to deepen ownership by partner countries.  

 
Design of evaluation frame of reference: intervention rationale and 
evaluation questions  

The design stage of the frame of reference pursues two goals:  

 Reconstruct the intervention rationale of the French cooperation, i.e., its 
strategic approach, to operationalise the Paris Declaration: how the FAP 
dovetails with the PD, and with strategic documents.  

 Translate the “specific questions” listed in the Terms of Reference into 
operational questions appropriate to the different types of 
stakeholders. For the first stage of the evaluation exercise under the aegis of 
DAC, the “specific questions” found in the TOR cannot all be considered as 
evaluation questions in the sense that only some imply a judgement based on 
established, formal assessment criteria.  

The frame of reference, the results of information collection, and the preliminary 
analysis of the information will be submitted in an Interim evaluation Report.  

 



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PARIS DECLARATION BY FRANCE 

Page 71/157 

 see 

Assessment of Relevance and Effectiveness 
 
The evaluation assesses the relevance of French interventions in operationalising 
the Paris Declaration (“Are we doing the right things?”) and the impacts of the 
interventions (“Are we doing things right?).  
 
For each level (documents identified during the inventory stage), the team 
attempts to measure the following: 
a) The Action Plan is the keystone of the French system implementing PD 

principles. Therefore, the relevance test was applied to the Plan proposals 
compared to PD goals and/or principles. 

b) Assess the effectiveness of specific interventions by looking at the 
outcomes of interventions against Action Plan proposals. The survey and 
interviews are the main sources regarding interventions. The purpose is to 
assess how the analysed interventions produced behavioural changes 
compliant with FAP proposals, specifically in education, PEFA budget support, 
and PRSF support, in two countries, viz., Senegal and Mozambique. 

 
The well-argued response to the evaluation questions, conclusions, and 
recommendations can be found in the Final evaluation Report.  

 
A2.2. Evaluation Questions and Information Sources 

The Terms of Reference define specific questions for the evaluation. The topics 
covered for each question and the instruments for acquiring the information have 
been identified. 
 

Group 1 – Assessing Leadership 

Topic 
 TOR Specific Questions  

Collection instruments 

Integration of PD 
principles in 
political 
orientations 

 How has the Paris Declaration emphasis on demand-driven 
development cooperation been reflected in development 
cooperation policies?  

Instruments: DOCUMENTS, HQ INTERVIEWS 

 How has the Paris Declaration emphasis on demand-driven 
development cooperation been reflected in development 
cooperation organisations/agencies programmes and 
procedures?  

Instruments: DOCUMENTS, HQ INTERVIEWS, SURVEY, FIELD 
STAFF Integration of PD 

principles in 
strategy and 
programming 
documents  

 Has the implementation of the Paris Declaration affected 
their development cooperation priority-setting and 
strategy-defining?  

 Have the respective tasks and responsibilities of 
organisations/agencies central and devolved departments 
been adapted to the aid effectiveness agenda? If not, why 
not? 

Instruments: HQ INTERVIEWS, SURVEY, FIELD STAFF 

Ownership of PD 
principles by the 
central services 

 How is the Paris Declaration owned at the level of 
organisations/agencies’ central services? 
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Group 1 – Assessing Leadership 

 How was PD acknowledged by Parliamentarians and civil 
society in France? 

 What are the potential conflicts with other 
political/administrative institutions and what is being done 
to resolve these?  

Instruments: HQ INTERVIEWS 

 Are organisation/agency authorities content that they are 
fulfilling their PD commitments including implementation of 
DAC Principles for Good Engagement in Fragile States? 

Instruments: HQ INTERVIEWS, SURVEY, FIELD STAFF 
Organisations’ 
feedback on PD 
implementation  

 If they have concerns, what are the reasons, obstacles, or 
constraints for these?   

 Are the concerns linked to the relevance and coherence of 
the Paris Declaration commitments and indicators?   

 Are there ways in which these might be overcome? 

Instruments: HQ INTERVIEWS, SURVEY, FIELD STAFF 

Extant France-
Partner dialogue 
framework 

 Is there an appropriate dialogue framework for aid 
management, between France and partner countries? 

 How does it operate in practice? 

Instruments: DOCUMENTS, HQ INTERVIEWS, FIELD STAFF 

 
 

Group 2 – Assessing Capacity Development 

Topic 
 TOR Specific Questions  

Collection instruments 

Ownership of PD 
principles by field 
departments  

 What is the level of staff – particularly field staff – 
awareness of, and mobilisation on the aid effectiveness 
agenda and its implications? 

Instruments: SURVEY, FIELD STAFF 

 Have directives, instructions, guidelines, and evaluation 
criteria of the operations been disseminated to staff to 
stimulate performance of the PD implementation plan? 

 How is delegated authority structured and in which areas?  

 Have there been any changes to procedures to meet Paris 
Declaration commitments?  

Instruments: DOCUMENTS, HQ INTERVIEWS, SURVEY, FIELD 
STAFF 

Integration of PD 
principles into 
operational 
modalities  

 Are development cooperation organisations/agencies 
sufficiently decentralised (staff, resources, delegation of 
authority) to address field-based aid management in line 
with the Paris Declaration? 

Instruments: HQ INTERVIEWS, SURVEY, FIELD STAFF 
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Group 3 – Assessing Incentive Systems  

Topic 
 TOR Specific Questions  

Collection instruments 

Incentive to 
implement PD 
principles in the 
field  

 Are there any specific incentives provided by the 
development cooperation organisations/agencies – e.g., for 
recruitment, performance assessment, and training – for 
management and staff to comply with Paris Declaration 
objectives (ownership, harmonisation, alignment, and 
results orientation)? 

 Are there any perceived disincentives in respect of other 
agency/organisation priorities? 

Instruments: HQ INTERVIEWS, SURVEY, FIELD STAFF 

 
 
Documentary Analysis  
 
The documentary analysis processed the documents dealing with all four levels 
identified during the inventory stage, viz., 

 Political orientations  

 Strategy and programming documents  

 Operational modalities 

 Monitoring-evaluation (crosscutting aspect)  

 
The documentary analysis stage helped design the frame of reference for the 
evaluation and contributed to the collection stage. Documentary analysis also 
provided answers to questions on the impetus to PD implementation. This will be 
dealt with further, at the time of the analysis. 

The studied documents are listed in Appendix 8.  
 
Interviews with the Central Services  
 
A series of interviews were conducted at the DGTPE, MAEE, AFD, and Coordination 
Sud central services (see list of interviewees in Appendix 7). The purpose was to: 

 Answer some questions pertaining to:  

o The integration of PD principles in the political orientations, and 
strategy and programming documents  

o Their feedback on the capacity to operationalise the principles 

o The ownership of the principles by French cooperation central 
services 

o The identification of incentives or disincentives to the proper 
implementation of the principles at headquarters  

 Prepare the following collection and analysis stages, and specifically visits to 
the field 

 
Questionnaire Survey  
 
Appendix 9 deals with survey methodology and compiles survey results.  

 
Fact-Finding Missions to the Field 
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Two fact-finding missions went to Senegal and Mozambique from 13 to 21 
November 2007, to answer the questions on capacity building and incentive 
systems: 

 The survey questions to the embassies were fine-tuned with French 
cooperation field staff. 

 Education and budget support were specifically addressed, with a view to 
assessing how French aid:  

o Integrates into multi-donor and division of labour/complementarity 
systems or initiatives 

o Complies with the ownership and alignment targets 

o Uses operational modalities compliant with the agenda and 
commitments of the Paris Declaration 

Capacity building and incentive systems were addressed during interviews with 
SCAC, AFD, Economic Mission representatives, and certain technical assistants. 
Interviews with other international donors and local authorities provided deeper 
insight into the institutional environments and an external perspective on the 
French cooperation in the local situations.  
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APPENDIX 3 – France’s Rank in the 200690 OECD-DAC Survey 

 

In 2006, the OECD DAC published the first Survey on Monitoring the Paris 
Declaration. The survey reflects the 2005 situation, the year of the PD signature.  

Therefore, the survey is not an evaluation of PD implementation by donors and 
partners, but a baseline survey for future surveys, to measure the changing 
situation. 
 

France’s overall rank compared to other donors that volunteered for the survey 

Indicator Target for 2010 

Baseline 
ratio for 
France 
% 

Average 
donor 
ratio 

Rank 
Total 
no. of 
donors  

Are budget estimates 
comprehensive and realistic? 

75% 52 42 18 tied 26 

Indicator 4 How much technical 
cooperation is provided through 
coordinated national programmes? 

50% 20 42 23 tied 29 

* Indicator 5a Use 
of country public 
financial 
management 
systems 

Lower by 1/3 or 
2/3 depending 
on country ratio  

28 33 22 31 

What share of 
aid for the 
public sector 
does not use 
national 
systems? 
 
 

* Indicator 5b Use 
of country 
procurement 
systems 

Lower by 1/3 or 
2/3 depending 
on country ratio  

60 38 6 31 

Indicator 6 How many parallel 
project implementation units are 
there? 

Lower by 2/3 
no. of parallel 
units 

63 61 20 31 

Indicator 7 How much ODA is 
scheduled at planned dates and 
booked into national budget? 

Lower by ½ 
unscheduled 
budget 
payments  

45 41 18 tied 31 

Indicator 8 What is the share of 
untied aid? 

No target 90 82 10 21 

Indicator 9 What is the share of 
programme-based aid? 

66% 28 35 21 tied 31 

Indicator 10a How many joint donor 
missions to the field? 

40% 10 23 23 31 

Indicator 10b How many country 
analytical works are undertaken? 

66% 41 49 18 28 

 

                                                 
90 Source: 2006 Survey on Monitoring the Paris Declaration – Overview of the Results, OECD 2007, 
Table C10, p. 101. 
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 France’s rank in:  

Indicator AF Benin Burkina Burundi KH 
Cape 
Verde 

CD DO

Are budget estimates 
comprehensive and realistic? 
(%/average%) 

0 33/47 20/68 0/39 NP 
96/85 
* 

76/81 
* 

0/6

How much technical cooperation 
is provided through coordinated 
national programmes? 
(%/average %) – Indic. 4 

0 0/56 0 / 3 0/43 34/36   100/11 0/3

What share of aid for the public 
sector uses national systems? 

  

Use of country public financial 
management systems 
(%/average%) – Indic. 5a 

33 / 
44 

42/52 25/45 55/24 0/10 NP 0/13 0/2

Use of country procurement 
systems (%/average%) – Indic. 
5b 

0 / 44 55/64 70/60 0/19 0/6 NP 0/31 89/

How many parallel project 
implementation units are there? 
(no./total no.) – Indic. 6 

0 / 28   12/131  1 / 37 18/56 NP 0/34 0/5

How much ODA was scheduled 
at planned dates and booked 
into national budget? 
(%/average %) – Indic. 7 

0 / 84 31/53 0/92 ** NP NP 
95/92 
** 

36/83 0/1

What is the share of untied aid? 
– Indic. 8 

NP NP NP NP NP NP NP NP 

What is the share of 
programme-based aid? 
(%/average%) – Indic. 9 

0 / 43 16/61 23/45 43/54 0/24 NP 78/54  7 /

How many joint donor missions 
to the field? (no./total no.) – 
Indic. 10a 

0 / 26  3 / 14 13/17 75/24  8 / 26 
 20 / 
11 

NP NP 

How many country analytical 
works were undertaken? 
(no./total no.) – Indic. 10b 

0 / 34 
 10 / 
38 

0/45 0/55 75/64 100/34 0/35 NP 

 * Government budget projects are higher than disbursements  

** Government-reported disbursements are higher than planned aid for 
disbursement  
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 France’s rank in:  

Indicator MR MZ NI Niger Rwanda 
South 
Africa 

Tanzania Senegal 

Are budget estimates 
comprehensive and 
realistic? (%/average%) 

18/65 0/83 NP 
76/99 
* 

45/49   53/90 * 90/89 

How much technical 
cooperation is provided 
through coordinated 
national programmes? 
(%/average%) – Indic. 4 

23/19 0/38 0/29 21/15 0/58 42/95 18/50  10 / 18 

What share of aid for the 
public sector uses 
national systems? 

  

Use of country public 
financial management 
systems (%/average%) – 
Indic. 5a 

27/20 
 11 / 
36 

89/44 32/27 0/39 
févr-
38 

37/66 49/23 

Use of country 
procurement systems 
(%/average%) – Indic. 
5b 

0/23 100/38 0/28 82/49 0/46  7 / 44 100/61 63/29 

How many parallel 
project implementation 
units are there? 
(no./total no.) – Indic. 6 

NP  1 / 40 0/107 
 4 / 
52 

0/48 0/15 0/56  1 / 23 

How much ODA is 
scheduled at planned 
dates and booked into 
national budget? 
(%/average%) – Indic. 7 

NP 0/70 38/70 
74/73 
** 

NP NP  10 / 70 14 ** 

What is the share of 
untied aid? – Indic. 8 

NP NP NP NP NP NP NP NP 

What is the share of 
programme-based aid? 
(%/average%) – Indic. 9 

 12 / 
37 

0/46 54/48 31/31 43/42 0/27 25/55 27/57 

How many joint donor 
missions to the field? 
(no./total no.) – Indic. 
10a 

 11 / 
14 

31/46 NP 
 3 / 
21 

50/9 0/19 0/17 17/15 

How many country 
analytical works were 
undertaken? (no./total 
no.) – Indic. 10b 

NP 0/63 NP 
100 / 
40 

NP NP NP 20/40 

NP: data not provided   

AF: Afghanistan; KH: Cambodia; CD: Congo (Democratic republic of); DO: Dominican 
Republic; MR: Mauritania; MZ: Mozambique; NI: Nicaragua; UG: Uganda 
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APPENDIX 4 – Sector-based Approaches and Technical Cooperation 
Instruments  

 
A4.1 General Budget Support 

 
Two types of GBS, Two Targets 
 
The May 2005 CICID informed that budget support would be strengthened in 
French PDA. The FAP, which was validated in December 2006, planned for 
increased GBS and SBS. A doctrine for the use of GBS in foreign countries was 
drafted along these lines. Its purpose was the renewal of budget support 
instruments commensurate with the changing aid context, viz., PRSP rollout and 
donor diversification, while explicitly providing operational staff’s leeway for 
appreciation.  
 
Although it is not an aid innovation, the French doctrine for the use of GBS is in 
line with the general thrust of discussions on aid (DAC guidelines, other donors’ 
orientations). However, the lack of targets (so that the use of all available tools can 
be adjusted to local contexts), the distinction between Macroeconomic Stability 
Budget Support91 and Poverty Reduction Budget Support,92 and the definition of 
Targeted Budget Support are novelties. 
 
Budget Support and the Paris Declaration 
 
The definition of PRBS is directly in line with the PD, due to the following changes: 
 

1. PRBS rollout should improve partner’s ownership and alignment with 
partner’s priorities, based on using the PRSP as the strategic reference 
document. One of the requisites for PRBS implementation is an actual 
growth and poverty reduction strategy scheduled into the budget and 
sector-based policies tied into the MDG. Relying on PEFA to assess the 
quality of the public financial management system and not introduce 
another evaluation tool is also recommended. Evaluation should identify 
weaknesses; the partner would be in charge of making the decisions to 
correct weaknesses as opposed to donors imposing corrections.  

 
2. Harmonisation should be strengthened as the requisites for budget 

support set-up “must be the result of concerted efforts with other donors, 
where feasible.” The doctrine explains that rolling out the conditions 
requires active involvement in multi-donor arrangements, performance 
indicators, and joint reviews. Among other things, re-mobilising budget 
support will be discussed in a multi-donor framework. However, one can 
rightly ask what is the real importance conferred to the principle since 
details about expectations are missing.  

 
3. Predictability has increased, but not fully. Predictability is not supposed to 

cover Macroeconomic Budget Support. This type of budget support is short-
term by nature with weak predictability because it offsets economic shocks 
or meets post-crisis currency needs.   

 

                                                 
91 The purpose of MSBS is to restore macroeconomic balances and support IMF funding. 
92 PRBS support growth and poverty reduction strategies. 
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PRBS operates on multi-year basis, i.e., a duration compatible with PRSF. 
Providing comprehensive information on budget envelopes is planned, but 
the information only provides a projection because of the three eligibility 
criteria:  

 A healthy sustainable macroeconomic policy  
 A budget scheduled growth and poverty reduction strategy 
 Sector-based policies linked to the MDG, a positive assessment of 

the public finance system 
Partner refund of the debt if BS is implemented through a DRDC is added to 
the above conditionalities.  

 
Currently, donor coordination is driving the deployment of multi-year PRBS, 
as can be seen in Ghana or Mozambique. In the latter, the agency had to 
make optimum use of the resources it controlled to meet the commitments 
of the Multi-donor Budget Support Programme (support to PARPA, Action 
Plan for the Reduction of Absolute Poverty). G-19 pressure to comply with 
disbursement commitments was the major factor behind optimum resource 
management.  

 
 

A4.2. Sector Budget Support 

 
France’s position on SBS is indirectly transposed by the methodological guide 

to sector aid implementation. The guide came out in October 2005 and refers to 
July 2004 and May 2005 CICID orientations (intervention renewal and development 
through budget support and sector-based programme aid, planned increase of 
sector aid). Consequently, it cannot be viewed as an operational transposition of the 
PD. 

 
However, it should be pointed out that the orientations of the sector aids are 
consistent with later orientations that were taken in the wake of the PD. The 
orientations are based on partners’ policies and systems, focus monitoring on 
development outcomes, and can be implemented through budget support or funds 
that are fungible with other donor funds. However, in States in crisis or in countries 
where sector policies are not well defined, project aid is the preferred means. The 
point is finding a balance between effectiveness and fairness, based on a full range 
of tools. 
 
The guide is also draws on a Manual for Operational Procedures (MOP) that has to 
be updated. The relevant 2004 MOP does not relinquish expenditure control and 
does not establish the shift to ex-post coordination control with other donors. As 
the guide has to be updated, with details on execution modalities among other 
things, the relevance of the French cooperation on this topic cannot be further 
assessed. The lack of information on the outcomes of SBS implementation 
precludes assessing its effectiveness.  
 
 
 
 
An example of SBS in Senegal: the PASES  
 
The project involves the partial funding of the second phase of the Ten-Year 
Programme for Education and Training in Senegal. The purpose of AFD intervention 
is to contribute to funding the sector-based programme as a whole, as a consistent 
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national development strategy for the education system and as a capacity building 
strategy for the education administration. 
 
AFD contribution to the sector-based programme has three components:  
- Component 1 (10 million euros):  
It includes non-targeted funding of budget-scheduled State expenditures, in 
application of the medium term expenditure framework for the sector. This may 
include operational expenditures (staff training, learning manuals and tools, and 
subsidies) and capital (construction and rehabilitation of school infrastructure, and 
equipment). 
- Component 2 (2 million euros):  
This component includes interventions listed in the future sub-programme for 
capacity building of the education administration, including studies, expertise, 
training programmes and the transfers of skills and expertise, required for:  
. Reorganising education departments  
. Improving staff management and training  
. Reviewing programming, monitoring, and management tools 
. The new assignment sharing between the administration, local authorities, and 
the private sector 
- Component 3 (0.8 million euros):  
Component 3 will complete the funding of permanent technical assistance for the 
Support Project to Education System Management, a project initially funded by the 
French Ministry of Foreign Affairs and transferred to the AFD in 2005 (4 posts over 
one year), which is slated to integrate the future sub-programme for capacity 
building of the education sector. 
 
This example underscores one of the problems raised by budget-scheduled sector 
aids. Actually, the risk for a sector ministry is to receive only a share of the funds 
initially slated for the sector and then finds itself being assessed against targets 
that were set based on the totality of the funds. In the case of Senegal, the 
Ministry of Education clearly expressed its concern about this issue. 
 
 
DRDC – Debt Relief and Development Contract  
 
The DRDC is a refinancing mechanism through aid for the payments partner 
countries owe. It should be seen as a PRSF funding instrument. Each DRDC is 
signed for a three-year term as part of a framework for debt refund over a forty-
year schedule of due dates. DRDC funding is concentrated on a small number of 
scheduled items in sectors that contribute very directly to poverty reduction. They 
may be sector-based programmes funded by earmarked budget support.  
 
DRDCs are the kind of tools that can be mobilised for the set-up of PRBS and 
Sector Budget Support. Although at inception the DRDCs were advances that 
enabled full debt cancellation ahead of time, the tool has been surpassed by 
donors’ implementation of full debt cancellation without condition.  
 

A4.3. Technical Cooperation Instruments for Financial 
Governance: Support to PRSF and PEFA 

 
As we have already said, BS depends on three eligibility criteria: a healthy 
sustainable macroeconomic policy, a growth and poverty reduction strategy, and 
sector-based policies linked to MDG, and a positive assessment of the public 
finance system. To ensure compliance with the eligibility criteria, France 
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participates in the funding of two technical cooperation instruments, i.e., PEFA and 
PRSF support. 
 

PRSF Support  

 
Poverty Reduction Strategy Frameworks are considered as the cornerstone of 
the French cooperation in four fields that are directly linked to the first three PD 
principles: 

- The fight against poverty and pursuit of Millennium Development Goals by 
defining a clear partner strategy delivering these targets and the 
strengthening of sector policies - Improved PRSF are part of the process to 
strengthen ownership 

- Donor harmonisation and alignment with government targets  

- Change cooperation tools and build up budget support (which contributes to 
alignment and harmonisation) 

- Centre role to the State and democratic governance  

 
The agenda for PRSF support is designed around five central tenets:  

1. Promoting participative processes to foster ownership through: 

o Capturing PRSF in decentralised planning processes 

o Structuring civil society  

This tenet makes it possible to correct an often-made criticism of the PD, 
viz., that it only tends to deal with the central government without involving 
the Parliament, civil society, or the decentralised administrations. 

2. Defining a monitoring-evaluation system that requires statistical 
strengthening, especially through national development strategies for 
statistics with budget scheduled funding. The tenet can also be explained by 
France’s particular expertise in this field. It aims at meeting the fourth PD 
principle partially (managing for results), a principle that is seldom 
addressed when implementing the Declaration.  

3. Backing the definition of sector-based strategies and their inclusion in 
the national poverty reduction strategy (support to MTEF set-up, rollout of 
indicators: political and budget dialogue, improved sector-based institutional 
framework). Similar to 1, this tenet also provides a response to PD 
criticisms, by re-establishing balanced relations between sector ministries 
and the ministry of finance, among others. 

4. Strengthening PRSF operational scope by focussing on how PRSF fits in with 
the budget (operational sector strategies, inclusion in the budget, improved 
budget performance and control). The tenet mainly translates into the set-
up of a regional support hub for the transposition of PRSF into 
budget terms in Dakar, co-funded with the UNDP (United Nations 
Development Programme).  

5. Furthering discussions on PRSF scope in France and the international arena.  

 
Aside from tenet 4, the team has no information enabling it to assess the 
effectiveness of this strategy. As for tenet 4, the hub was only created this year. It 
has to work on the request of partners found on a list of countries where 
intervention is desirable. The tool designed by the hub is similar to PEFA and 
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follows the cycle: diagnosis, exchange of practices, and technical support to CMDT. 
However, the hub still does not have a Steering Committee; grids, questionnaires, 
and other tools are still not validated.  
 

PEFA Implementation  

 
PEFA (Public Expenditure & Financial Accountability) is an older tool (2001) and 
has already been widely used. Its purpose is to build donors and partners’ 
capacities to assess partner’s public finance situation and design a series of 
reforms and measures for capacity building so as to:  

- Promote ownership 
- Reduce transaction costs for the countries 
- Improve donor harmonisation  
- Enable the monitoring of country progress  
- Improve how development stakes and fiduciary risks are assessed  
- Improve impact of reforms  

 
Since 2005, PEFA partners93 have set up a strengthened approach with three 
components:  

- A country-led agenda, i.e., a country-led public financial management 
reform strategy and action plan  

- A coordinated programme of support, i.e., a coordinated international 
financial institution-donor integrated, multi-year programme of public 
financial management work that supports and is aligned with the 
government’s public financial management strategy. 

- A shared information pool, i.e., a framework for measuring results that 
provides consistent information on country public financial management 
performance, including progress over time. This framework was designed in 
partnership with the DAC Joint Venture on Public Financial Management. 
The Performance Measurement Framework (PMF) designed in November 
2006 by the PEFA Secretariat is positive overall. The tool is used by a 
sizeable number of countries and is implemented quite well despite a lack of 
proof for scores. It seems that the PMF has facilitated donor harmonisation 
and collaboration. However, it is still too early to assess to what extent it 
has reduced the number of PMF diagnostics and promoted coordination for 
reforming the dialogue with the government, and coordinating technical and 
financial support. It is also impossible to assess the capacity of the 
framework to facilitate monitoring PMF progress. 

 
A4.4 Governance Sector Strategy – December 2006 

 
The strategy, designed in December 2006, is directly in line with a PD tenet: the 
principle of ownership. The strategy focuses on the process of decision-making. 
The purpose is to broaden the traditional approach that mainly addressed the 
management of public affairs to include the concept of democratic governance. 
The strategy encompasses territorial, economic, societal, environmental, political, 
and cultural areas, in a word all areas. And it integrates security issues. It concerns 
capacity building, interactions between scopes, stakeholders, and territories. It is 
defined as a process and not defined according to expected outcomes. It works to 
foster the emergence and maturity of democratic governance modes special to 
each society respecting universal values. It reaffirms that the individual is at the 

                                                 
93 WB, European Commission, UK DFID, MAEE, SECO (Switzerland), Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the 
Kingdom of Norway, IMF, Strategic Partnership with Africa. 
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centre of development policies by working to improve the population’s participation 
and the effectiveness of poverty reduction strategies. It defines a new place for 
governance that should be a component for aid allocation assessment but not a 
conditionality for aid. 
 
Therefore, alignment and harmonisation are indirectly addressed: donors can deal 
with quality strategies with which they can align. It is also stipulated that, 
wherever feasible, the implementation of actions must be entrusted to the partner, 
to further true ownership. The tenet of managing for results is but partially 
addressed by the request for the design of indicators consistent with governance 
principles. Mutual accountability is not addressed at all. 
 

A4.5. Education Sector Strategy – May 2005 

 
The orientations of the strategy94 are mainly in line with earlier changes to refocus 
on Millennium Development Goals:  

- Priority to basic education: access, quality, design and management of 
effective sector policies 

- Stronger commitment in favour of sending girls to school 
- Stronger focus on HIV-Aids  
- Improved capture of language issues 
- Developing a sector-based approach: inclusion of education policies in 

development and poverty reduction strategies, taking account of the entire 
education system 

 
The strategy is working to increase mobilisation in favour of the Education for All 
Initiative, heighten the geographic concentration of aid, and set up strategic 
partnerships with other donors as well as other development stakeholders (NGOs, 
decentralised cooperation).  
 
The strategy takes up the principles of ownership, harmonisation, and managing 
for results. However, mutual accountability is not addressed and alignment only 
indirectly through the priority to the sector-based approach. As it is defined and 
implemented, the strategy is, to a certain extent, contradictory with the principle of 
alignment with partner’s policies. While basic education must be the priority, it 
only accounts for 17% of PDA for education. Higher education still receives most 
of the aid (71%), partly due to the cost of foreign students’ education in France. In 
the PSZ, bilateral PDA for basic education accounts for half of French 
bilateral PDA for education (the goal is to ensure the continuity of the French 
education service abroad but not necessarily to support partners’ education 
systems). 
 
One of the main criticisms of the French cooperation in education is that it is split 
between the AFD in charge of basic education and vocational training, and the 
MAEE in charge of teaching French, training, and higher education. The distinction 
raises a particular problem in French-speaking countries regarding the teaching 
languages. The object is to teach French and to teach IN French. Thus, the two 
stakeholders with different modes of action find themselves intervening with the 
same public, in contradiction with the tenets of harmonisation and alignment. Also, 
the issue of post-primary education, i.e., secondary education and vocational 
training (apprenticeship), is not dealt with sufficiently.  
 

                                                 
94 Sector-based strategy for Education, CICID, May 2005. 
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Despite this criticism, France’s added value in education is recognised because of 
its interventions focused on the quality of education. The actions with regional 
scope, such as the Dakar hub and the PASEC95 are deemed very positive, especially 
as part of a capacity building strategy. The Perret report on cooperation strategy in 
education96 recommends continuing this innovative approach, by creating a quality 
hub for school education in French-speaking Subsaharan Africa to enhance 
teaching methods, teacher training, the role of parents and the community, and 
the role of the administrative and academic supervision of school. 
 
The Dakar Hub 
 
The Dakar hub provides African governments with independent advisory capacity to 
support them in their diagnosis and definition of education policies. This approach 
reconciles the use of recognised diagnostic techniques97 with partner governments’ 
ownership of the policies. 
 
The set-up of the hub is a French initiative for strengthening UNESCO’s Regional 
Bureau for Education in Africa. The hub participates in UNESCO activities. For more 
than a year, it has not only been financed by France but also by the Education 
Program Development Fund (EPDF; as part of the Fast Track Initiative), OIF 
(Organisation internationale de la Francophonie), and AEIF. The number of 
financiers should increase.  
 
The hub intervenes after a country so requests. A sector diagnosis is conducted 
with national teams. The analysis process lasts about a year and ends with the 
development of the diagnosis and the definition of a financial simulation model. 
Thanks to this type of support, the countries have quality planning that they can 
submit to obtain funding. This type of diagnosis is very advantageous for the 
Education for All initiative. Indeed, countries that would like to benefit from the 
initiative must have a credible education plan.  
 
The resulting diagnosis is a sector diagnosis, meaning that it captures primary, 
secondary, and higher education. The diagnosis has to identify the areas where 
political choices have to be made. The shared diagnosis facilitates political choices 
and negotiations between stakeholders. It can also be used by donors.   
 
Thanks to its field experience, the hub produces regional reports on the situation of 
education in Africa. In 2007, in partnership with the University of Dakar, the hub 
launched a master’s training programme for national managers on strengthening 
education system analysis and management skills and expertise. Fifty managers 
from five different countries (10 managers per country for critical mass) will attend 
the programme.  
 
 

                                                 
95 Programme d’Analyse des Systèmes Educatifs, Analysis programme of education systems. 
96 La coopération française face aux défis de l’éducation en Afrique: l’urgence d’une nouvelle dynamique 
(French Cooperation facing the challenges of education in Africa: the urgent need for new impetus), 
training course chaired by Mr. PERRET, February 2007. 
97 The RESEN (Rapport d’Etat d’un Système Educatif National; status report on a national education 
system) technique. 
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APPENDIX 5 – Summary of Fact-Finding Missions to Senegal and 
Mozambique 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Senegal Mozambique 

petus 

etus 

Paris Declaration: 
* Weak signal within SCAC: information is not prioritised, so it is lost in the information flow. PD know
on an individual approach or on staff member profile. 
* Within AFD, although message is diffuse, it is quite well perceived.  
FAP: no political signal has been received since FAP validation although some staff were involved in its p

petus 
The strategic impetus is not actually visible in the field.  
Staff has not perceived any component of the impetus downstream of the PD or the FAP.  

mpetus 

Field staff are not informed of any discussions about their tools that would advance alignment with t
necessarily going through budget support. 
 * SCAC: procedures have not been changed. 
 * AFD: the issue is less relevant because the tools are considered as being in line with the PD, at lea
alignment with procedures. 

gnals  

* SCAC: ongoing institutional reforms blur the signal from 
headquarters. Staff members are in a state of uncertainty. 
* AFD / SCAC: headquarters’ decisions seem to contradict 
actual initiatives, i.e., Senegal’s support to the Fast-Track 
Initiative although it does not meet conditions, and rejection 
of financial governance projects implemented by partner. 
Migratory flow management agreements: do they relate to the 
PD agenda?  
 

* SCAC: lack of strategic management. 
* AFD: decisions conflicting with th
impetus: the signature of a new DR
jeopardise France’s place within donor g

Impetus  

om partner 

e 

ropean Code 

Not very stimulating institutional environment: 
 * Little support from Senegalese government to PD process 
 * The unit in charge of relations with donors is not very 
active. 
 * Some Directors of Technical Ministries would rather 
maintain direct relations with the donor (project approach). 
* PD Working Party led by France and USAID 
* BS initiatives and silent partnerships, with very mixed 
assessment of results. 
 * Several thematic multi-donor groups – The relations 
between working parties and the government are not 
systematic 
* Few references to the Code of Conduct and to the PD during 
discussions between donors 
 
Local impetus predates the PD but is not stimulating enough 
to compensate for the weak vertical impetus 
 

A stimulating environment predatin
 * 3 discussion partners for donors depe
of aid they provide 
* Donor groups organised around a sol
donor group using BS systematically in
government. 
 * Formalised groups with TOR, which
targets and means, depending on the se
* Donors’ compliance with their com
their strategy are systematically asses
G-19.  
* The Code of Conduct is a reference d
should simplify institutional architecture
 
Collaboration between donors in Mozam
that a small donor, such as France, can
for itself as consultation mediator. The
the PD or to the Code of Conduct legi
investment in a process with its own imp
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Senegal Mozambique 

* Knowledge of the PD is weak in the SCAC; it essentially stems from individual initiatives, an approac
reference person in the Dakar SCAC. No initiative is reported for the FAP.  
 
* At AFD, in addition to awareness building by headquarters, staff may attend training on the topic. Ag
individual initiative.  
* The SCAC’s available tools do not make it possible to roll out 
full alignment with the PD. 
* The departments are not devolved enough and still depend 
on headquarters’ orientations 

* At SCAC, procedures have not been ch
* Suggestions for new instruments so 
deliver budget support outside of DRDC
still waiting for decisions from headquar
* Insufficient devolvement at AF
devolvement at SCAC regarding or
enough devolvement regarding tools  

None of the staff question the principles but they all wonder 
about implementation, especially in the Senegalese situation 
where France has a special place and where the political scope 
is important.  

Staff show true resolve. They take initi
the available tools so that they are in li
and with local predictability commitmen
can be explained by the importance of
the local impetus. 

priorities  

* SCAC: the institutional priorities are not clear: no visible 
incentives, no alteration of evaluation approaches. Potentially 
incoherent signals also: a demand for visibility, a demand for 
concentration, but a potential questioning of FPD 
concentration choices in Senegal. 

Being in line with the impetus for harm
alignment is not seen as conflicting wit
goal. On the contrary, staff is ready 
takes to stay within the G-19, the
involved in budget support. 

orities  

Headquarters do not think it is the timely moment for 
harmonisation but for good management of ongoing affairs 
and the monitoring of institutional priorities (AFD). 

* SCAC: personal initiatives, but wai
institutional strategy 
* AFD: huge personal investment but 
individual initiative and driven by the 
adjust to the local framework. Orientatio
seem to be in advance compared to hea

* Good, albeit non binding, sector coordination 
* Progress in cooperation with partner, with design of FBSA 
and action plan but partner’s interest in these matters is 
mixed 
* Rollout of a joint review of French programmes  

* Increased involvement of donors in 
and alignment processes 
* Donor and partner evaluations  
* France’s position with respect to the
has been jeopardised by the disagre
status of budget support funded b
However, suggestions submitted to AFD
have been made to improve the situatio
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APPENDIX 6: Paris Declaration Principles, Indicators and Targets 

INDICATOR TARGET FOR 2010 
Ownership 

1 Partners have operational development strategies At least 75% of partner countries have operational development 
strategies 

Alignment 

2a Reliable country systems for public financial 
management 

Half of partner countries move up at least one measure (i.e., 0.5 
point) on the PFM/CPIA (Country Policy and Institutional 
Assessment) scale of performance 

2b Reliable country systems for procurement One-third of partner countries move up at least one measure 
(i.e., from D to C, C to B or B to A) on the four-point scale used to 
assess performance for this indicator. 

3 Aid flows are aligned on national priorities Halve the gap — halve the proportion of aid flows to government 
sector not reported on government’s budget(s) (with at least 85% 
reported on budget). 

4 Strengthen capacity by co-ordinated support 50% of technical co-operation flows are implemented through 
co-ordinated programmes consistent with national development 
strategies 
In partner countries with a 
score of 5+ on the PFM/ 
CPIA scale of performance 
(see Indicator 2a) 

All donors use partner countries’ 
PFM systems and 
A two-thirds reduction in the % of 
aid to the public sector not using 
partner countries’ PFM systems 

5a Use of country public financial management 
systems 

In partner countries with a 
3.5 to 4.5 score on the 
PFM/ CPIA scale of 
performance (see Indicator 
2a) 

90% of donors use partner 
countries’ PFM systems and 
A one-third reduction in the % of 
aid to the public sector not using 
partner countries’ PFM systems 

In partner countries with 
score A on the four-point 
scale used to assess 
procurement performance 
(see Indicator 2b) 

All donors use partner countries’ 
procurement systems and 
A two-thirds reduction in the % of 
aid to the public sector not using 
partner countries’ procurement 
systems 

5b Use of country procurement systems 

In partner countries with 
score B on the four-point 
scale used to assess 
procurement performance 
(see Indicator 2b) 

90% of donors use partner 
countries’ PFM systems and 
A one-third reduction in the % of 
aid to the public sector not using 
partner countries’ PFM systems 

6 Avoid parallel implementation structures Reduce by two-thirds the stock of parallel project implementation 
units (PIUs) 

7 Aid is more predictable Halve the gap – halve the proportion of aid not disbursed within 
the fiscal year for which it was scheduled 

8 Aid is untied Continued progress over time 

Harmonisation 

9 Use of common arrangements or procedures 66% of aid flows are provided in the context of programme-based 
approaches 

10a Field missions 40% of donor missions to the field are joint 

10b Country analytic work 66% of country analytic work is joint 

Managing for Results 

11 Results-oriented frameworks Reduce the gap by one-third – Reduce the proportion of 
countries without transparent performance assessment and 
monitoring frameworks by one-third 

Mutual Accountability 

12 Mutual accountability All partner countries have mutual assessment reviews in place 
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APPENDIX 7 – Interviewees 

 
A7.1. Interviews at Headquarters  

  

MINEFE, DGTPE 

 Benoît CHERVALIER, Head of Unit, Department of Multilateral Affairs and 
Development, Development Activity Evaluation Unit  

 Serge TOMASI, Advisor on Africa to the Director General  

 Marie CASTILLO, DGTPE Evaluation Unit 

 François MARION, Head of Bureau, Bureau Multifin3 (development aid and 
multilateral development institutions) 

 Pascale SAINT-SULPICE BODIN, Bureau Multifin3 (development aid and 
multilateral development institutions) 

MAEE 

 Claude FANDRE, Head of Evaluation Bureau, DGCID  

 Daniel VOIZOT, Evaluation Bureau, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, DGCID 

 Michael RULETA, Evaluation Bureau, DGCID 

 Serge SNRECH, Head of Bureau on Multilateral Issues, DGCID  

 Marie-Odile BLANC, Sub-Directorate for Strategy on European and Multilateral 
Issues, Bureau on Multilateral Issues, DGCID  

 David SADOULET, Bureau of Aid Management, EFF Action Plan, DGCID 

 Julien LECAS, Bureau of Aid Management, DCP, DGCID 

 Alain DHERSIGNY, Head of Bureau for Education, Vocational Training and 
Integration Policies, DGCID 

 Michel BUA, Bureau of Financial Governance and PRSP, DGCID 

 Ariane TRICHON, Bureau of Conflict prevention and Reconstruction, DGCID 

 Jean-Marc CHATAIGNER, Chief of Staff of the Minister of State in charge of 
Cooperation and Francophony  

AFD 

 Jean-David NAUDET, Manager of the Evaluation and Capitalisation Division, 
Research Department  

 Laurent DURIEZ, Deputy Director, Management and Strategic Relations 
Department  

 M. VON KAPER, Management and Strategic Relations Department 

 Hugo PIERREL, Task Officer, Division of the Cycle and Operational Methods, 
Management and Strategic Relations Department 

 Françoise TISSEYRE, Division Head, Management and Strategic Relations 
Department 

 Armand RIOUST de LARGENTAYE, Task Officer, Institutional and Strategic 
Dialogue  
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Other institutions 
 

 Katia HERGOTT, Monitoring European Relations and PDA Group, Coordination SUD  

 Hubert DE MILLY, OECD  

 
A7.2. Fact-finding Missions to the Field 

SENEGAL 

SCAC 
 Jean-Luc LE BRAS, Head of SCAC 

 Marc BASQUIN, Cooperation Advisor, Deputy SCAC Head 

 Dominique MARTSEAU, Cultural Advisor, Deputy SCAC Head 

 Jean-Michel BERGES, Regional Advisor, Rural Development – The Environment  

 Gilles THUAUDET, Attaché for Education Cooperation  

 Emmanuelle ROUMEGOUS, Cooperation Task Officer, in charge of the Economy 
and Finance sector  

 Denis LACOUTURE, Advisor to the Minister of Education, Project Manager for the 
Quality PSF Project  

 Stéphane GUZYLACK, Biodiversity Advisor to the Ministry for the Environment, 
Protection of Nature, Reservoirs and Artificial Lakes  

 Lionel KINADJAN, Advisor to the Minister of the Maritime Economy 

AFD 
 Gilles CHAUSSE, Director for Cape Verde and Guinea-Bissau, Deputy Director for 

Senegal and Gambia, Regional Files 

 Alexandra DIABY, in charge of macroeconomic projects 

Other Institutions 

 François-Xavier FLAMAND, Business Advisor, Deputy Head of Mission, Economic 
Mission  

 Jean-Marc BERNARD, Education Economist, Advisor on Country Support, Dakar 
Hub  

 Jean-Baptiste GROS, PRSP Coordinator, UNDP  

 Vincent BASSERIE, Real Estate Policy Expert, Rural Hub 

 Philippe THOMAS, Economic Advisor, Social Sectors, Delegation of the European 
Commission 

 Thierno NIANE, Coordinator, Head of the PRSP Unit, Ministry for the Economy and 
Finance, Senegal  

 Amadou Tidiane DIA, PRSP Unit, Ministry for the Economy and Finance, Senegal 

 Mbaye Ndoumbé GUEYE, Directorate of Planning and Education Reform, Ministry 
of Education, Senegal  

 Lisa R. FRANCHETT, Programme Director, USAID 

 Abdrahmane DIALLO, Sociologist, USAID 

 Madeleine GUAY, Results-Based Management Group 

 



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PARIS DECLARATION BY FRANCE 

Page 90/157 

 see 

MOZAMBIQUE 

 Thierry VITEAU, French Ambassador to Mozambique 

 Gilles LAINE, Cooperation and Cultural Action Advisor, SCAC 

 Bruno LECLERC, Director, AFD Mozambique 

 Genevieve VERDELHAN-CAYRE, Health, AFD 

 Mette MASST, Minister-Councillor, Embassy of Norway  

 Françoise MILLECAM, Assistant Director for Food Security and Agriculture, 
Delegation of the European Commission 

 Barbara KERSTIENS, Assistant Director for Social Services and Humanitarian 
Assistance, Delegation of the European Commission 

 Rachel TURNER, Representative, DFID 

 Carla Marina TIMOTEO, Directorate for Foreign Affairs, Bank of Mozambique 

 Leonardo SIMBINE, Bank of Mozambique 

 Adriano UBISSE, National Director, Directorate for Investment and Cooperation, 
Ministry for Planning and Development, Mozambique  

 Carlos Nuno CASTEL BRANCO, Director, Institut d’Etudes Socio-économiques – 
IESE 
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Political Documents  

 Interministerial Committee for International Cooperation and Development, 
19 June 2006, Conclusions  

 Compte rendu de la COSP, 14 December 2006 

 Termes de référence pour la préparation du plan d’action pour le renforcement de 
l’efficacité de l’aide et la mise en œuvre des principles de la Déclaration de Paris 
Declaration, September 2005  

 Plan d’Action Français pour le renforcement de l’efficacité de l’aide et la mise en 
œuvre de la Déclaration de Paris, May 2006 

 TD de mise en œuvre du Plan d’Action Français, July 2007 

 European Union Code of Conduct on Complementarity and the Division of Labour 
in Development Policy, May 2007 

 Discours de Mme Girardin, MAEE website 

 Discours de Mr Bockel, Secrétaire d’Etat chargé de la Coopération et de la 
Francophonie, lors de la réunion des Ministres des finances des Etats membres de 
la zone franc, session portant sur le bilan des actions d'amélioration de l'aide, 
Paris 16 October 2007 

 Fiche SGAE d’instructions « Enjeux politiques de l’agenda de la DdP », réunion 
ministérielle du CAD / OCDE, April 2007 

 TD de compte rendu de la conférence société civile du CIDA et de la réunion du 
Groupe consultatif de l’OCDE, August 2007 

 Coordination SUD, Réformer l’aide pour améliorer son efficacité, policy paper for 
the 2nd high-level forum on aid harmonisation and alignment, February-March 
2005 

 

Strategic Documents  

 Fascicule de présentation des DCP 

 FPD Cambodia, Benin, Gabon, Djibouti, Ghana, Madagascar, Guinea, Burkina 
Faso, Mali, Vanuatu, Chad, Morocco, Cameroon, Senegal, Tunisia, Vietnam, South 
Africa, Burundi, Union of the Comoros, Niger, Kenya, Tanzania, Ethiopia, Cape 
Verde, Mozambique (2006-2010), Laos, Congo, Democratic Republic of Congo, 
Mauritius, Yemen, Namibia, Mauritania (2007-2011) [website of the French 
Ministry of Foreign and European Affairs) 

 Governance Strategy for French Development Assistance, December 2006 

 Democratic Governance: Action of the DgCID (2005-2006), DgCID 

 Stratégies sectorielles pluriannuelles, May 2005: Education, Eau et 
assainissement, Santé et lutte contre le sida, Agriculture et santé alimentaire, 
Développement des infrastructures en ASS, Protection de l’environnement et 
biodiversité, Développement du secteur privé  

 Repenser notre appui aux DSRP, strategy memo, working paper  

 Repenser notre appui aux DSRP, action plan, working paper 
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 Fragile states and situations of fragility: France’s policy paper 

 Projet d’orientation stratégique 2007-2011 de l’AFD 

 Note du conseil de surveillance de l’AFD, 18 January 2007 

 TD du compte rendu de la réunion du Groupe de travail sur l’efficacité de l’aide du 
DAC/OCDE, March 2007-12-04 

 Doctrine d’emploi des aides budgétaires globales dans les Etats Etrangers, Co-
secrétariat du CICID, February 2007 

 L’initiative Fast-Track, Document de travail, Bureau des politiques éducatives et 
d’insertion professionnelle, September 2007-12-04 

 French Cooperation and the Challenge of Education in Africa: An Urgent Need for 
New Dynamics (summary), Committee for Strategic Reflection on Education and 
Training, 2007  

 TD Réunion des ministres des finances de la Zone franc – Paris 2007 

 Note pour l’administrateur pour la France à la Banque Mondiale, DGTPE, 
10 November 2006 

 

Operational Documents  

 TD de référence d’instructions aux postes pour l’élaboration des DCP du 
18/10/05, 09/01/06, 08/02/06, 13/02/06, 15/06/06, 12/07/06, 20/09/06, 
25/09/06, 14/02/07  

 Termes de références de l’AT auprès du secrétariat EPT FTI, June 2004 

 Arrangement administratif de mise à disposition d’une expertise française – 
éducation de base au bureau BREDA de l’UNESCO à Dakar 

 Fiche de profil de poste – positionnement administratif auprès de la cellule 
technique DSRP à Dakar 

 Mémorandum d’accord entre le MAEE et le PNUD: mise à disposition d’une équipe 
d’experts au Centre de service régional du PNUD à Dakar 

 Projet de loi des finances pour 2007, document de politique transversale, 
Politique française en faveur du développement, October 2006 version 

 Guide méthodologique de mise en œuvre des aides sectorielles, Document de 
travail AFD, October 2005 

Monitoring-evaluation Documents 

 2006 Survey on Monitoring the Paris Declaration, OECD, Aid effectiveness, pre-
publication 2007 

 Information sur le dispositif d’evaluation à l’AFD, Conseil d’administration, 
October 2007 

 Evaluation Guide 2007, DGCID 

 Christelle JOSSELIN, Suivi des indicateurs d’efficacité de l’aide, Technical Memo, 
17 May 2006. 
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 L’efficacité de l’aide, la lettre du réseau, n°5, DPDEV/G/S, February 2007 

 L’efficacité de l’aide, Note du jeudi n°72, May 2007 
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 L’efficacité de l’aide, des notions générales à l’APD, Note du jeudi n°24-25, 
February-March 2007 

 Aide au développement, Perception et attentes des Français, IFOP pour AFD, 
September 2007 

Senegal Documents 

 Rapport provisoire sur la Performance de la Gestion des Finances Publiques, Eco, 
August 2007 

 CIF Senegal 2008-2010 

 Compte rendu, Réunion de la Task force des Partenaires au Développement sur le 
dispositif de concertation/coordination 

 Les mécanismes de coordination/concertation des partenaires au Développement 
au Senegal, Strategy and Policy Unit, UNPD 

 A. NDIAYE, Etude sur la comptabilisation de l’aide publique au développemnt, 
August 2007 

 Projet de Plan d’Action pour harmonisation et l’efficacité de l’aide au Senegal 
2007-2010, Draft consensuel produit par le groupe élargi Gouvernement – 
Bailleurs de fond, Ministère de l’Economie et des Finances du Senegal, July 2007 

Mozambique Documents 

 C.N. CASTEL-BRANCO, Mozambique Program Aid Partners Performance review 
2006, March 2007 

 CIF Mozambique 2008-2010 

 Agence Française de Développement Group Activity in Mozambique, AFD, May 
2007 

 Working document on sectors of concentration and participation of donors in 
working groups, Informal survey, November 2007 

 Working document on donors’ strategies in Mozambique at a glance, Informal 
survey, November 2007 

 Task force on working groups, Aid effectiveness in Mozambique, Achievements 
since September 2007 and recommendations 

 DFID Mozambique CAP 2008-2012, Draft for consultation 

Other 
 Mémorandum de la France sur ses politiques et programmes en matière de 

coopération pour le développement, MINEFI, May 2004 

 2007 Development Cooperation Report, DAC, OECD 
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APPENDIX 9 – Questionnaire Survey 

 
The survey was designed to measure the feedback from the embassies/bureaus of the 
volunteer countries, on the same topics, i.e., 

 The integration of PD principles into strategic and programming documents, and 
operational modalities at the local level 

 The effective implementation of Action Plan proposals by the French cooperation 
in the field 

 Ownership of PD and Action Plan principles by their departments  

 Any incentives or disincentives to the smooth implementation of the principles 

 
A draft questionnaire was designed based on the above topics. It was appended to the 
Start-up report and discussed at the Steering Committee of 26 October 2007.  
 
On this basis, an amended version of the questionnaire was sent to 29 posts, which had 
been identified by the Steering Committee, on 2 November 2007. The despatch was sent 
out at the same time as a DGCID diplomatic telegram to the ambassadors of the 29 
corresponding countries. The DT explained that the recipient posts were urged to 
complete the questionnaire during a joint SCAC/AFD agency work session.  
 
Follow-up email was sent on 21 November 2007. The deadline for answer collection was 
set for 23 November 2007. Some answers came in after the deadline; they were all 
processed.  
 
On 21 December 2007, 21 out of the 29 recipient posts had participated in the 
survey (i.e., a 72% participation rate). Three posts did not want to participate in the 
survey due to specific local features or characteristics special to French aid in the area 
(Democratic Republic of Congo, Côte d’Ivoire, and Sri Lanka). 
 
For some questions, SCAC and AFD agency answers were different. In this case, we 
considered that two different questionnaires had been completed. Thus, we tallied 30 
completed questionnaires, of which: 

 12 questionnaires with joint SCAC-AFD agency answers  

 9 questionnaires featuring an opinion peculiar to the SCAC in the country  

 9 questionnaires featuring an opinion peculiar to the AFD agency in the country 

 
For our analysis, the differentiation between posts (21 participants) and questionnaires 
(30 respondents) was processed as follows: 

 The questions on partner country characteristics (fragile state, rank of French 
PDA, extant PRSP, and so on) were analysed within the group of 21 participant 
posts 

 The questions asking for an opinion, viz., those likely to receive a different 
answer from SCAC and AFD, were processed within the group of the 30 
questionnaires. 
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The Table below lists the number of collected questionnaires collection on 21 December 
2007. 
 

RESPONDENT POSTS  21 

 of which joint SCAC & AFD answers 12 
 South Africa 1 
 Cambodia  1 
 Cameroon  1 
 Central African Republic 1 
 Ghana 1 
 Equatorial Guinea 1 
 Guinea-Bissau  1 
 Haiti 1 
 Kenya 1 
 Laos  1 
 Mauritania  1 
 Chad 1 

 of which different SCAC/AFD answer 9 
 Burkina Faso 1 
 Gabon 1 
 Guinea-Conakry  1 
 Madagascar  1 
 Morocco  1 
 Mozambique 1 
 Niger  1 
 Senegal  1 
 Togo  1 
   
NO ANSWERS 8 

 
of which warranted by the local 
situation  

3 

 Congo Brazzaville 1 
 Côte d’Ivoire 1 
 Sri Lanka 1 

 of which no communication 5 
 Benin  1 
 Mali 1 
 Uganda  1 
 Tunisia 1 
 Vietnam 1 
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The Table below (based on the information provided by respondents) lists several 
characteristics of the countries in the analysis and the position of France in these 
countries. 
 

Q1. Did 
France 
consider 
this country 
as a fragile 
state in 
2006 and 
2007? 

Q2. What is France’s donor 
rank in the country? 

Q12. Has the country 
produced a PRSP or a 
development strategy 
conducive to providing 
a reference framework 
for a FPD? 

RESPONDENT 
POSTS  

Yes No 

One of 
the 5 
main 
donors  

Between 
5th and 
10th 
rank  

A minor 
donor  

Yes 
Only 
sector 
strategies 

No 

South Africa         
Burkina Faso         
Cambodia         
Cameroon         
Central African 
Republic 

        

Gabon         
Ghana         
Equatorial 
Guinea 

        

Guinea-Bissau         
Guinea-
Conakry 

        

Haiti         
Kenya         
Laos         
Madagascar         
Morocco         
Mauritania         
Mozambique         
Niger         
Senegal         
Chad         
Togo         

6 15 17 3 1 18 3 0 
TOTAL: 21 

29% 71% 81% 14% 5% 86% 14% 
0
% 

 
A summary of survey findings is presented below. The analysis is illustrated by 
respondents’ comments, presented anonymously except for informative questions and 
questions that did not elicit a value judgment. The questions are the following: 

Q1. Did France consider the country as a fragile state in 2006 and 2007?  

Q2. What is France’s donor rank in the country? (major or minor donor) 

Q12. Has the country produced a PRSP or a development strategy conducive to 
providing a reference framework for a FPD? 

Q18. How many and what kind of programmes are co-funded by SCAC or AFD and 
managed by other donors?  
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Q19. Is your institution lead partner for programmes co-funded by other donors? 

Q27. Have some competencies been entrusted to SCAC or AFD over the past three 
years?  

Q30. Has your institution participated in studies co-funded with other donors?  
 
For the above questions, the transcribed comments were checked to make sure they did 
not contain any value judgment that might be blamed on their author. 
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Rank of French 
Aid 

Q1. Did France consider the 
country as a fragile state in 2006 
and 2007? 

TOTAL  
 
  of which => 

1 of the 
5 main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

    21 17 4 
TOTAL 21 100% 100% 100% 
a. Yes 6 29% 35% 0% 
b. No 15 71% 65% 100% 

 
Comments 

 Chad – “No, but MAEE has issued a special questionnaire for Chad because it is a fragile state.” 

 Mauritania – “As Mauritania is in a post-crisis, transitional period, it is in an intermediate situation and has many components of a 
fragile state.”  

 South Africa– “Beforehand, several South African PDA characteristics should be explained as this is critical to understanding the 
very small share of PDA in the country, the intervention methods of French aid, and consequently the limits of implementing the 
Paris Declaration, harmonisation and coordination actions: 

o PDA only accounts for about 1% of State budget  
o The South African government’s policy is not to borrow from DFI. AFD, which operates through loans in the South African 

Republic, intervenes directly in favour of municipalities, and uses banking intermediation through public and private banks 
o AFD, with disbursements ranging from 80 to 100 million euros (depending on the year), accounts for about 90% of 

France’s PDA.” 
 
 

Partner Country Q2. What is France’s rank in 
the country? 

TOTAL  
 
  of which => FRAGILE 

NON 
FRAGILE 

    21 6 15 
TOTAL 21 100% 100% 100% 
a. It is one of the 5 main donors 17 81% 100% 73% 
b. It holds 5th to 10th rank 3 14% 0% 20% 
c. It is a minor donor 1 5% 0% 7% 
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Q3. In 2006, what were your institution’s 5 main fields of intervention in the country? (% of your 
commitments in the country) 

 
See end of document 
 
Awareness Building/Training 
 

Respondents Partner Country Rank of French 
Aid 

Q4. How did you learn of the 
Paris Declaration and its five 
tenets?  

TOTAL  
 
  of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or more 

    66 21 26 19 20 46 60 6 
TOTAL 66 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
a. A systematic information 
campaign by your ministry/agency 23 35% 

48% 27% 32% 35% 35% 32% 67% 

=> If so, what form did the 
campaign take?     

              

b. Informal dissemination of 
information within your institution. 14 21% 

14% 23% 26% 20% 22% 23% 0% 

c. Contacts with other donors 
operating in the same country  16 24% 

24% 27% 21% 20% 26% 25% 17% 

d. Contacts with the administration 
of the partner country 5 8% 

0% 12% 11% 10% 7% 8% 0% 

e. Press 1 2% 0% 4% 0% 5% 0% 2% 0% 
f. Personal research (the Internet, 
etc.) 4 6% 

5% 8% 5% 5% 7% 7% 0% 

g. Other (specify) 
 ……………………………… 3 5% 

10% 0% 5% 5% 4% 3% 17% 

h. You have no knowledge of the 5 
pillars of the Paris Declaration 0 0% 

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

 
 



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PARIS DECLARATION BY FRANCE 

Page 100/157 

 see 

=> If so, what form did the campaign take?  

 14x AFD internal communication (memos, emails, internal publications, and so on) 

 14x MAE internal communication (diplomatic telegrams, emails, briefs) 

 10x Thematic meetings at headquarters and seminars (SCAC and AFD)  

 4x emails from Directorate for Strategy 

 2x Information during the training days for new staff leaving for foreign posts (financial governance workshop) held by the 
department before their departure  

 1x headquarters’ mission on multilateral aid  

 1x Résonance newsletter issued by DPDEV Bureau at MAE  

 1x thematic training courses organised by DPDEV (specifically the Bureau of Financial Governance, DPDEV/GFI) for cooperation 
task officers and technical assistants 

 
g. Other 

I) “Seminar (Ouagadougou, December 2006).” 

II) “In 2006, the government […] conducted an individual survey of each of the main partners, as part of the implementation of 
the Paris Declaration. A synthesis report was drawn up but was not circulated. The process has been re-launched for the 
implementation of the [local PRSP]. Although bodies exist for sector consultation (education, rural development, budget 
support, etc.), there is no central consultation body between the government […] and its partners.” 

III) “At the SCAC, the information was not well circulated, or was not the appropriate information.” 

IV) “The adoption of the Paris Declaration did not give rise to “systematic communication” from the Agency. Staff information was 
done informally (informal meeting at the agency, supplemental personal research, and so on) even if the CEFEB included the 
topic in a training course for [local] managers, which certain agency members attended.” 

V) “A CEFEB training course was held on the Paris Declaration (principles and implementation) from 11 to 15 June 2007. 
Meetings were held for Agency Directors during the RESEAU (network) days.” 

VI) “There are many answers to this question and they vary depending on interviewee. Official information from the Department 
prevails but informal discussions between colleagues and with donors in the [country], and personal research often complete 
the information.” 

 
 
 



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PARIS DECLARATION BY FRANCE 

Page 101/157 

 see 

 
Respondents Partner Country Rank of French 

Aid 
Q5. The French Action Plan 
for strengthening aid 
effectiveness and the 
implementation of the Paris 
Declaration is the strategic 
framework for France’s 
implementation of the 5 PD 
tenets. How were you 
apprised of the Action Plan?  

TOTAL  
 
  of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or more 

    39 13 13 13 11 28 35 4 
TOTAL 39 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
a. Systematic training course 
organised by my institution  8 21% 

23% 15% 23% 36% 14% 20% 25% 

b. Read the French Action Plan 
for aid effectiveness on own 
initiative 10 26% 

23% 31% 23% 36% 21% 29% 0% 

c. Informal contacts between 
colleagues 5 13% 

8% 15% 15% 0% 18% 14% 0% 

d. Press 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
e. Other …………………………. 13 33% 46% 31% 23% 27% 36% 29% 75% 
f. You have not read the Action 
Plan  3 8% 

0% 8% 15% 0% 11% 9% 0% 

 
e. Other 

 4x Diplomatic Telegram  

 3x Information provided by AFD headquarters to AFD network agencies  

 1x Seminar on governance in September 2007 organised by MAE 

 2x AFD executive summaries 

 2x through this evaluation  

 1x Thematic meetings  

 1x During the day organised during RESEAU 

 1x Documents circulated during the start of year meeting of the technical assistants and international experts, organised jointly 
by SCAC and AFD. 
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Comments: 

I) “Hard to understand the practical methodology that has to be implemented in the field because the definitions seem to have 
been designed by “high-level” experts.” 

II) “The action plan was disseminated to all the agencies. However, the components for monitoring components are dispersed.”  

III) “The agency clearly did not have the document (staff renewal precludes determining the reasons why). This evaluation was 
an opportunity to complete our files.”  

IV) “The Central Administration did not disseminate the information to the SCAC. Thanks to this questionnaire, we were able to 
learn about the Action Plan.”  

V) “The level of information is uneven.” 

VI) “SCAC staff have a lower level of knowledge of the Action Plan than of the Paris Declaration as several staff members did not 
know of the Action Plan.” 

 
 

Respondents Partner Country Rank of French 
Aid 

Q6. Do you think you have a 
clear idea of the implications 
of Action Plan 
implementation in your field 
of responsibility?  

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or more 

    40 16 13 11 11 29 35 5 
TOTAL 40 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
a. We clearly see what this 
implies for us. 16 40% 

56% 23% 36% 64% 31% 40% 40% 

b. We are “playing it by ear” 
based on our interpretation of 
the Action Plan. 9 23% 

19% 23% 27% 18% 24% 20% 40% 

c. We are waiting for further, 
detailed instructions 7 18% 

6% 31% 18% 9% 21% 20% 0% 

d. There have been no practical 
implications at our level so far 8 20% 

19% 23% 18% 9% 24% 20% 20% 

 
Comments: 

I) “On the one hand, there are regular exchanges between donors at the European level and on a broader level (monthly 
meetings at the European level or quarterly meetings of all donors) and, on the other, vast experience acquired in the field. 
The subject is also systematically addressed at meetings of agency directors.” 
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II) “A clear understanding of the action plan is not enough. We have the feeling that the implementation of the Paris Declaration 
is an intellectual process and we are having trouble shedding this outlook and going on to practical implications. What 
possible implications could the Action Plan for aid effectiveness have when only a very small envelope of intervention aid is 
available to us and where a large share of the envelope is allocated to non-controllable, irreducible expenditures 
(scholarships, endowment for cultural establishments)? Conclusion: the Action Plan can be perfectly well understood but this 
does not mean it will actually become fact.”  

III) “We can clearly see what this implies for us. However, all the conditions have not been met for actual implementation of the 
principles.” 

IV) “In the area of harmonisation, local initiatives have more impact on our practice than the Action Plan itself.”  

V) “For the situation here, our answer is somewhere between a and b, depending on the relevant aspects in the Action Plan.” 

VI) “After its approval, no structure or monitoring committee for Action Plan implementation was set up. As a result, support from 
headquarters to decentralised structures is weak. Each staff member has to “play it by ear”, so to speak, with instruments 
and procedures that have not been reviewed or adjusted to the new situation.” 

VII) “Paris Declaration targets, which were further detailed in the French Action Plan for aid effectiveness, are clear. However, the 
actions that should be rolled out to meet the targets are an issue. Actually, the institutions have different appreciations of the 
criteria making it possible to meet the prerequisites for implementing the principles. Because of this subjective approach, 
objective procedures have to be set up.”  

VIII) “At the AFD, although some principles of the Action Plan had already been implemented before the latter was designed (“use 
of national procedures and systems of partner countries”, integrate results as basis for dialogue”), the view of the Action Plan 
is still quite conceptual/symbolic and devoid of any practical reality. The day-to-day practical implications are also hard to 
perceive.”  

IX) “There are no clear instructions on implementation in the country but the outlook of the approach is clear.” 
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Respondents Partner Country Rank of 

French Aid 
Q7. Who transmitted the 
implications of Action Plan 
implementation on your work 
to you?  

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of 
the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

    32 12 10 10 9 23 27 5 
TOTAL 32 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Not Applicable 6 19% 17% 20% 20% 11% 22% 22% 0% 
a. A systematic training course 
provided by your institution 4 13% 

17% 0% 20% 22% 9% 11% 20% 

b. Procedure changes transmitted 
from the top down without any 
explanation  0 0% 

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

c. A gradual change in the 
instructions transmitted by your 
supervisors  15 47% 

50% 40% 50% 44% 48% 41% 80% 

d. Other ………………… 7 22% 17% 40% 10% 22% 22% 26% 0% 
 
d. Other 

 5x Information provided by MAEE and AFD 

 2x Diplomatic Telegram 

 1x at the day organised during RESEAU 

 1x “The term training is improper, it’s rather information and, to a certain extent, instructions.”  
 
Comments: 

 3x no information on French Action Plan for aid effectiveness has been transmitted to SCAC [in the country] 

 1x waiting for detailed instructions 
 



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PARIS DECLARATION BY FRANCE 

Page 105/157 

 see 

 
Respondents Partner Country Rank of French 

Aid 
Q8. Have the French 
stakeholders operating in the 
country (technical assistants, 
NGOs, etc.) been alerted to 
the Paris Declaration?  

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or more 

    30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
a. Systematically and with your 
input  7 23% 

17% 44% 11% 33% 19% 28% 0% 

b. Unevenly by their respective 
institutions  11 37% 

25% 33% 56% 44% 33% 40% 20% 

c. Not at all 3 10% 25% 0% 0% 22% 5% 12% 0% 
d. You have no information on 
the subject 9 30% 

33% 22% 33% 0% 43% 20% 80% 

 
Comments: 

I) “AFD has raised the awareness of the technical assistants under its responsibility; informing the other institutions is the 
embassy’s responsibility (French focus for harmonisation).” 

II) One SCAC: “Most NGOs (including French NGOs) in the country do not know much about the Paris Declaration; and have not 
been informed of the issues, specifically due to the lack of human resources. Nevertheless, some managers are familiar with 
the major principles of the Paris Declaration.” 

III) “To my knowledge, SCAC has not provided technical assistants (ten in all) with any precise instruments. Some technical 
assistants learned about the Paris Declaration, on their own.”  

IV) “French stakeholders’ knowledge of the Paris Declaration is uneven. The Technical Assistants are well informed and personally 
circulate the information at the regular meetings organised by the SCAC Head. NGOs are less familiar with the principles and 
implications of the Paris Declaration, they often need further explanation.”  
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Respondents Partner Country Rank of French 

Aid 
Q9. Are you familiar with the 
European Code of Conduct 
(division of labour between EU 
Member Countries)? 

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or more 

    30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
No answer 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
a. Yes 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
b. No 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

 
 
Q10. What impact has the European Code of Conduct had on your institution’s mode of intervention? 

 
Comments: 

 7x Set-up is too recent 

I) “It is being set up (joint letter of the TFP).” 

II) “Very little impact so far because it is too recent. However, it involves searching for greater transparency and improved 
information dissemination.” 

III) “So far, none.”  

IV) “No immediate impact.” 

V) “The Code of Conduct is too recent to have had an impact on our way of doing things. However, some of its 
recommendations, which are sometimes in line with the Paris Declaration, are already being followed (and for some, even 
before the PD was adopted). European development partners in Senegal are currently discussing the effective 
implementation of the Code of Conduct in the field.”  

VI) “No impact so far since these are medium to long-term issues. AFD is involved in the discussions on the division of labour.”  

VII) “Discussions with our European partners (Commission and Member States) have started but for the time being there have 
been not any practical outcomes. The Commission has recruited a “harmonisation” consultant.”  

 3x Partnership agreements  

VIII) “In June 2007 silent partnership agreements were signed between AFD and the Delegation of the European Commission 
(DEC°; according to their terms the AFD represents the Commissions in the “energy” and “agriculture” sector groups while 
the Commission represents AFD in the “transport” and “environment” groups.”  

IX) “The Code of Conduct has been seamlessly integrated into AFD interventions, which has targeted three concentration 
sectors [in the country]: education, health, and water/sanitation. Responsibilities have been shared between different 
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European countries and the agency is now lead partner in the education sector. The agency is fully involved in 
implementation.”  

X) “The Code of Conduct is properly implemented in [the country], complementarity and division of labour between donors 
works smoothly. A lead partner is in charge of each sector. The concentration sectors of the French cooperation are 
complementary with the sectors defined at the 10th EDF (European Development Fund). Complementarity of the 
interventions in organisational terms is a new idea. The European Union could provide more comprehensive information, 
by circulating a roadmap for instance. Although the organisation is changing, no alteration of the instruments has been 
observed.”  

 3x No impact due to local situation  

XI) “No impact because of weak coordination between donors. Few United Nations agencies in the country. IMF and WB 
cooperation is not continuous and malfunctions occur regularly.” 

XII) “Only France, Germany, and the Delegation of the European Commission have an embassy in the country. So far, there 
has been no impact beyond what already exists (information exchange, active consultation for the design of French FPD, 
the Country Strategy Paper, and the European Commission’s National Indicative Programme for the 10th EDF).”  

XIII) “There has been no impact for AFD at this point. Admittedly, the Code of Conduct is partly redundant with broader 
arrangements (donors belonging to the harmonisation, alignment, coordination group). However, with the upcoming 
French revolving Presidency of the European Union, the SCAC is focussing on the Code of Conduct. Actually, a small 
working party with managers from the German, Finnish, Italian and French cooperation organisations and a Commission 
Cooperation Advisor is in charge of drafting recommendations to harmonise Code of Conduct components with donor 
group components (which includes non-EU member countries).” 

 2x Monthly meetings held by the Delegation of the European Commission  

XIV) “The Delegation of the European Commission (DEC) holds monthly meetings on the Code; during the meeting numerous 
joint initiatives are launched.”   

XV) “Consultation meetings between cooperation advisers of EU Member States and the DEC [in the country] often have an 
item on this subject, on the agenda. A common line of action has been outlined but its implementation has been difficult 
and, at this point, there has been no concrete impact on our work in terms of procedures.” 

 1x Taken into account for the drafting of the EU CSP (Country Strategy Paper 2007-2013) and in discussions on the paper 
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Respondents Partner Country Rank of French 

Aid 
Q11. Do you view the Code of 
Conduct and the Paris Declaration 
as two commitments that are: 

TOTAL  
 
  of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or more 

    30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
No answer 3 10% 8% 11% 11% 0% 14% 12% 0% 
a. Complementary? 23 77% 75% 78% 78% 100% 67% 76% 80% 
b. Redundant? 4 13% 17% 11% 11% 0% 19% 12% 20% 
c. Partially contradictory?  0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

 
a.  Complementary: Comments 

I)  “The ECC is a transposition of the PD that details it.” 
 
b.  Redundant: Comments 

II) “The Code of Conduct seems to be more redundant than complementary (with the Paris Declaration, but especially with local 
arrangements). However, admittedly some aspects of the Code (greater selectivity, focus on orphan sectors, addressing the 
issue of what a comparative advantage is) are in fact complementary.” 

 
 
Intervention Design/Negotiation  
 

Partner Country Rank of French 
Aid 

Q12. Has the country produced a 
PRSP or a development strategy 
conducive to providing a reference 
framework for a FPD? 

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or more 

   21 6 15 17 4 
TOTAL 21 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
a. Yes 18 86% 83% 87% 82% 100% 
b. Only sector strategies 3 14% 17% 13% 18% 0% 
=> Which sectors?             
c. No 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
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=> Which Sectors?  

 CHAD - Education, health, water and sanitation, food security, economic & financial governance, justice, decentralisation - “The 
PRCS 2 (Poverty Reduction Country Strategy), which is being finalised, is likely to provide the reference framework (PRCS 1 failed 
miserably).” 

 TOGO - Education, health (adopted), agriculture (review underway), the environment (adopted), and infrastructure/energy 
(modification pending) - “The Togolese administration prepared an interim PRSP, but the government hasn’t adopted it yet.” 

 NIGER – “We have noted that in education, health and the rural sectors, sector policies have been designed that clear the way for 
partner alignment.”  

 MOROCCO (SCAC) – “This refers to the strategy of the national initiative for human development (INDH, initiative nationale de 
développement humain), sponsored by the King.” 

 NIGER (SCAC) – “The Niger Country Development Strategy, the Poverty Reduction Strategy (PRS) was finalised in January 2002. 
The review process of the paper led to the development of the Strategy for the Accelerated Development of Poverty Reduction 
(SDARP, Stratégie de Développement Accéléré de Réduction de la Pauvreté) in 2007.” 

 
Comments: 

I) “The Poverty Reduction Framework Strategy paper is of very poor quality; sector strategies are missing; the general MTEF and 
sector MTEF, and the Priority Action Plans are ongoing - but uncompleted - attempts to give the PRFS an operational content.” 

 
 

Partner Country Rank of French 
Aid 

Q13. Has your institution 
assisted the country with this 
approach?  

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 
5 main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

    21 6 15 17 4 
TOTAL 21 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
a. No 7 33% 0% 47% 24% 75% 
b. Yes 14 67% 100% 53% 76% 25% 

 
=> How?  

 6x Participation in meetings or workshops preparing/validating different documents 

 6x Systematic participation in coordination and harmonisation bodies  

 5x Technical assistance and expertise 

 1x Signature of joint TFP-Country protocol (General Budget Support, basic education, water, and so on) 
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 1x Acceptance of lead partner missions (GBS, education, eau, private sector), and so on 

 1x Financial support 

I) “The French organisations (SCAC/AFD) were involved in drafting the PRSP in 2002 and its modification in 2007. Before 
achieving this, the SCAC, AFD, and different partners commented, amended, and modified the six draft versions of the 
Strategy paper. French involvement also included participation in consultation meetings and related meetings.” 

II) “The AFD did not “assist” the government, it merely attended two or three consultation sessions on the sectors concerning the 
AFD. During the meetings, AFD made observations that were more or less taken into account. Donors, including AFD, 
participate in “presidential dialogues” on each of the major commitments of the [national strategy plan] with representatives 
of all the parties involved.”  

 
 
 
Q14. To what extent has the FPD been integrated into the country development strategy framework? 

 
Comments: 

I) “The FPD was negotiated with the Ministry of Finance and MAE [of the country].” 

II) “The FPD is being put together, based on the PRSF, MDG, Paris and Rome Declarations, and French CICID priorities. The 
priority programmes that are part of the 2006-2010 FPD are directly integrated transversally into the PRSF.” 

III) “Contract document with the government [of the country] is part of the country development strategy by definition.” 

IV) “The FPD (finalisation underway) broadly captures the country development strategy in its main orientations.” 

V) “The PRSP is vast enough to incorporate the FPD. However, our cultural interventions are not part of PRSP priorities.”  

VI) “Country strategy is extensive enough to incorporate all sectors. The FPD properly meets the country’s growth challenges 
(infrastructure upgrade) and environmental challenges.”  

VII) “The FPD has 4 priority tenets that are in line with the priority areas that the country has chosen for its fight against poverty.” 

VIII) “The FPD is being prepared; it should be signed in early 2008. The PRSP was used as the reference instrument for drafting the 
FPD project.” 

IX) “The FPD was produced at the same time as the [poverty reduction country strategy]. Through AFD and SCAC commitment, 
the FPD intersects with its main lines of action. However, the FPD is above all a very French document, drafted by the French 
party and then validated by the [local] party.” 
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X) “Although [the PRSP 1] never served as a reference framework for the authorities or the donors, the 2006-2010 FPD is 
compatible with the selected priorities and strategies.” 

 
 
Q15. How has the share of the aid that your institution allocates to country capacity building in the areas 
of economic and sector policies changed?  

 
Comments: 

 Greater share x21 

I) “The share of aid allocated to capacity building has increased due to the growing share of funding allocated to General and 
Sector Budget Support. The funding of Technical Assistance attached to different local structures, specifically in health and 
education, also increased after the 2004 CICID reform. [The country’s] ownership of all the projects also guarantees 
capacity building.” 

II) “For AFD, this changed by rolling out business capacity building programmes, by incorporating stakeholder capacity 
building into the new sector commitments, and by gradually deploying residential technical expertise in support of project 
ownership.” 

III) “For SCAC, aid has always targeted capacity building. Since the transfer of operational cooperation to AFD, this share of 
capacity building has increased.” 

IV) “The share of aid for capacity building in governance will be greater for the future PSF project on the “reform of public 
finances” since the project, which is based on two components, has opted for capacity building via crosscutting training 
programmes.”  

V) “Building partner’s technical and institutional capacities has been a major focus of interventions for a long time. Its share 
increased from 2006 to 2007; it will rise substantially after the FPD is signed.”  

VI) “Traditionally, the SCAC were very active in institutional support, specifically via technical assistance. This continues in the 
areas of MAE competence. In the sectors entrusted to AFD, a build-up should occur with the shift to sector programme 
funding and the focus on systematically supporting policies in these sector programmes. Notably, there are many public 
capacity building programmes backed by almost all the donors, with the multilateral donors in the lead; programmes 
whose effectiveness is hard to see. This probably depends more on the weakness of the [country’s] administration rather 
than on the form of the programmes. For instance, in the rural development-environment sectors, a global donors trust 
fund was set up with contributions from the EC, WB, USAID and France, for strengthening partner’s ownership and 
building partner’s sector management capacities.” 

VII) “Some disruptions after the transfers (TA, PSF) due to the CICID reform: build-up should occur with the definition of 
support to sector programmes, specifically in the transferred sectors.”  
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VIII) “Increased commitment in favour of technical assistance integrated into sector policies (health, the environment).” 

IX) “SCAC: Most of the harnessed resources are part of this effort: PSF projects are mainly focussed on capacity building. This 
is the main function of technical assistance (25% of payment appropriations in 2007) and scholarship-mission-invitation 
programmes (also 25%).” 

 Constant share x6 

X) “The financial volume has not changed much considering the nature of AFD operations in [the country]. However, our 
funding almost systematically incorporates an institutional capacity building component and a definition of sector policies. 
Recently, AFD has set up technical assistance dedicated to country capacity building.” 

 Reduced share x3 

XI) “Although the SCAC is still in charge of managing the technical assistants appointed as government advisers in MDG 
sectors (transferred to AFD), there have been fewer TA over the past years. In the area of governance, the SCAC 
intervenes in favour of rule of law and financial governance via the PSF and technical assistance.”  

XII) “A large share of our appropriations is dedicated to capacity building through our policy for scholarships, expert 
missions, and invitations bringing together Gabonese civil servants with their French counterparts. However, the steady 
decline of our appropriations affects the yearly amounts dedicated to capacity building, although their proportion is the 
same in our overall budget.”  

XIII) “SCAC funding to support the Ministries’ sector strategies tends to decline from one year to the next with decreasing 
appropriations. Funding now focuses on the Ministry of the Interior with support to decentralisation, the Ministry of Health 
with the set-up of a health insurance system, and the Ministry of Social Development with building its capacities to fight 
poverty.”  

 
Q16. How has the implementation of the Action Plan changed… 
a. The relation with partner for FPD preparation?  

 
Comments: 

 5x No measurable effects  

I) “The situation is uneven depending on the sector.”  

II) “Conceptual/symbolic outlooks without any real grasp on reality.” 

III) “The Action Plan was too recent when the FPD was designed.”  

IV) “Did not produce the expected effects immediately due to the country situation (great fragility and disorganisation of country 
administrations, very few development partners renewing their commitments).”  
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V) “The SCAC wonders what is the link between this Action Plan (AP), its principles and the reality of its action methods and 
resources. For instance, the recommendation “use national procedures and systems of partner countries” (principle 3 of the 
AP) counters to the Department’s determination, albeit not always clearly stated, to shift from the “traditional” method of PSF 
implementation (which gives priority to SCAC implementation) to “State” implementation. Similarly, AP principle 10 on 
strengthening the local cooperation arrangement seems perfectly appropriate, but one can rightly wonder how it will be 
implemented in all the concentration countries, or at least in the SCAC. Furthermore, the Action Plan is not always very 
operational. However, it should be said that some recommendations are implemented without referring to the Plan, since they 
predate Plan development (see, for instance, the granting of scholarships according to national priorities, principle 2). In fine, 
the Plan, for those who know about it, raises more questions than answers.” 

 
 
Q16. How has the implementation of the Action Plan changed… 
b. Other donors’ involvement in FPD design to facilitate coordination? 

 
Comments: 

 6x The other donors were not involved in the design of the FPD. 

 6x Strengthening of consultation with other donors 

I) “Involvement focussed on monitoring but there have been discussions during the monthly EU meetings.”  

II) “Many more joint supervision and identification missions”  

III) “The most involved donor by far in discussions about the FPD was the Delegation of the European Union. I think it would have 
happened anyway, with or without the Action Plan.” 

IV) “Certainly, a little more consultation with the other TFPs but it hasn’t fundamentally changed practices that already gave priority 
to opening up consultations somewhat. Also, the authorities [of the country] still have to play their role fully in this area.” 

V) “Some progress can be reported but overall resistance is strong, especially on the part of the World Bank. The United Nations 
agencies, which have set up an internal coordination system, are also committed to a process of reflecting on changing tools and 
practices to move closer the principles of the Declaration of Paris. Technical seminars have been organised for this purpose. 
Representatives of bilateral cooperation efforts, and France in particular, attended the seminars.” 
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Respondents Partner Country Rank of 

French Aid 
Q17. Has the predictability of 
aid disbursements from your 
organisation risen recently? If 
so, in what way? 

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of 
the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

    30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Yes 22 73% 75% 44% 100% 89% 67% 76% 60% 
No 8 27% 25% 56% 0% 11% 33% 24% 40% 

 
Comments: 

I) “For AFD that mainly works with private partners (or partners with private sector behaviours), disbursements are linked to 
factors other than administrative programming: they depend on the existence of an actual demand from [local] partners, and 
the maturity of the operations.” 

II) “Yes, through the gradual increase of the share of funding allocated to General and Sector Budget Support, and through the 
projected evaluation at year 0-1 of the planned disbursements for year 0, for AFD.”  

III) “Yes, in connection with the national institution in charge of aid coordination. Precise definition of disbursement whereas before 
some donors listed commitments.”  

IV) “The Delegation of the European Commission collected disbursement predictions for year 0+1 from all the donors and 
transmitted them to the government. The AFD directly communicated its year 0+1 disbursement predictions to the 
government. The Minister of Finance has just asked donors for disbursement predictions over the next three years.” 

V) “In terms of communicating with the government about disbursement predictions, a joint synthesis exercise of each donor’s 
predictions in each sector for year 0+1 was conducted during the latest DAC survey. As part of MTEF, the Ministry of Finance 
has also asked us for our predictions over the next three years; SCAC is unable to provide the predictions as it is subject to 
annual budget renewals.” 

VI) “From an internal standpoint on MAEE operations, the rollout of the FPD and orientations for PD implementation have not 
changed the DGCID operating mode at all – either in terms of setting the country-envelope, or (steadily declining) intervention 
appropriations, commitment authorisations, PSF payment appropriations, or of defining the employment ceiling for technical 
assistants or SCAC staff.” 

VII) “France participates in the Multidonor Budget Support arrangement through a DRDC and an AFD concessional loan. As part of 
this (and in compliance with Paris Declaration principles), Budget Support donors have changed the modalities for budget 
support implementation to ensure seamless predictability of disbursements. The amount of year 0+1 disbursements is 
announced at the end of year 0 before the year 0+1 budget is finalised, based on the evaluation of past performance. Like the 
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other donors, France supplies medium term disbursement predictions that are presented to the government during the yearly 
Advisory Group.” 

VIII) One SCAC: “for AFD, predictability seems better.” 

IX) “In terms of goals, yes (FPD), but in terms of reality, very little (the MAE is apparently not bound by FPD predictions).” 

X) “Signing the FPD should increase aid predictability.” 

XI) “Predictability is still yearly (except in the case where the FPD is signed, a move that will ensure improved aid predictability).” 

XII) “The FPD provides a funding bracket over five years. Aside from that, nothing really new.”  

XIII) “The FPD tool (signed in June 2006) and its annual reviews (first review in June 2007) made it possible to increase our aid 
predictability (commitments and disbursements), since the document Appendix lists the disbursement predictions for each 
sector over 5 years.”  

XIV) “The FPD Appendix with the figures is the most innovative instrument in this area, especially with the related implementation 
monitoring. The resolve to be “predictable” and the focus on not making commitments beforehand outside of decision-making 
procedures, are sometimes hard to reconcile.”  

XV) “The AFD does not work with budgets that have to be earmarked and disbursed within the year, but on the basis of multiyear 
commitments that are disbursed as the programmes unfold over several years. It is highly probable that for the duration of the 
FPD, commitment predictions will be met overall, including per sector. It is also quite easy to predict a level of general annual 
disbursement because statistically disbursements only account for about 20% of outstandings, yearly.  

On the other hand, it is practically impossible to provide yearly commitment predictions per sector with any certainty. For 
instance, as the urban project that was to be financed in 2007 was not ready, a Ministry of Agriculture project was financed in 
its stead and the urban project was earmarked for 2008. In no way does this penalise the urban project: as its construction 
was not finalised, no disbursement could be made.  

Similarly, annual disbursements per sector are hard to predict in a single country because there are too few tenders and 
postponing the implementation of a single project substantially alters performance deadlines, hence disbursements. For 
instance, AFD granted funding for a project in late 2004. The [local] project engineer has only just (November 2007) signed the 
main contract with the firm, with works scheduled to begin in early 2008. The Agency had planned for disbursements in 2006, 
then in 2007, and finally the first disbursements will only occur in 2008. This being said, the recipient was in no way penalised, 
on the contrary. The credit line was set up and he will be able to use it as and when he so needs - that’s the most important 
thing.”  

XVI) “AFD disbursement predictions are sent to the [local] party once a year. A quarterly report of actual disbursements is sent to 
the Ministry of the Economy and Finance.”  

XVII) “The set-up of a DRDC has substantially contributed to increasing our aid predictability.” 

XVIII) “No visible improvement; on the contrary, financial uncertainties have been strengthened. As of 16 November 2007, the SCAC 
still does not know how much its intervention budget for 2008 will be, how many TA will be available, how many staff will be on 
its new team, and what their qualifications are.”  
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XIX) “For AFD, aid predictability is strengthened by the inclusion of its interventions as revenue into the Budget Act of the Partner 
Country.” 

XX) “Every year the post provides the Ministry of the Economy and of Planning (in charge of supervising and coordinating PDA [in 
the country]) with a consolidated table of actual disbursements (all resources taken together) of the year 0-1 and updated 
predictions for years 0+1 and 0+2.” 

XXI) “For several years, AFD has included the amounts of the planned tenders in the selected sectors, in its multiyear CIF (country 
intervention frameworks). The programming has improved the visibility of our different commitments.” 

 
 

Respondents Partner Country Rank of 
French Aid 

Q18. Does your institution co-
fund programmes managed by 
other donors (silent 
partnerships) (how many and 
what type of programmes?)? 

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of 
the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

   30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Yes 15 50% 50% 44% 56% 67% 43% 44% 80% 
No 15 50% 50% 56% 44% 33% 57% 56% 20% 

 
“Yes”: Comments 

 BURKINA FASO (AFD) - 5 ongoing programmes: 
o Participation in joint General Budget Support Programme as part of the General Budget Support Framework (GBSF) 
o France uses Sector Budget Support to finance the Ten-Year Basic Education Development Plan (PDDEB); currently the 

embassy of the Netherlands has taken on the responsibility of TFP lead partner  
o As part of its “Fight Against Aids” plan, France also funds the sanitary Development Support Programme (PADS); the 

embassy of the Netherlands has taken on the responsibility of TFP lead partner. 
o Funding or co-funding of water-sanitation sector programmes as part of a programme approach (TFP protocol signed with 

the State, TFP lead partner, and so on) - Idem for electricity (electric interconnection with Côte d’Ivoire, although at a less 
advanced stage (no firm protocol).” 

 CAMBODIA: AFD = Yes, but non-silent partnership - SCAC= No – Remark: concerning co-managed cooperation programmes as 
World Fund programmes; the embassy co-funds and co-manages. 

 CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBLIC - 2 projects implemented by the UNDP: set up of local courts and development actions for 
strengthening security in the field. 
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 GHANA – To date, signature of silent partnerships without co-funding, only for purposes of representation - The AFD represents 
the European Commission during discussions on the “energy” and “agriculture” sectors. The European Commission represents 
AFD during discussions on “transport” and “the environment” sectors 

 GUINEA CONAKRY (AFD) – A 2006 programme: Education for All (with the WB, DEG, SNU, USAID, and DEC). 

 KENYA – A programme for the road sector is funded by AFD in silent partnership with KfW. In late 2006, nearly 1 million euros 
were allocated to WFP for flood relief in northern Kenya and to feed the Somali refugee camps.  

 LAOS – The programmes listed below are not “managed” by donors but by the relevant Lao ministries.  

Discussions underway: 
o UNDP bi/multilateral programme on governance  (UNDP, Finland, the prospect of other donors): collaboration through 

technical assistance being negotiated  
o Rural development programme for mountain areas (AFD, WB, WFP, EC): AFD co-funding and coordination.  

Ongoing: 
o Capacity building programme for public financial management (Public expenditure strengthening program, PEMSP) 

managed by the World Bank (EC and other donor funding upcoming): collaboration through information exchange and 
consultations via the PSF “support to capacity and expertise building of the Ministry of Finance”  

o Nam Ngum basin development programme: ADB loan and AFD co-funding 
o Decentralised irrigation development and management project: ADB loan and AFD co-funding. 
o Vientiane infrastructure and urban service project: ADB loan and AFD co-funding 

 MOROCCO (AFD) - Yes (water-sanitation, energy) 

 MOZAMBIQUE (AFD) – Several co-funding projects: GBS (G19), SBS health (14 donors), Quirimbas Park (WWF), Limpopo Park 
(KfW, GTZ, World Bank, and Peace Parks Foundation), AEP Maputo (EIB, EU Water Facility, NL; EIB lead partner of donors, no 
silent partnership) 

 MOZAMBIQUE (SCAC) – Peer evaluation as part of NEPAD (New Partnership for Africa’s Development; UNDP managed common 
fund), food and emergency relief (WFP and Mozambican Red Cross managed common fund) 

 NIGER (SCAC) - The SCAC participates in: 
o National organisation for food crisis prevention and management as part of the Common Donor Fund and Food Security 

Fund  
o WFP managed school-feeding programme  
o Child malnutrition coverage program managed by UNICEF  

The FSD (social development fund) co-funds the project for the reintegration of former rebels, in partnership with the United 
States, Libya, and the Niger government. The FSD also helps co-fund ESAMIS, a Public-Private Partnership for the water and 
sanitation project, with AFD. " 
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 CHAD – Technical assistants made available to the WHO (epidemiology expert) and to the FAO (food security expert). Co-
funding: food security and avian influenza programmes implemented by the FAO, the Water and Sanitation Master Plan 
implemented by the UNDP, the local development programme implemented by the World Bank, and the pastoral hydraulic 
programme in eastern Chad implemented by KFW. 

 TOGO (SCAC) – At the Ministry of Justice, in collaboration with the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the 
European Union and the Organisation internationale de la Francophonie (OIF), the SCAC – under cover of the Steering Committee 
- supports the National Programme for the Modernisation of the Togolese Justice System, to which it has contributed 2 million 
euros. It is the lead partner for two sections of the programme.  

 NIGER (AFD) - THE AFD does not have any silent partnerships in Niger. However, the Agency is in line with the principles of the 
Code of Conduct on the division of labour in terms of delegated cooperation. The Agency has received a management mandate 
from the DFID in the education sector (PADEN competition), the only recorded case of delegation in Niger. 

 
“No”: Comments 

 MADAGASCAR – Joint but distinct funding for programmes but no co-funding.  

 
 

Respondents Partner Country Rank of 
French Aid 

Q19. Does your institution 
manage programmes that are 
co-funded by other donors? 

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of 
the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

    30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
No answer 1 3% 8% 0% 0% 11% 0% 4% 0% 
Yes 11 37% 42% 33% 33% 33% 38% 36% 40% 
No 18 60% 50% 67% 67% 56% 62% 60% 60% 

 
“Yes”: Comments 

 BURKINA FASO (AFD) - France is currently TFP lead partner for the Budget Support General Framework (BSGF; until 31 
December 2007) and lead partner (AFD) for the water sector since July 2007. It was lead partner (AFD) of the basic education 
sector from mid 2005 to mid 2007. 

 CAMBODIA - SCAC= Yes, for the “Legal and Judicial Reform” - AFD= Yes, co-leader with the ADB for “agriculture and irrigation”. 

 GABON (SCAC) - France handled the facilitation of the Partnership for the Congo Basin Forests, which was recently transmitted to 
Germany, where numerous co-funding efforts are deployed. 
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 MAURITANIA – Following the Paris Declaration, the European partners, the EC, and the European technical cooperation 
organisations in Mauritania (German, Spanish, and French cooperation organisations) decided to add their support to the 
decentralisation reform. The common approach is materialised by the “European Programme to Strengthen Local Authorities and 
their Services” (PERICLES) and led to the signature of a consultation framework between Europeans.  

A national multi-donor programme in education, technical and professional training has been rolled out. 

 MOROCCO (AFD) - Yes (water-sanitation, energy) 

 NIGER (AFD) - Health: co-funding of the common fund with the World Bank for the programme managed by the Ministry of Public 
Health (MSP) - Education: Co-funding of the “Basic Education in Niger” Project with Aide et Action (a NGO) and co-funding of 
common fund for basic education (WB, Belgium, Denmark, DFID) – “Water” sector project: co-funding (World Bank, WADB, 
People’s Republic of China, AFD) - Infrastructures: upcoming project co-funded with ADB - Rural: Regional “Niger Basin” project 
(water resources) with co-funding (BADEA [Arab Bank for Economic Development in Africa], OPEP, Dutch Bank, France, World 
Bank, CIDA [Canadian International Development Agency], DEC, ADB).  

 NIGER (SCAC) – French cooperation managed multi-donor projects in Niger, namely the Centre-East Niger project in the eighties. 
Since then, although the SCAC has the tools to do so, it does not manage programmes co-funded by other donors.  

 CHAD – Implementation of the “Cultural Centres” project co-funded by the European Commission, and the village hydraulic 
programme in Ouaddai Biltine, co-funded by KfW and the European Commission 

 
“No”: Comments 

 KENYA – No management delegation at AFD 

 LAOS – Under discussion: Rural Development Programme for mountain areas (AFD, WB, WFP, EC): AFD co-funding and 
coordination 

 MADAGASCAR (AFD) – Not for the moment but two are being planned for 2008 

 SENEGAL (AFD): Not to date, however, talks are ongoing with KfW and the Netherlands about forming a partnership in the 
education sector  

 SENEGAL (SCAC): No, not directly, but the SCAC participates in the design and co-funding of some regional programmes (CSRP, 
agricultural hub, OMVS, UNESCO-BREDA education hub), hence in joint decision-making  
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Respondents Partner Country Rank of 

French Aid 
Q20. Has donor collaboration 
changed over the past years? 

TOTAL  
 
  of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of 
the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

    30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Not applicable 2 7% 17% 0% 0% 0% 10% 8% 0% 
Yes 21 70% 67% 67% 78% 56% 76% 64% 100% 
No 7 23% 17% 33% 22% 44% 14% 28% 0% 

 
“Yes”: Comments 

I) “Periodic meetings of development advisers at EU level (for instance), set-up of several sector groups” 

II) “PRSF operationalisation and its institutional arrangement has strengthened consultation between donors by providing a 
framework for strategic dialogue, transposed per sector and per topic. The products of the Sector and Thematic Frameworks, 
which supply the different SFFP reviews, are jointly assessed by the TFPs. Last, the frameworks for sector consultations where 
TFP share their outlooks and initiate joint decisions/actions strengthen donor coordination. However, process effectiveness is 
very uneven. At CST level, the quality of the products produced during the reviews impacts the quality of the discussions 
between TFPs, and their decision-making. The effectiveness of a consultation framework mainly depends on the lead partner’s 
capacity to assume its role, the existence of a sector strategy for coordinating efforts, and the donors’ resolve to become 
involved in coordinated actions.”  

III) “General and Sector Budget support has also strengthened TFP collaboration for PRSF, by providing a financial framework and 
common goals.”  

IV) “The Paris and Rome Declarations have fuelled the drive for collaboration between donors at the national level. The set-up of 
the Technical Secretariat for aid effectiveness and its quarterly meetings, the rollout of a National Action Plan for aid 
effectiveness and its monitoring structure, the adoption of the European Union’s Code of Good Conduct and the monthly 
European coordination meetings (enlarged to include Switzerland and Canada) are the components of a recent collaboration 
arrangement between TFPs.”  

V) “A positive trend is developing, with donor rapprochement around programme aid in some sectors, or at least coordinated 
approaches where donor tools are pooled.”  

VI) “Recent implementation of the “Code of Good Conduct” and formalisation of four silent partnership agreements with the 
Commission in 2007.” 
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VII) “Yes for AFD, with a well structured programme approach between donors on basic education. There are also regular 
meetings of the rural development/environment/fisheries donor group and the design of a project database of the 
interventions in the sector.”  

VIII) “Yes, it has been strengthened, especially with the DEC (coordinated projects, common positions on strategic files, heightened 
convergence of intervention sectors, FPD-10th EDF), including pooling technical assistance in some sectors (economic and 
financial governance, justice, health, the environment, and culture).” 

IX) “Greater focus - but could still be improved – on working with the other donors when helping the government set up a 
programme approach, which is still new. However, the concrete modalities for collaboration are not easy to implement: what 
financial tool should be chosen? Budget-aid, project-aid, or programme aid? No budget for participating in multi-donor funds, 
limited absorption capacity in terms of the country’s human resources.”  

X) “Consultation/coordination bodies have existed for several years; their effectiveness is relative depending on the sector. They 
now systematically bring together the relevant ministries. Information exchange is the biggest advantage of these groups. 
Discussions in certain groups, the health group in particular, have wisely concluded that no serious decision that would 
commit the institutions could be taken at the local level.”  

XI) “Working parties, most of them jointly with the government, have been set up. Efforts have been deployed to improve their 
efficiency (AFD management of the task force on the working parties). New large-scale project is underway on the division of 
labour and the implementation of the European Code of Conduct by an AFD-led task force.” 

XII) “The number of co-funded projects and programmes keeps rising. The goal is to aim for the programme approach once the 
sector policies likely to back this approach are well established in every sector. Pending this development, the number of co-
funded projects has increased.”  

XIII) “Donors have improved their collaboration over the past years. Virtually all the strategies and support that have been 
deployed are the outcome of concerted work between donors. The PEFA initiative is an example of donor coordination and 
harmonisation based on objective performance criteria and subject to a common monitoring-evaluation process.” 

XIV) “AFD commitment to donor collaboration can be seen with it taking the responsibility as lead partner (with SCAC) of the 
thematic group on decentralisation, and of the thematic group on education.”  

XV) “Close collaboration with the World Bank, specifically on large scale infrastructure projects, the accelerated growth strategy, 
and on sector themes such as energy.”  

“No”: Comments 

XVI) “In some sectors, the World Bank and some specialised United Nations organisations have a strong tendency to use these 
bodies to impose their opinions on the other donors after having imposed them on the government.” 

XVII)  “Not for co-funding – However, coordination mechanisms between donors were set up in April 2006.” 
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Respondents Partner Country Rank of 

French Aid 
Q21. Does the Government 
encourage collaboration 
between donors? 

TOTAL  
 
  of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of 
the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

    30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
No answer 1 5% 8% 0% 0% 17% 0% 6% 0% 
Yes 12 43% 50% 33% 33% 17% 53% 35% 75% 
No 13 33% 8% 67% 67% 50% 27% 41% 0% 
Qualified answer 4 19% 33% 0% 0% 17% 20% 18% 25% 

 
“Yes”: Comments 

I) “[Local government] regularly organises donor meetings; however, the stakes are very low.” 

II) “Yes, to the extent that donor collaboration/coordination is supposed to lower its transaction costs and improve funding 
predictability. However, in some cases, it is in the government’s interest to promote bilateral discussions so that it has the 
adjustment variables for its programming.” 

III) “In 2005, the [country] offered to become a DAC test country for the strengthening of aid effectiveness and harmonisation. It 
welcomes and encourages donor collaboration/coordination, which translates into increased coordinated aid (General Budget 
Support, Sector Budget Support, programme approaches, co-funding), the set-up of donor/government consultation sector 
groups, the definition of a joint intervention strategy signed by most donors.” 

IV) “Yes, strongly encourages […]. Creation of sector working parties, process of donor round tables.” 

V) “So far, the government has not set up regular consultation bodies with development partners. However, we can see the 
government’s resolve to convene thematic consultation groups that it would facilitate, with a view to the December meeting 
of the advisory group, among others (health, fisheries, and so on).”  

VI) “The government chairs most of the joint groups.” 
 
“No”: Comments 

VII) “No, the government is not assuming its role as manager and facilitator of the TFP network. Considering the small share of 
PDA in the country budget, the politics of “divide and rule” and “every man for himself” are still the catchwords of an over-
sized corrupt government.” 

VIII) “No, generally speaking, except for a donors’ round table.” 

IX) “Not really, without saying so, the government doesn’t really want to see active collaboration between donors. A credit line for 
funding a database that would be located at the Ministry of Economy and Finance has been scheduled for two years by several 
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European bilateral organisations. However, the database has not yet become reality as the [local] party is extremely 
reluctant.”  

X) “It could be said that consultation/collaboration initiatives between Technical and Financial Partners are essentially driven by 
the TFPs themselves. In some cases, we see a certain reluctance on the government’s part to implement government/TFP 
consultation frameworks, which seems to point to the fact that the government would rather maintain bilateral relations.” 

XI) “Donor collaboration is the outcome of an exclusively donor driven initiative. Indeed, there is an absence of government 
leadership in coordination, a situation that tends to hamper dialogue between donors.” 

 
Qualified answer: Comments 

XII) “Encouraged isn’t the right word, but the government isn’t averse to it. The exception is the Minister of Finance who is 
particularly attentive to donor coordination. He sometimes convenes them to meetings to present a report on public finances 
and get their opinion.”  

XIII) “Half-heartedly” 

XIV) “Yes for the principle, but not really operationally.” 

XV) “In theory yes (the [country] has formally endorsed the aid effectiveness process.) In practice, however, it has a very wait-
and-see attitude on harmonisation and coordination issues (it did not fill out the OECD survey questionnaire on monitoring the 
Paris Declaration, even though it had committed to do so). Apparently, this is due more to the lack of resources and of a real 
awareness of the stakes rather than to deliberate bad faith (playing on inter-donor division). However, some (non-formalised) 
coordination efforts have been satisfactory; they are facilitated by the few donors in the country. This is encouraged by the 
relevant authorities in some sectors.” 

 
 
Q22. How has France reduced the diversity of its interventions, with a view to specialisation?  

 
Comments: 

 6x Sector concentration implemented as part of the FPD:  

I) Pursuant to the 2004 CICID reform, 3 sectors of concentration, accounting for 80% of funding, had to be defined for each 
intervention country. The reform strengthened the idea of geographic and sector concentration that was defined in the 
first 2002 AFD Strategic Orientation Plan.  

II) “The diversity of SCAC interventions has been sharply streamlined. The 2004 CICID, compliant with the European Code on 
the division of labour, makes three sectors of concentration mandatory. As was mentioned in the FPD, France has 
specialised its interventions in the following manner: in the three sectors tied to poverty reduction: education, health, 
water-sanitation; and in the three sectors focussed on building national potential: strengthening of the State and 
decentralisation, higher education and research, promotion of cultural diversity as part of Francophony.”  
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III) “With the FPD, a joint decision with the government was made to concentrate French aid in three concentration sectors 
where France can provide added value (agriculture, health, and urban development). Thus, France’s support to the 
education sector has been left to other donors and, eventually, AFD should be gradually withdrawing from the urban 
development sector.” 

IV) “The FPD has cleared the way for re-focussing and specialising our programmes.” 

V) “For the preparation of the FPD, France selected concentration sectors. However, the effort was thwarted by the fact that 
there are few donors, meaning we could not specialise as much as we would have liked. It is also much too soon in the 
harmonisation process to plan for silent partnerships (see August 2007 DT on the division of labour and the November 
2007 DT on the European Code of Conduct).” 

VI) “However, specialisation is clearly hard [in the country], considering the place that the French cooperation holds within the 
donor community (leading bilateral donor) and the historic relations with our partner and its needs in terms of multi-
sector and multiform support.” 

VII) “France is working to concentrate its aid in priority sectors while meeting multiple requests from the country authorities 
with whom France is the quasi-exclusive bilateral development partner. However, some sectors, which were supported by 
SCAC or AFD in the past, have been gradually abandoned so as to concentrate interventions.”  

VIII) “Determination to lower number of PIUs (Project Implementation Units) to improve French aid effectiveness. The units, 
whose name and form change according to the relevant sector or to the donor in charge of the unit, serve to implement 
cooperation action plans in areas where the State has institutional, human, structural (etc.) shortcomings. The PIUs are 
set up at the initiative of the donor and the partner country has deplored the surplus and duplication of PIU activities.” 

IX) “France has refocused its interventions with a view to not spreading out too thinly and taking into account partner 
country’s extreme fragility, as priority intervention sectors (infrastructures and reconstructing the State, among others) 
had to be set for the partner country.” 

X) “The new breakdown between SCAC and AFD roles has prompted the SCAC to withdraw - largely albeit not completely - 
from the sectors transferred to AFD (namely, education and health); sectors where AFD did not intervene before.”  

XI) “As France observed an opposition to the way it conceived its interventions in health, justice, and so on, and weak results, 
it decided to interrupt its interventions in these fields.” 

XII) “The French cooperation has not really reduced its fields of interventions (specifically because of the DRDC signature).” 
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Implementation 
 
 
Q23. How has the share of aid harnessed by your institution been booked into the country’s budget?  

 
It is impossible to process this question. The answers are too specific and hard to incorporate into the survey. Some answers 
provided relative values without the actual reference amounts. Other answers provided non-exhaustive absolute values.   
 
Q24. What have been the practical outcomes of booking aid into partner country’s budget?   
Not applicable 10 

Comments: 

 5x Strengthened transparency: 

I) “Forces government to be more transparent and provide more information.” 

II) “Budget is presented to Parliament, thus aid is transparent for Parliament and citizens.” 

III) “Reduction of rate of utilization of the investment budget: probable effects on corruption” 

IV) “As part of a project approach, whether aid is booked into budget or not booked into budget has no impact on the 
implementation of project activities. However, its advantage is centralisation and the proper information of the 
government; but, above all, it boosts the capacity building approach for good public financial management.”  

 3x Strengthened predictability: 

V) “Improved predictability of PDA flows and their trend, and “clean resource” budget adjusted accordingly.”  

VI) “Facilitates budget programming for the government and enables the gradual rollout of MTEF. Also, a reform of the budget 
framework is being prepared (systematic MTEF, presentation as programme budgets), which is already being tested for 
basic education and supposes high TFP participation rate. Partner’s obligation to design strategies improves aid 
predictability, budget realism, and ownership.” 

VII) “Thanks to a database […], the government has a better knowledge of aid packages (base run by the government with 
support from the EC: original EC initiative). The BAG (Budget Analysis Group) is working with the government to book 
identified projects into the State budget. This will clear the way for improved integration of recurrent costs and facilitate 
ownership and durability.” 

 3x Strengthened budget management capacities:  

VIII) “Possibility to improve the mobilisation of national counterparts.” 
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IX) “Based on performance indicators, programmes such as PEFA clear the way for donor coordination and lower transaction 
costs, but mostly it strengthens the dialogue with the government and makes it possible to monitor ongoing public finance 
reforms.”  

X)  “In case of yearly under-programming in the budget, disbursements can be blocked once the envelope has been 
exceeded.” 

 

 4x No outcome or unknown outcomes: 

XI) “Aside from an improved knowledge of the public budget, it is hard to point out a practical outcome, aside from the fact 
that it highlights the weakness of own resources or the incoherence of the budget (recurrent overhead costs itemised 
against investment projects, without taking account of the costs over time).” 

 1x Loss of readability: 

XII) “On the contribution of the Debt Relief Development Contract, the Treasury channels are used to convey resources. The 
subsidies are paid into an account at the Central Bank and paid to the Treasury pending joint signature of the Minister of 
the Economy and Finance and the AFD Director. This type of funding does not only have advantages since it causes the 
information to be somewhat diluted.” 

 
Q25. How has the share of aid harnessed by your institution been booked into programme aid?  

 
It is impossible to process this question. The answers are too specific and hard to incorporate into the survey. Some answers 
provided relative values without the actual reference amounts. Other answers provided non-exhaustive absolute values.   
 

Respondents Partner Country Rank of 
French Aid 

Q26. Does your organisation 
use national procedures for 
procurement? 

TOTAL  
 
  of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of 
the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

    29 11 10 10 9 22 26 5 
TOTAL 29 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Yes 18 62% 55% 30% 100% 56% 64% 58% 80% 
a. For what share of its aid?                    
b. What have been the outcomes 
(based on your experience)?     

              

No 11 38% 45% 70% 0% 44% 36% 42% 20% 
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 For what share of its aid?  

 b. What have been the outcomes (based on your experience)? 

 

 SCAC: variable in 2007 - French law, and specifically the Public Procurement Contract Code (CMP), does not fully apply to 
contracts signed abroad. However, the economy and balances of French regulation should be the prime reference. Contracts 
signed abroad should implement the competition rules established by the CMP and refer to French rules of law. The French 
administrative court should be explicitly mentioned as the competent court for the contract. When SCAC keeps the ownership of 
the ongoing programmes, the recommendation should be to follow French procedures. 

 AFD: usually 100% - Resorting to national procurement procedures combined with the additional provisions provided for in the 
conventions (Extraordinary Commercial Cost clause, No-objection (NO) letter, etc.) is the principle for all projects. However in 
some sectors, the common fund is extra-budgetary and special rules apply to the procurement procedures that are used 
(implementation of World Bank procedures).  

 

Advantages 

 4x Improved knowledge of national procedures – Strengthened compliance with the procedures (joint monitoring with the 
other TFPs and verification of compliance via NO).  

 4x Partner accountability and ownership 

 3x Gradual improvement of the procedures  

 2x Reduced corruption 

I) “Monitoring the project contractor means maintaining the right to inspect the businesses and submitted bids and 
considerably limits complacency contracts. 

 1x “The developers only sign the contracts they want to sign.” 

 

Inconveniences 

 “The No-Objection (NO) procedure lengthens the procurement procedure.”   

 “Young institutions meaning a slow improvement of procedure transparency (communication/information, appeal, etc.).” 

 Hard to judge whether “the best economic choice” was made (especially for small operations outside the contract).  

 5x Slow red-tape procedures 

 2x Longer deadlines 

II) “Especially long deadlines due to the slowness and procedures of the [local] administration (namely approval of all 
contracts by the Presidency of the Republic).” 
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 2x Rigid procurement procedure in the country:  

III) “Numerous delays following complaints by rejected competitors. Furthermore, local capacities to prepare zero-problem 
procurement contracts are insufficient, meaning procedures have to be re-launched.”  

 

IV) One comment: “No consequence” 
 

V) Another comment: “Need for specific support to strengthen the local authorities’ ownership of their own national procurement 
procedures.” 

 
 

Respondents Partner Country Rank of 
French Aid 

Q27. Have some competencies 
been entrusted to the local 
representation of the French 
donor over the past three 
years?  

TOTAL  
 
  of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of 
the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

    30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
No answer 5 17% 25% 11% 11% 11% 19% 16% 20% 
a. Yes 14 47% 33% 56% 56% 67% 38% 44% 60% 
=>Which ones?                   
b. No 11 37% 42% 33% 33% 22% 43% 40% 20% 

 
=>Which ones? 

 BURKINA FASO - Lead partner at the request of the authorities and TFPs (in the water and sanitation, and education sectors, 
General Budget Support Framework (GBSF), the Private Sector Thematic and Sector Commission), advisory support for 
programming and shift to programme budget approach, and so on 

 CAMBODIA - SCAC= total decentralisation - AFD= partial devolvement 

 CAMEROON – technical assistant lead partner (for education de facto) – Election of SCAC Chief as Vice-president of MDC (multi-
donor committee).  

 GUINEA CONAKRY (SCAC) – Devolvement of support subsidies to French OSI (organisation de solidarité internationale, 
international solidarity organisation) and to co-development (SCAC) 

 MOZAMBIQUE – In 2006, the AFD set up a donor working party on microfinance (currently chaired by KfW). In early 2007, the 
AFD created a working party on biodiversity and eco-tourism (still coordinated by AFD). Since November 2006, AFD has been in 
charge of the task force on the working parties (with AFD and DfID). Since August 2007, AFD has been in charge of the task force 
on the division of labour and the implementation of the European Code of Conduct (with AFD, EC, Portugal, and Italy). 
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 NIGER (AFD) – Delegations of competencies have been transferred from headquarters to the local agency (No Objection- project 
manager competency for certain tenders) specifically in the rural and urban development sectors. Furthermore, the project 
manager for the education sector works out of the local agency.  

 NIGER (SCAC) – All the funds delegated to SCAC are fully managed by the SCAC.  

 SENEGAL (AFD) – Recently, the principle was retained to entrust the local representation with the position of project 
“chieftainship” (implementation on a case by case / project by project basis). 

 SENEGAL (SCAC) – A sharper devolvement of yearly budget programming for the implementation of the LOLF (combined with the 
principle of subsidy fungibility) has been observed.  

 CHAD - France is co-lead partner in the fight against desertification (it has also been lead partner in the rural development and 
food security sectors for more than three years). 

 TOGO (AFD) – Facilitation of the multi-donor thematic groups in the education and water sectors where AFD is lead partner in 
Togo. 

 TOGO (SCAC) - The SCAC is lead partner for two components of the National Programme for the Modernisation of the Justice 
System (PNMJ). 

 
 

Respondents Partner Country Rank of 
French Aid 

Q28. Have some competencies 
been entrusted to the partner 
country’s authorities over the 
past three years? 

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of 
the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

    30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
No answer 7 23% 33% 11% 22% 0% 33% 12% 80% 
a. Yes 10 33% 42% 22% 33% 56% 24% 36% 20% 
=>Which ones?                   
b. No 13 43% 25% 67% 44% 44% 43% 52% 0% 

 
=> Which ones? 

 7x Implementing aid subsidies:  

I) “Upgrading Health Centres by the Ministry of Health, a task that used to be handled by NGOs.” 
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II) “The management and completion of a French cooperation project (for a hospital) transferred to the Ministry of Public 
Health.” 

III) “Implementing HIPC and DRDC resources entrusted to the authorities [of the country]. Monitoring and control are still 
shared.” 

VI) “Rolling out the programme approach entails greater accountability and the national ministries assuming a bigger part of 
project owner responsibilities. Payment by successive instalments makes them responsible for the payment procedure (unlike 
project procedures where the donor is alone responsible for disbursing expenditures). However, the “delegation of 
competency” is tied to the set-up of programme aids; it does not prejudge what any potential change might be in terms of 
the implementation of project aid. This is truly an outcome induced by the chosen form of aid.”   

VII) AFD – “Ownership of the interventions thanks to the transfer of some activities to the AFD that systematically delegates 
project ownership to the [local] authorities.”  

 
“No”: Comments: 

VIII) “The SCAC keeps the ownership of the actions carried out under the PSF.”   

IX) “The [country] authorities are at home and exercise their rightful competencies as any other State would do. We don’t see 
what competencies a foreign donor could entrust them.”  

X) “Overall, the government is not very active in the area of aid coordination and harmonisation (except perhaps in public 
finance / economic and financial governance).”  

XI) “We do not understand the question.”  
 
 

Respondents Partner Country Rank of 
French Aid 

Q29. Have any modifications 
been made to aid 
implementation following the 
DAC 2006 survey? If so, what 
were they? 

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of 
the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

    30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
No answer 4 13% 33% 0% 0% 11% 14% 12% 20% 
Yes 10 33% 25% 44% 33% 33% 33% 28% 60% 
No  16 53% 42% 56% 67% 56% 52% 60% 20% 

 
“Yes”: Comments 

 5x Improved donor coordination, increased partner accountability 
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I) “The DAC survey was the working document for the large-scale project to draft the [local] Action Plan of the Paris 
Declaration, a Code of Good Conduct, and a roadmap, which, however, haven’t been signed yet. The Action Plan should 
outline the required changes to make from now until 2010. However, the initial thrust driven by the UNDP seems to have 
run out of steam quickly.”  

 2x Transparency and information sharing  

II) “There is a collective state of mind fostering the search for more concerted approaches and systematic information 
exchange, but it is hard to say whether the trigger has been the DAC survey; it has rather been the implementation of the 
PD itself.” 

 1x TFPs and partner government have become aware of the efforts that are required for each indicator.  

 1x Efforts to take into account country priorities  

 
“No”: Comments 

 2x The local authorities have not answered the questionnaire. 

 2x No visible effect yet. 

III) “It is too soon to judge behaviour changes that will take place over time in the partner country as well as among donors. 
However, actions are underway (see definition of a framework agreement for harmonising Budget Support procedures 
(FBSA), pending adoption of an action plan for aid effectiveness, etc.).” 

 1x “Changes are not linked to the survey per se but to the resolve of all DAC donors. 

Advances: 
o Evaluation of GBS donor performance based on a PD-related indicator matrix (2005 and 2006), with a score for each 

donor  
o Harmonising donors’ strategies under the aegis of a joint committee  
o Database including scheduled and actual disbursements 
o Growing number of projects booked into the State budget  
o Existence of numerous common funds for joint action rollout and a simplification of the State’s relations with donors (only 

one meeting, one type of report, and so on): health, agriculture, education, public sector reform, auditing, taxation, and 
expenditure monitoring system 

Areas Needing Improvement: 
o Improved coordination of capacity building in the main sectors (health, education, etc.) 
o On the government’s side: clarification of its aid management policy and set-up of a centralised aid monitoring 

arrangement.” 
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Information System and Knowledge Management  
 
 

Respondents Partner Country Rank of 
French Aid 

Q30. Has your organisation 
been involved in studies co-
funded with other donors? 

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of 
the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

    30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
a. Yes: 20 67% 58% 44% 100% 56% 71% 60% 100% 
=> Study topics                   
=> Advantages/drawbacks of co-
funding, in your experience?     

              

b. No 10 33% 42% 56% 0% 44% 29% 40% 0% 
 
=> Study topics 

 BURKINA FASO (AFD) – With the Netherlands: Sector Policy Funding with Sector Budget Support (underway) – Feasibility studies 
conducted 

 CAMBODIA – AFD: hydro-agricultural programme feasibility study with ADB, study on health 

 CAMEROON – Study on partnership 

 GABON (AFD) - Project on road infrastructures (decision to fund ongoing studies by another donor) 

 GABON (SCAC) - PEMFAR: review of public expenditure and financial responsibility (2006) (IMF, World Bank, France, BAD, 
European Commission). “It was not exactly co-funding per se, but it concerned the availability of French expertise.” 

 GHANA - Country Environmental Analysis (CEA) of the environment sector - Co-funding with the World Bank and the Netherlands 

 KENYA – Feasibility of a programme approach in the water sector (with KfW) 

 MADAGASCAR (AFD) – Study of a recovery plan for JIRAMA, the national water and electricity company, with the World Bank.  

 MOROCCO (AFD) – Pre-feasibility study of a financing fund for investments in wind-power  

 NIGER (AFD) – Studies co-funded with the World Bank on: the health common fund (institutional changes, financing 
mechanisms, and so on) and the Niger Basin regional project (rural development).  
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 NIGER (SCAC) – SCAC co-funded studies are: the Consumer and Household Vulnerability Survey, the study on changing the 
national PGC arrangement; and study on agricultural production in CILSS (Permanent Interstate Committee for Drought Control 
in the Sahel) member countries for the fight against drought in the Sahel. 

 SENEGAL (AFD) – Economic evaluation of the Dakar-Diamniadio motorway (with the World Bank) - Scheduled: study on the 
funding of private schools (with the IFC). 

 CHAD – Water and sanitation master plan in partnership with the UNDP (but because of the incompatibility of procedures, it was 
“simultaneous” funding rather than pooled funding in the “same pot”) 

 TOGO (SCAC) – Review of Public Expenditures and State Financial Management – PEMFAR (donor consultation: World Bank, ADB, 
UNDP and France with appropriate funding) 

 TOGO (AFD)  
o Co-funding by AFD, WADB, International Development Association (IDA), Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency 

(MIGA), and the Canadian Industrial Development Agency (CIDA) of a development project for a financial market of 
WAEMU (West African Economic and Monetary Union) 

o AFD/World Bank co-funding of study missions to back the preparation of the education sector plan (PSE) in Togo 
o Upcoming co-funding with the European Union for a drinking water supply project in Anié, Togo 
o Upcoming co-funding with the EU and the WADB of rainwater drainage works and development works of the lagoon in 

Lomé." 

 MOZAMBIQUE: 
o Co-funding of the preparation of the conference on sustainable funding in conservation areas (11/2007) with the KfW and 

WWF – enabled a partnership with an international NGO, common discussions and common resources  
o Co-funding of seminars on "10-year report on the Land Law” and “Ten-Year Report on Decentralisation in Mozambique" 

facilitated by Eduardo Mondlane University. 
o Co-funding of 5th seminar on research at Eduardo Mondlane University" 

 LAOS: 
o Fund for the study and capacity building of the Mekong River Commission 
o Hydrological study on the Nam Ngum project: AFD and ADB. 
o Feasibility study on the creation of a Pasteur Institute in Laos: AFD and WB 

 
=>  What is the advantage of co-funding, based on your experience? 

 6x Information sharing, coordination strengthening 

I) “Intellectual task force + constructive confrontation of approaches & institutional cultures.” 

II) “Knowledge sharing first, expert sharing later – Learning how to work together” 

III) “Coordination facilitating the concerted definition of a multi-donor programme approach in the environment sector. Also, 
frequent practice of the operational utilisation of studies funded by other donors and of funding studies that are used by 
other donors for their operations.”  
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 4x Effectiveness through fewer isolated, redundant, or contradictory initiatives 

IV) “Collegial approach at the outset: slower at the beginning, but more effective.” 

V) “Cost optimisation, results have stronger impact.” 

VI) “Consultation on the terms of reference, joint reports prevent duplications, redundancies, transaction costs (single 
procedures, rapprochement with national procedures, pooling, and so on). Co-funding also makes it possible to slash 
study costs.”  

 1x Increased weight of partners in discussions with government 
 
=>  Inconveniences of co-funding, based on your experience? 

 6x Co-funding adds up the procedures of each donor – this may lead to read tape and delays in development and 
implementation. 

VII) “Red tape procedures especially of the European Union when choosing operators.”  

VIII) “Fiduciary constraints of each donor are added together” 

IX) “Hard to implement funding coordination” 

 4x Vulnerability to risks of local conflicts (WB/AFD) 

X) A feasibility study: “The WB did not validate the consultant’s first feasibility study because it said that the study did not 
meet WB procedures.” 

 1x Consultation process between different partners is slow due to the search for a consensus, and the weaknesses of the national 
procurement procedures.  

XI) “Co-funding would have happened without the Paris Declaration; it has been a common practice among donors for decades for 
sector studies, especially on infrastructures.” 

 
 

Respondents Partner Country Rank of French 
Aid 

Q31. Has the Action Plan 
entailed a change in the 
monitoring and evaluation 
practices of the interventions 
that are funded/implemented by 
your institution?  

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or more 

    30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
a. Yes 12 40% 58% 22% 33% 22% 48% 32% 80% 
=> What kind of change?                   
=> What were the outcomes?                   
b. No 18 60% 42% 78% 67% 78% 52% 68% 20% 
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=> What kind of change? What were the outcomes? 

 6x Improved communication with the other donors and the government 

I) “Association of civil societies, Parliaments, other partners, with the COP of the FPD and the COS of the DRDC.” 

II) “Common recommendations were developed for the improvement of operating modes, to increase absorption capacity –
Conclusions of the review were shared with the other donors” 

III) “In June 2007, first joint review of AFD project portfolio [in the country]” 

IV) “Partnership approach emphasized in project design”  

V) “This helps strengthen sector policy and strengthens TFP group coherence in a sector.” 

 4x Results-based strategy strengthened 

VI) “French cooperation, and specifically AFD, rolled out a strategy focused on results in the area of sustainable development. 
Consequence: greater attention is now paid to the issue of measuring impacts.”  

VII) “Strengthened indicators and impact measurement at time of operation identification” 

VIII) “Strengthened arrangements for monitoring result indicators – Fewer parallel structures for project steering.” 

IX) “Joint ex-ante evaluation for co-funding (water, electricity) – Local representation encourages participation in joint 
monitoring missions (education, water, electricity) – Systematic sharing of the TOR of evaluation missions and their 
conclusions, and so on - A new stage may be undertaken for ex-post evaluation of operations.”  

 
“No”: Comments 

 2x Process is too recent  

 1x Not applicable because it is not implemented in the country 

X) “Overall no – However, one could possibly imagine that resorting to results-based indicators is more frequent during project 
design (logical framework) and, consequently, during monitoring practices.” 

XI) “Practical changes occurred during project preparation but not during monitoring-evaluation: there were preliminary discussions 
on co-funding, on whether or not to set-up a project unit, coordinated technical assistance (mixed TA). 
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French Stakeholders’ Motivation and Capacity  
 

Respondents Partner Country Rank of French 
Aid 

Q32. Have you observed any 
resistance to Paris 
declaration principles?  

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 
5 main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

a. Within your own institution? 
(comment)   

30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 

TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Yes 5 17% 8% 33% 11% 0% 24% 16% 20% 
No 15 50% 50% 33% 67% 89% 33% 52% 40% 
Qualified answer 8 27% 25% 33% 22% 0% 38% 24% 40% 
No answer 2 7% 17% 0% 0% 11% 5% 8% 0% 

                   
b. Among stakeholders in the 
field? (comment)   

30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 

TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Yes 4 13% 8% 11% 22% 0% 19% 16% 0% 
No 13 43% 42% 44% 44% 89% 24% 48% 20% 
Qualified answer 10 33% 25% 44% 33% 0% 48% 24% 80% 
No answer 3 10% 25% 0% 0% 11% 10% 12% 0% 

                   
c. Within the government? 
(comment)   

30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 

TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Yes 9 30% 33% 33% 22% 22% 33% 28% 40% 
No 8 27% 33% 22% 22% 33% 24% 20% 60% 
Qualified answer 9 30% 17% 33% 44% 33% 29% 36% 0% 
No answer  4 13% 17% 11% 11% 11% 14% 16% 0% 

 
a. Resistance within your own institution? (comment) 

 4x Visibility: 

I) “No problems with the principle, but a concern for visibility or even the consistency of our action. The positions of our 
other partners are not necessarily the same as ours; they may sometimes even be substantially different, which becomes 
even more of a concern when some of them tend to short-circuit the important phases of consultation.”  
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II) “Mind-sets change slowly and the policy is not very clear: should preference be given to visibility (influence of France), 
“traceability” (accountability to France), or aid effectiveness? How can the different imperatives be reconciled? Practically 
speaking, are MAEE instruments and expenditure procedures adjusted to the PD?”  

III) “There is no resistance. However, there are some conflicts between PD principles and some French aid requirements 
(visibility among others) that do not facilitate its implementation.” 

 3x Wait-and-see attitude 

IV) “[The Paris Declaration] is not known so it does not trigger any reactions.” 

V) “The political chancellery is not familiar with its implications. It is not resistance per se but rather weak reactivity.”  

 1x Hard to adapt activities already underway:  

VI) “It is not so much resistance as problems in synchronising projects already underway (with their special characters, their 
red tape and timetable) with all the stated principles.”  

 1x National budget and privatisation: 

VII) “There is total endorsement of the fundamental principle viz., that the county project owner’s primary responsibility to 
choose and implement projects and programmes according to its own procedures. On the other hand, it is hard to 
understand why all the aid funding has to be booked in the budgets of the States. Because, for the past twenty-five years, 
we have been explaining to these very same countries that their misfortune stems from the fact that they have given too 
much importance to the State. We have been saying that all the sector policies should prompt them to take operational 
responsibility away from the administration, and turn it over to agencies or autonomous public establishments (or 
sometimes even privatised establishments), in agriculture, transport, ports and airports, energy, telecommunications, and 
so on.”  

VIII) 1x “Points to improve: Better coordination of technical assistance (participation in TA pools), improve the 1 to 1.5-year 
predictability of commitments (critical for General and Sector Budget Support).” 

IX) 1x “The Paris Declaration is clearly defined as a strategic management framework that is mandatory for all.” 
 
b. Resistance of stakeholders in the field? (comment) 

Donors: 

 4x Rigidity of the procedures  

X) “This may be the case, especially on the part of the other cooperation organisations that operate according to methods 
that are not as smoothly integrated as AFD methods: the German cooperation is a case in point.”  

XI) “We see donors adopting the “Paris Declaration” discourse and using its key words systematically, i.e., alignment, 
harmonisation, ownership, driver’s seat, and so on, and great energy for donor meetings or donor and country 
administration meetings. In practice, we can see that funding is often granted to projects initiated by donor and whose 
design the donor (and not the country project owner) entrusts to consultants the donor has chosen.”  
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XII) “Rigidity in the change of multilateral procedures (World Bank procurement procedure, impossibility for the European 
Union to delegate funds to Member States) – Concern about fiduciary risks.”  

XIII) “The effective implementation of Paris Declaration principles would mean a radical revolution of some of our partners’ 
operating modes (for instance, switchover to country funding channels); something they are reluctant to do for practical 
reasons and not because of an in-depth disagreement.”  

 3x Different outlooks/strategies between donors  

XIV) “Practical collaboration methods, especially financial tools (budget support or project aid, and so on): for instance, 
France considers it is premature to use budget support [in the country] whereas other donors, and specifically the EC, 
disagree.”  

XV) “Some multilateral donors, due to their financial weight in the country, tend not to comply with Paris Declaration 
principles in the field, specifically in terms of harmonisation and alignment. Also, the phenomenon of “opportunistic 
cooperation organisations”, which are not PD signatories, harms the overall PD process.”  

 1x Weak local experience of coordination: 

XVI) “The TFPs are playing the game, information exchange is increasing, but actual TFP coordination is just beginning. The 
automatic mechanisms are still missing.”  

NGOs, Civil Society? 

 5x little knowledge of the PD 

XVII) “Disconnect with the NGOs, decentralised cooperation, associations under country law, the entire civil society of the 
relevant countries - this causes a divide between the institutions and the other stakeholders, including local elected 
officials.”  

XVIII) “The stakeholders in the field are far removed from the Paris Declaration. However, it should be pointed out that some 
stakeholders in the field (NGOs, civil society, etc.) have a problem with the idea of ownership, especially when it concerns 
mainly the State.”  

XIX)  “Knowledge of the French Action Plan is uneven and the conditions for its implementation vary depending on the sectors 
and territories. Information has been transmitted to all SCAC and AFD staff, technical assistants and IFC managed 
international experts from time to time, for instance during jointly organised meetings that are held yearly.”  

XX) “No, [the Paris Declaration] is not known, so it doesn’t trigger any reactions.” 

XXI) “It’s not sure that the NGOs [in the country] know the Paris Declaration. Idem for the consultants and research 
institutes.”  

 2x NGOs, civil society providing strong impetus  

XXII) “The stakeholders in the field have reacted well to the implementation of the Paris Declaration principles. There is no 
resistance to the principles but a remote outlook on these international instruments.”  

XXIII) “Sustained interest of the NGOs and civil society, in general.”  
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c. Government resistance? (comment) 

 7x Reluctance toward some PD principles  

XXIV) “Weak ownership of PD principles by the government can be observed. It prefers a bilateral dialogue with donors 
rather than a joint dialogue.”  

XXV) “The government agrees with the principles, then takes what is most convenient for it (budget support) and discards 
the most restrictive aspects (accountability, in-depth dialogue).”  

XXVI) “The government does not do its part in managing and facilitating the TFP network. Considering the weak weight of 
PDA in the State budget, “divide and rule” and “each man for himself” are still the watchwords of an over-sized 
government with murky financial management.” 

XXVII) “Weak donor coordination – No reasons are given, that’s the way it is – probably for reasons of political visibility.” 

XXVIII) “Mutual accountability: little known principle.” 

XXIX) “For the government, the principle of aid that is really results-based.” 

XXX) “Co-responsibility because it would not be accepted by our countries: the French government is responsible for its 
choices and their implementation and the German or American governments are not co-responsible for them. This is true 
for the Chinese, Tunisians, or South Africans. Why shouldn’t the [local] government be responsible for its choices and their 
implementation? Because it’s poor? The programmes we finance are not our programmes, but the [country’s] 
programmes.”  

 5x Little information and/or indifferent government 

XXXI) “No resistance has been observed for the simple reason that the Paris Declaration is only known by a few individuals 
(Minister of Finance, General Directorate for International Cooperation) - A fragile State […] has other preoccupations…”  

XXXII) “Yes, little information and indifferent [government]” 

XXXIII) “No resistance, but the advances for PD implementation are driven essentially by the donors.” 

XXXIV) “Officially [no resistance] but limited interest (political situation, lack of donors).” 

XXXV) “High expectations for non allocated budget support – But no ownership of aid coordination leadership.”  

 4x Different perception of the advantage of Budget Support depending on ministries and level of power  

XXXVI) “It depends on the sector and on the predominant role of the Ministry of Finance.”  

XXXVII) “Different views of the advantage of Budget Support exist according to the different ministries, depending on 
whether it is the Ministry of Finance or Technical Ministries (the environment, fisheries, agriculture, etc.).” 
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XXXVIII) “Provincial governors and district managers do not have the same level of commitment as the central level does.”  

XXXIX) “Local sector ministries are worried about the effective availability of funds.” 

 4x Operational problems  

XL) “No resistance, in principle – But there may be operational problems for implementation: lack of a reliable information 
system for a results-based approach; governance problems in shifting toward programme approaches.” 

XLI) “For the moment, the government does not have the capacity to assume properly the responsibilities that the 
implementation of the Paris Declaration implies. The conditions for good implementation sometimes and paradoxically run 
up against the way some local administrations take aid into account, more due to their lack of human resources rather 
than to ignorance or lack of political resolve.” 

XLII) “Ownership: lack of local capacities for actual implementation.” 

XLIII) “The deficiencies of the public expenditure channel give rise to doubts about the durability of budget support although 
general budget support is widely practiced today.” 

 
 
Q33. Which principles are the least well accepted and what arguments are used?   
No answer or non applicable 13 

 
Comments: 

On the French side: 

 2x Loss of financial control 

I) “We do not have any principled resistance in-house at SCAC. However, we consider that the conditions for the 
implementation of certain principles have not been met (Budget Support, use of local financial procedures, etc.).” 

 2x Predictability principle 

II) “In-house, the predictability principle is not implemented by the DGCID (strong budget and job constraints).”  

III) “It is probably the hardest principle to implement: predictability (French budget procedures for MAEE and uncertainty of 
budget appropriations that are not known soon enough to announce a projected disbursement 1 or 1.5 year in advance).” 

 1x Joint mission  

 1x United aid 
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 1x Loss of visibility 

IV) “Development of multi-donor programme approaches: French aid is diluted and loses visibility.”  

 1x Delegated management 

V) “The issue of delegated management: the Paris Declaration doctrinarians have turned it into an end unto itself whereas it 
is just one tool among many. The programme approach is too systematically said to mean Budget Support whereas the 
terminologies in the Paris Declaration clear the way for a much broader concept.” 

 1x Alignment  

VI) “Stated lack of trust in the reliability of local procedures for public financial management (confirmed by recent PEFA 
report) – AFD: AFD’s quasi systematic recourse to the national procedures and systems of the partner country prompts 
one to be vigilant and to conduct closer monitoring of the systems and their changes.”  

 1x Poor information 

VII) “One cannot speak of a “poorly accepted” principle but rather of a “poorly apprehended” principle” […]: managing for 
results, mutual accountability, imputability, liability…” 

 

On the side of the other donors: 

 4x Procedure harmonisation  

 1x Loss of financial control  

 1x Lower visibility 

 1x No consultation of, or disagreement with donors on certain aspects of national policy  

 

On side of partner: 

(See Q33, c) 
 

Respondents Partner Country Rank of 
French Aid 

Q34. Have you observed specific 
resistance to the French Action Plan?  

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of 
the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

    30 12 9 9 9 21 25 5 
TOTAL 30 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
No answer or non applicable 14 47% 33% 56% 56% 56% 43% 44% 60% 
Yes 9 30% 33% 33% 22% 11% 38% 32% 20% 
No 7 23% 33% 11% 22% 33% 19% 24% 20% 
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Comments: 

I) “Mutual accountability is an idea that does not go down well, for fear of being accountable for failures instead of the partner 
whose commitment may have been insufficient. No special resistance, but an immediate choice for short-term results that 
tends to maintain autonomous management.” 

II) “Problems mainly with ownership.” 

III) “Did not know of the existence of the French Action Plan until very recently.” 

IV) “No, it is not really known and so it doesn’t trigger any reactions.” 

V) “Among the hardest principles to implement: predictability”. 

VI) “The SCAC and AFD were not sufficiently informed about the French Action Plan to be able to appreciate any potential 
resistance to the Action Plan.” 
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Respondents Partner Country Rank of 

French Aid 
Q35. What do you think are the 
reasons for this resistance? (please 
make your answers as detailed as 
possible) 

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of 
the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

    40 15 12 13 10 30 34 6 
TOTAL 40 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Not applicable 21 53% 53% 50% 54% 80% 43% 50% 67% 
a. Lack of information 3 8% 7% 17% 0% 0% 10% 9% 0% 
b. “Principled” opposition to certain PD 
tenets  2 5% 

7% 0% 8% 0% 7% 3% 17% 

c. Lack of trust in applicability of some 
principles to the relevant country  5 13% 

13% 25% 0% 0% 17% 12% 17% 

d. Inappropriate staff skills/profiles 
(project-based culture, for ex., etc.)  2 5% 

7% 0% 8% 10% 3% 6% 0% 

e. “Incentive conflicts” (evaluation system 
of individual performance not appropriate 
to Action Plan outlook)  1 3% 

0% 8% 0% 0% 3% 3% 0% 

f. Practical problems with implementation 
3 8% 7% 0% 15% 10% 7% 9% 0% 

g. Disappointing experiences 2 5% 7% 0% 8% 0% 7% 6% 0% 
h. Other………………. 1 3% 0% 0% 8% 0% 3% 3% 0% 

 
a. Lack of information: comments 

I) “The lack of information is tied to the lack of instructions from headquarters, aside from occasional requests for information.” 

c. Lack of trust in applicability of some principles in the relevant country: comments 

II) “In the [country], the lack of trust pertains to the capacity to control and command the public expenditures channels. 
Constraints and pre-requisites should be taken into account before moving toward the use of national procedures and 
systems. The core of the problem is traceability and control that bilateral donors, NGOs and decentralised cooperation 
consider very important.”  

d. Inappropriate staff skills/profiles: comments 

III) “Competencies/profiles are inappropriate in some sectors.” 
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IV) “Resistance is due to staff’s “project-approach culture”. The set-up of the Action Plan involves a change of competency 
because the donor consultation process is not a seamless arrangement and requires sizeable monitoring and organisational 
efforts.” 

h. Other: comments 

V) “The very (excessive) high speed of the reforms that are asked of certain administrations (destabilised personnel that is not 
well prepared, see. Pt. e and f) should be taken into account.”  

VI)  “Local situation (few TFPs).” 

VII) “Hard to bring the NGOs and decentralised cooperation (major partners in some sectors, i.e., education, decentralisation) fully 
into this approach.”  

 
 

Respondents Partner Country Rank of 
French Aid 

Q36. What was your institution’s 
reaction to the resistance?  

TOTAL  
 
of which => 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of 
the 5 
main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

    34 12 10 12 9 25 29 5 
TOTAL 34 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Not applicable 22 65% 75% 60% 58% 100% 52% 62% 80% 
a. Information 5 15% 25% 10% 8% 0% 20% 14% 20% 
b. Training 2 6% 0% 0% 17% 0% 8% 7% 0% 
c. Personnel turnover 1 3% 0% 0% 8% 0% 4% 3% 0% 
d. Changed the incentives 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
e. Responsive listening and analysis 2 6% 0% 10% 8% 0% 8% 7% 0% 
f. No reaction 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
g. Other…………… 2 6% 0% 20% 0% 0% 8% 7% 0% 

 
b. Training: comments 

I) “Importance of the capacity building aspects – they are the hardest to implement and have to be addressed collectively - the 
TFP and the project owner together.” 

II) “All staff lack training and information. However, the FPD seems to be limited to a certain level, viz., it’s reserved for the 
specialists.”  

III) “Training actions, facilitation and dissemination throughout the French administration should be strengthened.” 

c. Personnel turnover: comments 
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IV) “Note that the [local] authorities have asked that TFP personnel turnover be slowed down. On their side, job assignments are 
stable overall, not a commonplace occurrence.”  

e. Responsive listening and analysis: comments 

V) “[In the country] the approach should be didactic. Every opportunity should be seized to advance the implementation of PD 
principles (review of project portfolio, regular sector meetings between donors, the role of donor as national organiser should 
be encouraged; the set-up of endogenous project monitoring-evaluation capacity in the country should be supported, etc.)” 

g. Other: comments 

VI) “Unequivocal instructions should clarify the situation.” 
 
 
 
Q37. What is your subjective assessment of the implementation level of the French Action Plan for Aid 
Effectiveness?  

Participants were asked for a subjective assessment of the implementation level of the French Action Plan. They had to give a score 
to each of the 12 measures (score ranging from 1 for non implementation of the proposal, to 4 for full proposal implementation). 
26 out of 29 questionnaire respondents participated in the exercise. An average score was calculated from the aggregate of 
all the answers. 
 

Respondents Partner Country Rank of French 
Aid 

Subjective assessment of the 
implementation level of French 
Action Plan for aid effectiveness 

TOTAL  
 
 of 
which 
=> JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 

NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 
5 main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

No answer 4 1 1 2 2 2 4 0 
                 
1. Enable full ownership of national 
development strategies and financial 
control by partner country  

2.52 2.70 2.29 2.29 2.14 2.68 2.34 3.20 

No. of answers with figures 24 10 7 7 7 17 19 5 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 2 1 1     2 2   

2. Emphasize capacity building 2.96 2.91 3.00 3.00 3.29 2.83 3.05 2.60 
No. of answers with figures 25 11 7 7 7 18 20 5 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 1   1     1 1    
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Respondents Partner Country Rank of French 

Aid 
Subjective assessment of the 
implementation level of French 
Action Plan for aid effectiveness 

TOTAL  
 
 of 
which 
=> JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 

NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 
5 main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

3. Use national procedures and systems 
of partner country  

2.42 2.45 2.00 2.00 1.71 2.69 2.33 2.80 

No. of answers with figures 25 11 7 7 7 18 20 5 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 1   1     1 1   

4. Integrate results as basis for dialogue 
with partner countries. 

2.34 2.05 2.50 2.86 2.14 2.42 2.28 2.60 

No. of answers with figures 25 10 8 7 7 18 20 5 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 1 1       1 1   

5. Create or strengthen instruments for 
increased medium term predictability of 
all aid flows  

2.43 2.50 2.33 2.80 2.86 2.21 2.53 2.00 

No. of answers with figures 21 10 6 5 7 14 17 4 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 5 1 2 2   5 4 1 

6. Through FPD, increase predictability of 
commitment implementation in each of 
the Priority Solidarity Zone countries 

2.80 3.27 2.36 2.36 3.14 2.67 2.80 2.80 

No. of answers with figures 25 11 7 7 7 18 20 5 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 1   1     1 1   

7. Establish sector-based predictability 
consistent with international 
commitments 

2.34 2.67 1.86 2.17 2.71 2.17 2.21 2.80 

No. of answers with figures 22 9 7 6 7 15 17 5 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 4 2 1 1   4 4   

8. Move toward complementarity 
between concerted donor interventions 
on the national scale 

2.58 2.64 2.44 2.79 3.00 2.42 2.52 2.80 

No. of answers with figures 26 11 8 7 7 19 21 5 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 0               
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Respondents Partner Country Rank of French 

Aid 
Subjective assessment of the 
implementation level of French 
Action Plan for aid effectiveness 

TOTAL  
 
 of 
which 
=> JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 

NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 
5 main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

9. Implement complementarity in each 
partner country 

2.20 2.36 2.08 2.08 2.43 2.09 2.03 2.80 

No. of answers with figures 23 11 6 6 7 16 18 5 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 3   2 1   3 3   

10. Strengthen local cooperation 
arrangement in concentration country 

1.56 1.83 1.38 1.57 1.71 1.50 1.48 2.00 

No. of answers with figures 24 9 8 7 7 17 20 4 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 2 2       2 1 1 

11. Increase integration of aid 
effectiveness in human resource policies 

1.92 2.09 1.75 2.00 2.57 1.68 1.81 2.40 

No. of answers with figures 26 11 8 7 7 19 21 5 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 0               

12. Evaluate performance of aid system 
and mobilise public opinion on the topic 
of aid effectiveness 

1.85 1.70 1.71 2.00 2.00 1.78 1.83 2.00 

No. of answers with figures 23 10 7 6 7 16 20 3 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 3 1 1 1   3 1 2 

 
Comments: 

I) “[Our] answers concern the Paris Declaration more than they do the French Action Plan that is too recent, and that has not been 
transposed locally.”  

II) “As the SCAC and AFD have not had any prior information on the French Action Plan, they do not think they can usefully answer 
this question.” 

 1. Enable the full ownership of national development strategies and control of their funding by the partner country:  

I) “The trust in the financial implementation mechanisms doesn’t exist. [The country] is not playing the ownership game.”  

 4. Integrate the results as a basis for dialogue with partner countries:  

II) “The bases for the evaluation are missing; [the country] is not really requesting managing for results.” 

 5. Create or strengthen the instruments for increased medium term predictability of all aid flows:  
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III) One SCAC: “the local TFP system is still in its infancy; the SCAC is not able to have medium term visibility of its 
appropriations, as the DGCID does not necessarily comply with FPD commitments when it arbitrates.”  

IV) One AFD agency: “We are more “predictable” but the local authorities have not managed to integrate properly and 
exhaustively our predictions in their programming tools.”  
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Q38. Subjective assessment of implementation level of the 5 PD principles in the delivery of French aid 
in the country?  

As for question 37, participants were asked for a subjective assessment of the implementation level of the 5 PD principles (score 
ranging from 0 for non implementation of the principle, to 5 for full implementation).  
27 out of the 29 questionnaire respondents participated in the exercise.  
 

Respondents Partner Country Rank of French 
Aid 

Subjective assessment of the 
implementation level of the 5 PD 
principles in the delivery of French 
aid in the country  

TOTAL  
 
of which 
=> 

JOINT SCAC AFD FRAGILE 
NON 
FRAGILE 

1 of the 
5 main 
donors 

6th 
donor 
or 
more 

No answer 3   1 2   3 3   
                 
Ownership 3.00 3.00 2.81 3.21 2.00 3.53 2.76 4.00 

No. of answers with figures 26 11 8 7 9 17 21 5 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 1 1       1 1   

Harmonisation 2.52 2.42 2.44 2.79 2.00 2.78 2.41 3.00 
No. of answers with figures 27 12 8 7 9 18 22 5 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 0               

Mutual accountability 1.83 1.82 1.69 1.93 1.22 2.15 1.50 3.20 
No. of answers with figures 26 11 8 7 9 17 21 5 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 1 1       1 1   

Managing for results 1.76 1.67 1.69 1.93 1.11 2.08 1.61 2.40 
No. of answers with figures 27 12 8 7 9 18 22 5 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 0               

Alignment 2.85 3.13 2.44 2.79 1.89 3.33 2.64 3.80 
No. of answers with figures 27 12 8 7 9 18 22 5 
No. of Non Applicable (NA) 0               

 
Comments: 

 Ownership  

I) “Although there are no formal aid coordination and harmonisation mechanisms [in the country], inter-donor and donor-
government consultation, which is facilitated by the existence of few partners, can be considered quite satisfactory. It 
should improve with the implementation of [the PRSP] 2. However, actual implementation of the Paris Declaration would 
suppose much greater ownership capacities on the part of the government than those that it has demonstrated up to now. 
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Future proposals for the implementation of the European Code of Conduct will be a good indicator of the national partner’s 
actual capacity to show substantial progress in this area.”  

 Alignment 

II) “Alignment is clearly the principle that has made the most headway [in the country] – opinion shared by SCAC and AFD.”  

III) “Actually, the alignment principle is properly complied with by AFD that uses the national PFM and procurement systems. 
The situation is different for the SCAC, which explains why there are two different scores for this item.” 

 Managing for results  

IV) “Partner countries do not yet systematically submit to mutual accountability although the peer evaluation arrangements at 
the general or sector level are gaining ground, a guarantee of future progress for effective implementation.”  

 General 

V) “The ownership and harmonisation principles as well as promoting managing for results are substantially incorporated into 
the French aid arrangements but not as much [as the alignment principle], due to persistent red tape.”  

VI) “There are obvious difficulties in implementing the PD in a satisfactory manner, due to the country’s lack of resolve and also 
to our own reluctance toward the country’s financial governance, and to our internal programming procedures. The actual 
determination to coordinate and roll out a concerted approach is not challenged, but the entire process has just begun and 
needs to be considerably improved.” 

 
 
 
 
Q3. In 2006, what were your institution’s five main fields of intervention in the country?  

 
The table on the next page summarises the information collected for Question 3. The answers have been differentiated according to 
type of respondent: joint SCAC and AFD answers, answers specific to AFD agencies, answers specific to SCAC, and total of all three 
answers (joint + AFD + SCAC).  
 
The Table provides two main pieces of information: 

 The sectors of intervention that SCAC and AFD respondents (2nd column “Frequency”) mention the most often - Example 
(see Table): education and infrastructures are the sectors that are the most frequently backed by participating AFD agencies. 
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 What are the main sectors of intervention of the posts - Example: infrastructures are usually AFD’s leading sector of 
intervention, among the agencies that participated in the survey. 

Hence, the following observations can be made: 

 

For the AFD agencies: 

 The intervention sectors that are the most frequently backed are education and infrastructures, followed by health and water-
sanitation. 

 Infrastructures are usually AFD’s leading sector of intervention in the posts participating in the survey. 

 

For the SCAC: 

 The intervention sectors that are the most frequently backed are governance–administrative reform, followed by 
teaching/training/research then culture and teaching French. 

 The governance-administrative reform, culture and teaching French are usually the SCAC’s leading sectors of intervention in the 
posts participating in the survey. 

 

Aggregate results for all the 21 respondent posts: 
 The intervention sectors that are the most frequently backed are education and governance–administrative reform, followed by 

health. 

 Infrastructures (incl. energy and roads) are usually the French cooperation’s leading sector of intervention in the posts 
participating in the survey. 
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Q3. In 2006, what were your institution’s five main fields of intervention in the country? (% of your commitments 
in the country) 

 

Frequency (the 
sector is 1 of the 5 
main sectors of the 
post)  

1st sector 
mentioned  

2nd sector 
mentioned 

3rd sector 
mentioned 

4th sector 
mentioned 

5th sector 
mentioned 

For the 12 joint SCAC & AFD 
questionnaires        
Agriculture & Rural Development 4  1 1  2 
Food and Humanitarian Aid 1    1  
General Budget Support  4  1 2 1  
Macroeconomic Support 1   1   
French Culture & Education 7 1 2 2 1 1 
Water-Sanitation 6  2 1 2 1 
Education 7 2 2 2  1 
Teaching, Training and Research 3  1  1 1 
The Environment 3   1 2  
Governance and Administrative Reform  7 1 3 1 1 1 
Infrastructures (incl. Energy, Roads) 7 6  1   
Subsidised Housing 1 1     
Microfinance 1    1  
MDG & Fight against Poverty  2 1    1 
Health 
 6 2 1  2 1 
For the 9 AFD questionnaires        
Agriculture & Rural Development 2 1  1   
Macroeconomic Support 2   1  1 
Water-Sanitation 3 1 1 1   
Education 5  2  3  
Teaching, Training and Research 1     1 
The Environment 1  1    
Studies & TA 1     1 
Governance and Administrative Reform 1    1  
Infrastructures (incl. Energy, Roads) 5 4 1    
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Q3. In 2006, what were your institution’s five main fields of intervention in the country? (% of your commitments 
in the country) 

 

Frequency (the 
sector is 1 of the 5 
main sectors of the 
post)  

1st sector 
mentioned  

2nd sector 
mentioned 

3rd sector 
mentioned 

4th sector 
mentioned 

5th sector 
mentioned 

Microfinance 1   1   
Health 
 4  1 2 1  
Pour the 9 SCAC questionnaires        
Agriculture & Rural Development 1  1    
Macroeconomic Support 1  1    
Local Cooperation  1    1  
French Culture & Teaching French 4 2 1  1  
Education 2   1 1  
Teaching, Training and Research 4 1 1 1  1 
The Environment 1     1 
Governance and Administrative Reform 5 2 1 2   
MDG & Fight against Poverty 2 1  1   
Health 2    2  
 
        
Aggregate answers for the 21 
respondent posts        
Agriculture & Rural Development 8 2 2 2  2 
Food & Humanitarian Aid 1    1  
General Budget Support 4  1 2 1  
Macroeconomic Support 4  1 2  1 
Local Cooperation 1    1  
French Culture & Teaching French 11 3 3 2 2 1 
Water-Sanitation 9 1 3 2 2 1 
Education 14 2 4 3 4 1 
Teaching, Training and Research 9 1 2 1 2 3 
The Environment 5  1 1 2 1 
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Q3. In 2006, what were your institution’s five main fields of intervention in the country? (% of your commitments 
in the country) 

 

Frequency (the 
sector is 1 of the 5 
main sectors of the 
post)  

1st sector 
mentioned  

2nd sector 
mentioned 

3rd sector 
mentioned 

4th sector 
mentioned 

5th sector 
mentioned 

Studies & TA 1     1 
Governance and Administrative Reform 14 3 4 3 2 2 
Infrastructures (incl. Energy, Roads) 12 10 1 1   
Subsidised Housing  1 1     
Microfinance 2   1 1  
MDG & Fight against Poverty 4 2  1  1 
Health 13 2 2 3 5 1 

 
Comment 

 “As the French Ministry of the Economy and Finances is not able to provide us with the overall amount of French PDA per sector, we 
cannot answer this question.” 

 “The AFD only makes multiyear commitments (opening of credit lines). The information on commitments per sector in a country 
during a single year is meaningless per se.”  
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