
 
 
Reality of Aid’s Feedback on the OECD DAC’s Draft TOSSD Compendium 

 
The overarching purpose of development finance is to enable the realization of the 
human rights of populations most affected by poverty, marginalization and 
inequality, wherever they may live. The very broad scope of TOSSD, which includes 
programs and projects related to peace and security, private sector investment, 
among others, could be problematic because these types of activities often do not 
help achieve the SDGs, and are also becoming means for donor countries to push for 
their own economic and geopolitical agenda.  
 
Leveraging private finance flows through the TOSSD is a manifestation of 
government efforts to reduce responsibility and accountability for implementing 
SDGs. Furthermore, private sector investments or innovations do not necessarily 
result in reduction of poverty and socio-economic inequalities. Public-private 
partnerships (PPPs) override decision making of governments, weaken multilateral 
transparency and accountability systems, and create avenues for corruption and 
patronage politics. PPPs for social services also results to generating user fees (or 
increasing existing fees) from consumers, making services less accessible to millions 
of poor people. Private investments may also result to more employment but this 
does not significantly contribute to alleviating poverty due to labor 
contractualization schemes.  
 
Inclusion of defense and security spending in TOSSD will have deleterious 
consequences for people in the South, where governments’ defense and military 
expenditures are already notably high, while spending for social services are at a 
decline. Military spending in Asia and Oceania rose by 5.4 percent in 2015, reaching 
a total of US$436 billion at current prices.1 This is also true for some countries in the 
Middle East2, where military spending increased by 4.1 percent. Increases in 
military spending are similarly visible in Eastern Europe.3 It is no secret also that 
OECD countries are among the world’s highest military spenders, including the 
United States (the highest spender and whose military budget is more than the next 

                                                        
1 Perlo-Freeman, S., et al. April 2016. Trends in World Military Expenditure, 2015. SIPRI Fact Sheet. 
http://books.sipri.org/files/FS/SIPRIFS1604.pdf 
2 Military spending data of Kuwait, Syria, the United Arab Emirates, and Yemen for 2015 are not 
available and not included in the aggregated Middle East figures. 
3 Ibid. 



seven spending countries combined4), United Kingdom, France, and Germany. OECD 
countries’ military expenditures range from 1-3.5% of GDP (Gross Domestic 
Product).5 Inclusion of peace and security activities may risk further incentivizing 
and may open the door for the re-direction of development finance away from 
poverty reduction and towards security agenda that only serves the geopolitical 
interests of provider countries.  
 
Considering all the various forms of support that can be included in the TOSSD, this 
new measure may incentivize activities that do not support development.  
 
The TOSSD should also not be focused only on incentivizing, but also improving 
accountability of donors by looking at the impacts of programs and projects 
provided. Did an activity cause more adverse effects rather than aid in the 
development of the recipient country? Are there any failed projects, and if yes, how 
much are the costs? 
 
In looking at the impact of activities under TOSSD, it should be important to look at 
not only the effect on the recipient countries’ economic development but also 
human rights-based considerations. Do these activities respect the rights of 
stakeholders directly affected? Are there any human rights violated in the conduct 
of the project? 
 
 
The following are responses for some specific questions in the compendium: 
 
Is the distinction between ODA and TOSSD sufficiently clear? If not, how could 
this be clarified further? 
 
To give more clarity to the distinction between ODA and TOSSD, there should be a 
mutually exclusive accounting for ODA and TOSSD estimates rather than have a 
single TOSSD figure that encapsulates both. Having a separate accounting for the 
two would also prevent donors from using TOSSD to reduce their ODA 
commitments while aiming for higher TOSSD targets, which can lead to replacing 
ODA. 
 
Northern donors’ preference for TOSSD due to “mutual benefit” is a neglect of 
developed countries’ historical responsibility to provide support for the Global 
South. Also, due to the wide scope of TOSSD, it could also divert from the poverty 
eradication focus of aid. ODA, which focuses on poverty reduction, should remain 
the priority of donors in order to ensure that flows into developing countries would 
contribute primarily to the latter’s development, thus helping reduce global 
inequality.  

                                                        
4 Here’s how the US military spends its billions, 29 August 2015, 
http://www.businessinsider.com/how-the-us-military-spends-its-billions-2015-8 
5 Military expenditure (% of GDP), http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/MS.MIL.XPND.GD.ZS 



 
 
What international standards and principles should be integrated and 
monitored in the TOSSD framework?  
 
For South-South Cooperation (SSC), TOSSD should integrate SSC principles from 
major declarations of the key SSC conferences in Bandung (1955), Buenos Aires 
(1978), Nairobi (2009), Bogota (2010), and Delhi (2013).  
 
The Bandung Conference and its Declaration on Promotion of World Peace and 
Cooperation condemned different forms of colonialism, called for horizontal 
development cooperation, and underscored the fundamental principles of human 
rights as a common standard of achievement for all peoples and nations. The 
principles of respect for human rights, respect for sovereignty, equality, non-
interference, mutual interest and collaboration, and international justice were 
upheld in Bandung. 
 
The Nairobi Principles of SSC are enshrined in the outcome document of the UN 
High-Level Conference on SSC held in Nairobi, Kenya in 2009. These include the 
normative principles of respect for national sovereignty, partnership among equals, 
non-conditionality, non-interference in domestic affairs, and mutual benefit; and 
also the operational principles of mutual accountability and transparency, 
development effectiveness, coordination of evidence- and results-based initiatives, 
and multi-stakeholder approach. It is important to note that these principles are 
rooted in the results of the 1955 Bandung Conference; and work in accordance with 
development effectiveness standards produced in the Paris, Accra, and Busan High-
Level-Fora.6  
 
 
How might an inclusive, representative, technically competent governance 
arrangement for TOSSD be structured? What institutions might be associated?  
 
Development results become more sustainable if all development actors are 
engaged in the process especially those that represent the marginalized and 
vulnerable sectors, which is why democratic ownership is important for achieving a 
genuinely inclusive and competent governance arrangement for TOSSD. Democratic 
ownership requires that recipient countries’ own needs and priorities drive the 
development partnership, and that these priorities and policies have support and 
legitimacy not only within government but also within other stakeholders such as 
civil society. Country ownership is democratic when the control that donors and 
recipient governments exercise over their chosen policies is rooted in the 
participation of and accountability to stakeholders and citizens, who are the 
intended beneficiaries of development. 

                                                        
6 CSO Partnership for Development Effectiveness, & Reality of Aid Network, 2016. “Country Case 
Studies on South-South Cooperation”. Quezon City, Philippines. 



 
An inclusive governance for TOSSD will require broad dialogues/forums (local, 
country, and international level) with all development actors, including civil society 
organizations. CSOs are regarded as independent actors who could complement the 
efforts of government and private sector7, thus the need to ensure that CSOs are 
enabled to substantially participate in TOSSD processes.  
 
In the national level, donors and governments should facilitate democratic policy 
processes through the following:8  

 Establishing permanent institutionalized spaces for multi-stakeholder 
dialogue on development policy  

 Facilitating inclusive engagement of a diversity of civil society actors 
particularly those representing grassroots-based organizations, indigenous 
peoples, women and children, among others. 

 Building open and timely access to information and transparent 
accountability mechanisms and processes, protected by legislation 

 Implementing full transparency for budget documentation with direct 
citizens’ engagement in the budgetary processes 

 Building inclusive fully participatory processes from the country to the global 
level to aid in achieving development goals in the country-level 

 Supporting the capacities of a wide range of CSOs to enable them to 
participate effectively in policy processes 

 
 
How could boundaries for mutual benefit activities in TOSSD be defined? 
 
The principle of mutual benefit – when applied to traditional North-South flows –  
could undermine the historical responsibility of Northern countries to the countries 
in the Global South that went through centuries of colonialism and were gravely 
affected by the World Wars inflicted primarily by Northern industrialized countries. 
The origin of ODA is premised on this historical responsibility, which is why the 
main motivation of any activity to be counted as ODA should be the economic 
development and welfare of developing countries. However, the possibility of using 
TOSSD – which allows providers to aim for other motivations where they can also 
benefit – can incentivize reduction of ODA commitments, and lead to further neglect 
of the historical basis of providing aid to the Global South. 
 
It is important to note that mutual benefit cannot exist separate from equality, and 
therefore can only be applied in the context of horizontal relations. The principle of 
mutual benefit stands in conflict with vertical North-South relations, and more so 

                                                        
7 Expressed in the Accra Agenda for Action in 2008. 
8 These are recommendations from “An Enabling Environment for Civil Society Organizations: A 
Synthesis of Evidence of Progress since Busan” submitted by the CPDE (CSO Partnership for 
Development Effectiveness) Working Group on CSO Enabling Environment in October 2013 to the 
GPEDC. 



with private sector entities. Mutuality and equality cannot apply to two profiting 
entities that are competing with each other in terms of development purpose. The 
issue is not simply that of equality, but the issue of equality of character. Mutual 
benefit cannot be achieved between unequal partners. 
 
Mutual benefit is applied in the context of SSC on the basis of solidarity among 
peoples and countries in the Global South. SSC occurred given the realization by the 
countries of the South that they have similar realities and relevant developmental 
experiences, and technical capacities and practical know-how for exchange that 
could fast-track their own development and economic growth. The principle of 
mutual benefit and equality applies to SSC with due respect to unequal conditions of 
partnership that can prevail even between South-South cooperating countries. This 
implies that the interests of the weaker program country should be respected in an 
affirmative manner as genuine solidarity, mutuality, and equality demand.  
 
 
Do the features of the TOSSD recipient perspective seem balanced, relevant 
and useful? What is missing?  
 
According to the draft compendium, the TOSSD measurement framework will be 
composed of the recipient perspective measure and the provider perspective 
measure. However, the draft also indicates that measure will be “based on data 
collected from all relevant provider institutions so as not to encumber recipient 
countries with country-level data collection” (page 9, paragraph 14). This means 
that all relevant information for both the recipient and provider perspectives will be 
collected from the same source: the providers.  
 
The Paris Declaration highlighted the importance of country ownership, which 
means that a country’s national government (not the donors/providers) should 
have the ownership and leadership role over its development policies and 
strategies, and country systems should be used for aid delivery. Donors should not 
overlook the need to strengthen recipient country’s governance systems to enable 
them to carry out the latter’s own country strategies. Using provider data for the 
TOSSD recipient measure undermines this principle because it prevents the 
recipient country from using its own country systems to determine its perspective 
of the TOSSD measurement.  
 


