
SUMMARY OF THE WRITTEN REPORT 

Roundtable 1 “Whose Ownership? Whose Leadership?” 
held at the Accra High-Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness on 2 September 2008 

 
 
Ownership is a make-or-break principle of effective aid. Inextricable links exist between putting ownership into 

practice and implementing the other principles of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness. The Declaration 

defines ownership as developing countries exercising ―effective leadership over their development policies, and 

strategies‖. Donors commit to respect partner-country leadership and help strengthen their capacity to exercise 

it. In order to monitor progress on ownership, the signatories agreed on one indicator, calling for at least 75 per 

cent of aid-recipient countries to have ―operational development strategies by 2010‖. Three years on, there is 

general agreement that these commitments and the target still hold as important components of ownership. Ac-

cording to the Evaluation Report of the Paris Declaration, some progress is being made. However, the Report 

also finds that many countries are encountering obstacles in translating national strategies into sector strategies 

and operational and decentralized programmes. 

 

The following issues were on the agenda for Roundtable 1: 

 

1. The definition of ownership in the Paris Declaration is narrowly focused on central government: what 

would a broader definition of ownership look like at country level and what could partner country gov-

ernments do to broaden ownership of development policies? 

2. Donor agencies still have a long way to go in supporting partner-country leadership in the design of 

policies. How do they need to rethink – together with their partners – development co-operation? 

3. Currently, progress in implementing ownership is measured through evaluations of the quality of Pov-

erty Reduction Strategy Papers. Which actors and which existing monitoring mechanisms could help 

feed a more diverse and legitimate monitoring system for ownership? 

 

There is now consensus about the need for a broad-based understanding of ownership, as captured in paragraph 

13 of the Accra Agenda for Action, which explicitly commits governments to engaging with parliaments, local 

authorities and civil society as important actors and legitimate stakeholders in development. And Capacity De-

velopment – along the lines of the Bonn Consensus – figures prominently in the Accra Agenda for Action, 

which postulates a capacity development that is demand-driven and designed to support country ownership 

(Para 14). 

 

The Round Table reaffirmed the consensus achieved on broad-based ownership, highlighted the importance of 

endogenous capacity development for all development actors and emphasised the potential lying in South-South 

and Trilateral Cooperation. 

 

Topics and issues that would call for further exploration and work are: 

 

 The need for a more broad-based understanding of country ownership. How can stakeholders promote 

broad-based ownership in practice? 

 The need for a new approach to capacity development for ownership: donor and partner practice must 

evolve in terms of how programmes and initiatives are designed.  

 South-South Cooperation and trilateral cooperation have untapped potential to promote capacity devel-

opment: there is a need to identify good practices, principles and criteria. 

 The links between conditionality and ownership remain controversial and require further work and 

analysis. 

 The need to revisit the indicator for country ownership or to complement it. 

 

Both Co-Chairs are of the opinion that the Working Party on Aid Effectiveness ought to ensure that such work 

is undertaken. Both Co-Chairs declared their readiness in principle to contribute to such an initiative, in what-

ever appropriate manner. 
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WRITTEN REPORT 
 

Roundtable 1 “Whose Ownership? Whose Leadership?” 
held at the Accra High-Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness on 2 September 2008 

 

Background 
 

Ownership is a make-or-break principle of effective aid: experience has shown that without ownership, aid 

cannot be effective in reducing poverty and promoting sustainable economic development. Inextricable 

links exist between putting ownership into practice and implementing the other principles of the Paris Dec-

laration on Aid Effectiveness. 

 

The Paris Declaration defines ownership as developing countries exercising ―effective leadership over their 

development policies, and strategies‖. Developing-country signatories commit to translate these strategies 

into prioritised, results-oriented operational programmes, expressed in medium-term expenditure frame-

works and annual budgets. Donors commit to respect partner-country leadership and help strengthen their 

capacity to exercise it. In order to monitor progress on ownership, the signatories of the Declaration agreed 

on one indicator, calling for at least 75 per cent of aid-recipient countries to have ―operational development 

strategies by 2010‖. 

 

Three years on, there is general agreement that these commitments and the target still hold as important 

components of ownership. According to the Evaluation Report of the Paris Declaration, some progress is 

being made, with several partner countries improving their leadership in coordinating development coop-

eration. However, the Report also finds that many countries are encountering obstacles in translating na-

tional strategies into sector strategies and operational and decentralized programmes. 

 

PRSPs are praised for having helped focus policies on the achievement of the Millennium Development 

Goals. And the fact that governments hold the pen signifies a major shift from past donor-dominated aid 

relationships. However, the decision to use PRSPs as a proxy in measuring ownership has been questioned. 

 

There are two major lines of criticism. The first questions whether a document a document drafted with 

donor participation – and subsequently assessed by donors for its quality – can truly be ―owned‖ by its 

drafters. The second line of criticism asks whether any document, regardless of who drafts it, can ade-

quately capture the development priorities of a country. Aid, it is increasingly argued, is more effective 

when a broader constituency of stakeholders is consulted and engaged in the definition of national devel-

opment priorities, and is empowered to monitor their implementation. 

 

The following issues were on the agenda for Roundtable 1: 

 

1. The definition of ownership in the Paris Declaration is narrowly focused on central government: 

what would a broader definition of ownership look like at country level and what could partner 

country governments do to broaden ownership of development policies? 

2. Donor agencies still have a long way to go in supporting partner-country leadership in the design 

of policies. How do they need to rethink – together with their partners – development co-operation 

in the particular areas of capacity development and conditionality? 

3. Currently, progress in implementing ownership is measured through evaluations of the quality of 

Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers. Which actors and which existing monitoring mechanisms 

could help feed a more diverse and legitimate monitoring system for ownership? 
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Since the principles behind these issues had been captured to a large extent by the Accra Agenda for Ac-

tion, and were thus subject to a high degree of international consensus, the Roundtable focused on the 

question of how to approach these issues. 

 

This is what the final AAA, approved by consensus on the 4
th
 of September, states about Country Owner-

ship: 

 

We will broaden country‐level policy dialogue on development 

 

13. We will engage in open and inclusive dialogue on development policies. We acknowledge the critical role and 

responsibility of parliaments in ensuring country ownership of development processes. To further this objective we 

will take the following actions: 

 

a) Developing country governments will work more closely with parliaments and local authorities in preparing, im-

plementing and monitoring national development policies and plans. They will also engage with civil society organi-

sations (CSOs). 

b) Donors will support efforts to increase the capacity of all development actors—parliaments, central and local gov-

ernments, CSOs, research institutes, media and the private sector—to take an active role in dialogue on development 

policy and on the role of aid in contributing to countries’ development objectives. 

c) Developing countries and donors will ensure that their respective development policies and programmes are de-

signed and implemented in ways consistent with their agreed international commitments on gender equality, human 

rights, disability and environmental sustainability. 

 

Developing countries will strengthen their capacity to lead and manage development 

 

14. Without robust capacity—strong institutions, systems, and local expertise—developing countries cannot fully 

own and manage their development processes. We agreed in the Paris Declaration that capacity development is the 

responsibility of developing countries, with donors playing a supportive role, and that technical co‐operation is one 

means among others to develop capacity. Together, developing countries and donors will take the following actions 

to strengthen capacity development: 

a) Developing countries will systematically identify areas where there is a need to strengthen the capacity to perform 

and deliver services at all levels—national, sub‐national, sectoral, and thematic—and design strategies to address 

them. Donors will strengthen their own capacity and skills to be more responsive to developing countries’ needs. 

b) Donors’ support for capacity development will be demand‐driven and designed to support country ownership. To 

this end, developing countries and donors will i) jointly select and manage technical co‐operation, and ii) promote the 

provision of technical co‐operation by local and regional resources, including through South‐South co‐operation. 

c) Developing countries and donors will work together at all levels to promote operational changes that make capac-

ity development support more effective. 

 

 

The Roundtable was the culmination of a thorough preparation process: 

 

 Country Ownership was addressed in all regional preparatory consultations. One full day was devoted 

to the topic ahead of the Latin American and Caribbean Consultation Workshop in Santa Marta, Co-

lombia (June 2008).  

 The Bonn Workshop on "Capacity Development: Accra and Beyond" (14-15 May 2008) produced im-

portant work on the links between capacity development and country ownership. 

 The OECD Development Centre produced extensive work on ―ownership‖ through its Global Forum 

on Development (www.oecd.org/development/globalforum) and its publication on ―Financing Devel-

opment 2008: Whose Ownership‖, released on 20 May 2008.  

 A web-based discussion (www.whoseownership.org) was launched and maintained until end of Sep-

tember 2008, on which all interested individuals and organisations could bring their experiences, ana-

lyses and opinions forward. 
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 An Issues Paper was prepared in July 2008, which was made available to the participants at the HLF-3 

in Accra (http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/24/52/41287242.pdf). 

 The Roundtable was supported by UNDP, the Netherlands, Japan and Denmark. 

 Other contributors included: the Advisory Group on Civil Society and Aid Effectiveness; the Institute 

for Democracy and Electoral Assistance, the European Centre for Development Policy Management, 

the International Labour Organisation, the Association of European Parliamentarians for Africa, the 

Netherlands Institute for Multiparty Democracy, Alliance2015, GOVNET, Transparency International 

and FRIDE (Fundación para las Relaciones Internacionales y el Diálogo Exterior). 

 

How the Roundtable was carried out 
 

The Co-chairs were Luis Alfonso Hoyos Aristizabal, High Presidential Counsellor for Social Action and 

International Cooperation, Colombia, and Edita Vokral, Assistant Director General, Federal Department 

of Foreign Affairs, Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation, Switzerland. 

 

The Roundtable was divided in two parts: Part 1 focused on increasing clarity on country ownership and on 

leadership, and identifying significant remaining issues. Part 2 focused on exploring measures that could 

make the commitment to country ownership a reality. 

 

The co-chairs set the context for RT1, summarised key points of agreement, emerging possibilities and 

remaining differences at key moments during the RT. They closed the RT with a summary of key points, 

focusing on the recommendations for moving forward. 

 

Suzanne Taschereau, a professional facilitator, supported the process: she interviewed the panellists, fa-

cilitated dialogue during the RT, and generally ensured that the RT stayed on track and achieved intended 

outcomes. 

 

Six panellists, from different regions and bringing in diverse perspectives, participated in a facilitated ex-

change in part I of the RT. They presented their point of view, in order to stimulate discussion and explora-

tion of possibilities for moving forward in a constructive way.  

 

 Amar Bhattacharya, Director, G-24 Secretariat, who reminded participants that country ownership 

is fundamentally about accountability to the citizens, and that ownership is context-specific, build-

ing on the history of people and citizens. 

 

 Josefa (Gigi) Francisco, CSO International Steering Group; Executive Director, Women and Gen-

der Institute, Miriam College and South East Asian Coordinator, DAWN (Development Alterna-

tives with Women for a New Era), Philippines. Ms Francisco called for governments to foster an 

enabling environment for social and political dialogue. 

 

 Maureen Harrington, Vice-President for Policy and International Relations, Millennium Challenge 

Corporation, who argued that donors can promote democratic ownership through broad consultative 

processes that open up to all stakeholders. 

 

 Naomi Ngwira, Government of Malawi, Director for Monitoring and Evaluation in the Ministry of 

Economic Planning and Development, who pointed out that the controversy about conditionalities 

concerns not only their effectiveness, but also their inconsistent application by different donors. 

Moreover, she drew attention to the fact that donors and recipients of aid had been socialised in 

their roles, and that it was important to examine attitudes and underlying decision-making power. 

 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/24/52/41287242.pdf
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 Ms Albana Vokshi, Albania, Director, Department of Strategy and Donor Coordination, Prime 

Minister’s Office. Ms Vokshi stated that ownership required the integration of instruments, e.g. the 

budget with a national development strategy. 

 

 Sra. Libertad América Bastidas Castañeda, Dominican Republic, Undersecretary of State for In-

ternational Cooperation, who focused on the role of government as ―the manager of development‖. 

 

Participants enriched the discussions based on practical experience, fresh ideas, and their own interest in 

engaging in a forward looking agenda. Particular attention was given to stimulate engagement of audience 

participants from Southern governments, CSOs and donors, and to hear voices from diverse perspectives 

and regions of the world. Here are some of the points that were made, which are further developed later in 

the report:  

 

 The importance of answering the question as to ―whose ownership?‖ and ―ownership of what?‖. De-

mocratic participation can not be extended to all aspects of the public sphere, because some are techni-

cal in nature and call for technical responses by specialists. 

 The need for the creation of space for debate. 

 The importance of democratic validation by Parliaments. 

 The realities of aid and donor behaviour that can hamper actual broad-based ownership (tying and 

earmarking; open and hidden interests, technocratic ways of managing aid). 

 Sovereignty is a precondition to capacity and country ownership. 

 The need to strengthen sub-national and CSO capacities. 

 

Outputs for each of the main areas of focus 
 

Drawing on the co-chairs’ summaries of Roundtable discussions, messages on the following issues can be 

identified as major outputs of the Roundtable’s discussions and preparations: 

 

1. The need for a more broad-based understanding of country ownership 

 

Whilst the Paris Declaration’s interpretation of ownership is technical and concerns principally central 

government administrations, there is now consensus about the need for a broad-based understanding of 

ownership. This consensus is already captured in paragraph 13 of the Accra Agenda for Action, which ex-

plicitly commits governments to engaging with parliaments, local authorities and civil society as important 

actors and legitimate stakeholders in development. 

 

Such broader ownership implies that ownership must be seen as a process, not a series of technical docu-

ments and decisions. Aid is more effective when a broader constituency of stakeholders is consulted and 

engaged in the definition of national development priorities, and is empowered to monitor their implemen-

tation. For a start, such a process involves not just the Ministry of Finance, but also line and sector minis-

tries, and local governments. Parliaments and other national institutions such as audit agencies are further 

pillars of broader ownership. More recently, calls have been made to reinforce the role of political parties 

and traditional authorities. 

 

Besides governmental or national institutions, non-governmental organisations help ensure the crucial con-

nection with the ultimate beneficiaries of aid, as has also been discussed at length in the process around 

Roundtable 6. The media have a role in catalysing policy debates, providing citizen information about 

policies for poverty reduction and furnishing a space for the beneficiaries of public services to question 

their quality and propose changes. Think tanks have the potential to contribute viable alternative recom-

mendations to the policy debate, given their familiarity with local economies, and employers’ and workers’ 
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organisations help assure the important link between employment and sustainable development. There are, 

of course, many other civil society organisations that must be considered in diverse contexts, for example 

grassroots organisations, religious organisations and women’s organisations. 

 

For partner country governments, broadening ownership of policies and programmes could be a pragmatic 

way to strengthen their negotiating position vis-à-vis donors. The broader a country’s support for a particu-

lar policy, the less inclined donors will be to attempt to impose their own ideas on policies and processes. 

 

However, many of these stakeholders are not sufficiently engaged in development policy discussions 

around, for example, the preparation, implementation and monitoring of Poverty Reduction Strategy Pa-

pers. There are several reasons for this. Often, time-frames are short and do not allow for elaborate consul-

tation processes. Also, many actors outside central government lack the human and financial resources, as 

well as the necessary knowledge and capacity to participate more fully in technical policy debates and con-

tribute to national development efforts. 

 

Alongside capacity gaps, many actors outside government still face extremely hostile environments, with 

human rights under threat. Many countries do not protect sufficiently the right to assemble and the freedom 

of information, both of which are crucial to ensuring broad-based ownership. Governments seeking to 

broaden ownership thus need to pledge concrete legislative steps to improve the ability of parliaments, the 

media and others outside government to monitor public expenditure, including aid. Such legislative steps 

could include giving parliaments a constitutional role in the oversight of development resources and rein-

forcing national institutions such as auditors and anti-corruption commissions. Earmarked proportions of 

national budgets, or indeed of aid budgets, could support the capacity of these institutions. To promote a 

greater role for parliamentarians in monitoring the quality of aid, the Inter-Parliamentary Union adopted a 

Resolution on Parliamentary Oversight of State Policies on Foreign Aid in April of 2008.  

 

Governments could also foster public debate by establishing independent broadcasting authorities and re-

pealing laws that discourage or even censure investigative journalism. They could also include measures to 

improve transparency and timely public access to official documents, including documents related to aid 

management. Some participants in the Roundtable called for greater emphasis on the use and distribution 

of modern systems for information and communication. 

 

Whilst there is a broad consensus about the importance of civil society engagement in the policy process, 

there remain diverging opinions about the precise role civil society ought to play. On the one end of the 

spectrum, there are calls for open access for all to government decision-making processes. On the other, 

there are those who argue that the main role of CSOs ought to be supporting the implementation of nation-

ally-determined development strategies. Democratically elected governments can make strong claims that 

the process through which they consult with citizens on policies is country- and culture-specific. Moreover, 

sceptics of CSO – and even parliamentary – engagement claim that these actors often do not play the role 

they claim to in developing countries, and have in fact non-developmental interests at stake. 

 

In conjunction with this debate, some interventions at the Roundtable reminded participants that all actors 

outside government can not – and ought not – be brought into decision-making processes at all times. Po-

litical decisions required broad democratic engagement, but not all technical decisions require support 

from all potential groups of actor. 

 

2. The need for a new approach to capacity development for ownership 

 

Capacity Development – along the lines of the Bonn Consensus – figures prominently in the Accra Agenda 

for Action, which postulates a capacity development that is demand-driven and designed to support coun-

try ownership (Para 14). Indeed, capacity development is the flipside of ownership: they are mutually rein-
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forcing. This implies that capacity development should no longer be regarded solely as the provision of 

inputs, for example through technical assistance or once-off transfers of technology.  

 

The Bonn Consensus calls for greater attention to local procurement and expertise, and calls at the Round-

table were made for greater emphasis on the production of endogenous knowledge for home-grown poli-

cies. Using local expertise requires donors with technical support programmes to pay attention to what al-

ready exists at country level, be this centres for adaptation to climate change or local think tanks for en-

dogenous economic analysis, which could help governments critically evaluate the policy proposals result-

ing from negotiations with donors. 

 

Moreover, the establishment of quality management systems in developing countries can provide an effec-

tive frame for capacity development. 

 

Capacity shortages are particularly acute among actors outside central government. Local governments, 

especially in countries marked by a strong inequality in income distribution, require greater support. Civil 

society actors often lack the capacity to monitor government performance and make constructive contribu-

tions to the policy debate.  

 

In this context, participants in Accra called for the development of ―interface capacity‖, promoting the ca-

pacity of governments and other actors alike to engage with each other in political and technical discus-

sions. Alongside crucial capacity development initiatives in public financial management, procurement, 

statistics, environmental analysis and aid management, governments thus also need support in managing – 

and leading – consultative processes. Donors themselves must ensure that they possess and further develop 

the capacities and competencies necessary to adequately respond to these needs. 

 

3. South-South Cooperation and trilateral cooperation have untapped potential to promote capacity 

development 

 

It is in the context of capacity development that the issue of South-South Cooperation (SSC) was discussed 

at greatest length. Partner countries have cited a number of advantages of such cooperation. So-called 

―emerging‖ donors often have experience as former recipients of aid, allowing them to share know-how on 

how development success was achieved in their own countries. They often have greater knowledge of part-

ner countries based on regional and cultural ties and can thus adapt their aid better to local contexts. In ad-

dition, aid from non-traditional donors has been praised for its flexibility and speed, for example in scal-

ing-up financing for infrastructure in African countries. 

 

However, there remains considerable scope for SSC to improve. SSC is often tied to the use of the donors’ 

experts, running counter to the Paris Declarations’ call for aid to be untied. Also, SSC aid agreements are 

often implemented outside existing aid management systems, which makes it difficult to assess the impact 

of their activities and risks undermining progress in donor harmonization. Accra has clearly supported the 

call for greater discussion about SSC and about further investigations into the value of triangular – or trila-

teral – cooperation, through which traditional and emerging donors collaborate jointly under the lead of 

partner countries. The impact and effectiveness criteria of South-South Cooperation could be explored fur-

ther through regional platforms and regional organizations, and would benefit greatly from the active par-

ticipation of middle-income countries. 

 

4. The links between conditionality and ownership remain controversial and require further work 

 

Roundtable discussions highlighted the need for further work on conditionality, with mixed opinions 

among participants on their effectiveness for development. Agreement is widespread that past attempts to 

impose policies from the outside have not proven effective. However, some decision makers, including in 



 8 

developing countries, believe that policy conditions can help governments reinforce urgent reforms. Civil 

society vehemently disagrees with this approach, arguing that conditions become scapegoats for govern-

ments seeking to avoid national debate about unpopular policy measures. In doing so, conditions under-

mine ownership, shifting governmental accountability towards donors rather than citizens. 

 

Many donors are now expecting partner country leadership and are responding to it with, for example, 

high-level political statements, and training and guidelines for staff. Agencies that are strongly decentral-

ised to the field level have had the strongest success in promoting ownership. However, donors also still 

appear constrained in acknowledging leadership in policy determination by their own political and admin-

istrative systems.  

 

There is agreement that donors need to be able to insist on transparency and good fiduciary practices to 

guard against the embezzlement of aid monies. Similarly, they can expect aid recipient countries to adhere 

to international human rights standards. National development strategies that do not adhere to internation-

ally shared standards and objectives will not provide for a sustainable partnership between partner coun-

tries and donors. Finally, donors are entitled to a degree of quality assurance: without development results 

to show for their aid, OECD-based taxpayers will withdraw their support for aid programmes.  

 

Some donors – including the United States through their Millennium Challenge Account – have begun 

linking aid disbursements to the achievement of agreed results, leaving the choice of policies with recipient 

countries. Yet performance-based approaches do carry risks. External shocks could put performance be-

yond the control of developing-country officials, and strict performance conditions could thus prove harsh 

and inflexible. Results-based conditions may also stifle innovation by discouraging policy makers from 

experimenting with unproven, more risky approaches, preferring to follow donor prescriptions for want of 

alternatives. But these risks could be factored into aid contracts with safeguard clauses. Further work is 

also warranted on developing methodologies and medium-term frameworks to measure the outcomes 

through which performance could be measured. 

 

The Accra Agenda for Action takes on board the concerns with conditionality, with agreement that better 

practice in determining aid conditions is required. It also acknowledges the need for specific responses to 

different country contexts. 

 

The World Bank’s conditionality principles, adopted in 2005 and widely recognised as good practice, are 

more strongly worded. Inter alia, they call for conditions to reinforce country ownership, be harmonised, 

be agreed with governments up front in a coordinated framework, be transparent, and be limited to actions 

that are critical for achieving results. Evaluations are mixed on how well the principles on conditionality 

are being applied. The World Bank, according to its own review, is progressing well. According to the 

Strategic Partnership for Africa, other donors, while appearing to reduce the number of conditions attached 

to their aid, have increasingly resorted to underlying conditions in their budget support programmes. Thus, 

conditions might not be listed as specific disbursement triggers in aid agreements, but aid recipient coun-

tries are expected to adopt certain policies before any agreement is signed. 

 

The principles are closely related with the call for greater predictability of aid pledges and disbursements, 

also stated in the Accra Agenda. Whilst predictability of aid has been progressing, with an increasing num-

ber of donors operating on multi-annual programming frameworks, many are still not sharing information 

sufficiently, particularly in the area of budget support. Participants in Accra – beyond Roundtable 1 – 

agreed that greater predictability in aid would reinforce ownership by allowing administrations greater 

room to plan the allocation of their resources. 
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5. The need to revisit the indicator for country ownership 

 

The Accra Agenda for Action (Para 30) generally acknowledges the need for additional work on improving 

the indicators on aid effectiveness. 

 

In the particular case of ownership, the indicator has been greatly questioned throughout preparations for 

the Roundtable. As a reminder: ownership is measured by the World Bank as part of its review of Poverty 

Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs). PRSPs are praised for having helped focus policies on the achieve-

ment of the Millennium Development Goals and, in 2005, may have been the most appropriate proxy for 

country ownership, given the Declaration’s focus on government.  

 

However, the calls for broader ownership and engagement of actors outside the central executive, highlight 

the difficulties of this being the sole indicator. There is considerable scope not for establishing new, dupli-

cative monitoring mechanisms, but for drawing on the results of existing ones. Nationally-generated gov-

ernance assessments and peer-review mechanisms, such as the African Peer Review Mechanism, could be 

used to assess broad-based ownership. In the context of discussions on mutual accountability, much atten-

tion is also being given to partner country assessments of donors’ behaviour. 

 

In assessing ownership, one could also assemble indicators on the quality of capacity development, and the 

degrees of fragmentation and predictability, all of which directly impact on ownership. Governance indica-

tors, many of which are highly controversial, also require further discussion, as they may be useful in de-

termining the quality of participatory approaches required for broader ownership. The Advisory Group on 

Civil Society and Aid Effectiveness, a mix of officials and civil society stakeholders from both donor and 

developing countries, could be asked to monitor progress on participatory approaches at the international 

level. 

 

There is also much to be said for locally specific monitoring and accountability mechanisms. In a number 

of countries, donors and recipients have agreed on independent monitoring groups to encourage two-way 

dialogue. Country-level initiatives are complemented at an international level by the High-Level Dialogue 

for assessing Financing for Development, the Africa Partnership Forum, the Global Monitoring Report and 

the Paris Declaration Monitoring Survey. 

 

Conclusion for the whole Roundtable 
 

The Co-Chairs are of the opinion that Round Table 1 – including the preparation process it implied – was 

instrumental in establishing a broad consensus on the need for the promotion of a broad based and inclu-

sive approach to country ownership, as one major precondition to aid and development effectiveness. 

Round Table 1 could also demonstrate the immediate and necessary link between capacity and ownership, 

encompassing all stakeholders in a development context. It explored some of the potentials and risks inher-

ent to South-South and Trilateral Cooperation. 

 

Round Table 1 moreover provided space for debate on critical issues, like conditionalities and donors’ be-

haviour, democratic ownership and civic rights, the use of country systems and predictability. The Co-

Chairs were impressed by the strong general commitment of all attendants to aid and development effec-

tiveness, which constituted an ideal basis for a substantive conversation. 

 

The following 4 key messages were delivered at the HLF-3 Ministerial Meeting on the 4
th
 of September, 

2008: 
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1. Capacity and ownership go hand in hand. Capacity development primarily is a development country 

responsibility, as stated in the Bonn Consensus. We need to make more, and more consistent efforts to 

promote endogenous knowledge. Space and capacity must be created for all stakeholders to engage in 

the policy debate at local and national level. 

 

2. There is strong evidence showing that policy conditionalities don’t work as intended. Donors should 

take this evidence seriously and respect country leadership when negotiating the terms and conditions 

of aid. The respect of human rights, including women’s rights, constitutes the basis for the definition of 

such terms. 

 

3. It is in the interest of both donor and partner country governments to be transparent on their manage-

ment of aid. Donors ought to provide reliable forward information on programmable aid. Partner coun-

try governments ought to ensure that information on aid is available and communicated to their citi-

zens and institutions, as well as national and local constituencies. 

 

4. South-South and Trilateral Cooperation are modes of engaging aid that bear untapped potential, espe-

cially with respect to Capacity Development. We ought to develop a deeper understanding of this po-

tential and identify the key criteria that will ensure that such modes of cooperation produce develop-

ment effectiveness. 

 

Topics and issues that would call for further exploration and work have been mentioned earlier in this re-

port: 

 

 The need for a more broad-based understanding of country ownership: beyond the large consensus 

that emerged in this regard, good practices must be identified, ways and means spelt out. How can 

stakeholders promote broad-based ownership in practice? 

 The need for a new approach to capacity development for ownership: donor and partner practice 

must evolve in terms of how programmes and initiatives are designed. What are the ingredients 

needed for the promotion of endogenous knowledge? How can we practically overcome the sys-

temic constraints the Bonn Consensus refers to? 

 South-South Cooperation and trilateral cooperation have untapped potential to promote capacity 

development: there is a need to identify good practices, principles and criteria. 

 The links between conditionality and ownership remain controversial and require further work and 

analysis. The next useful step may be to gather further evidence on actual practice. 

 The need to revisit the indicator for country ownership or to complement it, bearing in mind that 

we need sound and comparable evidence efficiently gathered so as to inform the HLF-4. 

 

Both Co-Chairs are of the opinion that the Working Party on Aid Effectiveness ought to ensure that such 

work is undertaken. It is considered its natural role to provide the necessary frame and coordination in this 

respect, towards the HLF-4. Both Co-Chairs declared their readiness in principle to contribute to such an 

initiative, in whatever appropriate manner. 

 

The Co-Chairs would like to thank the many organisations and individuals who have provided invaluable 

support in the process of preparing and holding the Accra Round Table 1 on country ownership, particu-

larly the RT1 panellists. The Co-Chairs’ special thanks go to Felix Zimmermann, of the OECD Develop-

ment Centre, author of the RT1 issues paper, whose commitment, insights and writing skills have been es-

sential to this Round Table’s relevance and success. 


