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Foreword
The prospects for developing countries are shaped by a wide range of
issues. Domestic questions of governance and politics are important, but
there are also a number of externally-driven issues. Aid is one, but there are
many more. As a result of globalisation, “beyond aid” issues such as trade,
migration, investment, climate change, security and technology play an
increasingly important role in shaping the prospects of developing countries.
Globalisation also creates a demand for harmonisation of standards in
areas not directly related to development, such as food safety and banking
regulation. These policies can have a profound global impact on the
economy and on financial systems, creating a need for policy co-ordination
across a broader range of policies and institutions. Global interdependence
means that there are hardly any issues that can or should be treated in
isolation.
To ensure that “beyond aid” issues deliver for development, progress is
needed on two fronts. Firstly, developing countries need to engage more
effectively with “beyond aid” issues by putting in place appropriate,
country-specific policies and institutions. Secondly, developed countries
need to ensure that their “beyond aid” policies support, or at least do not
undermine, progress towards internationally-agreed development goals,
including the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). Urging developing
country farmers to export to world markets while limiting their access to
these markets, for example, clearly makes no sense. This has been the focus
of the OECD’s agenda on policy coherence for development (PCD). But,
what progress has been made and what can be done to accelerate the
process?
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Under the guidance of the OECD’s Development Assistance
Committee, the study was undertaken by Alan Hudson and Linnea Jonsson
from the Overseas Development Institute (ODI), with the contribution of
Laura Chappell, Jaideep Shah and Dhananjayan Sriskandarajah from the
Institute of Public Policy Research (ippr). This report, also contained in the
Development Assistance Committee’s peer review synthesis report
[COM/SG/DCD(2008)1/REV1)], is part of the Policy Coherence for
Development programme, co-ordinated by Raili Lahnalampi. Julie Harris
helped to prepare the report for publication.
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Avant-propos
De quoi l’avenir des pays en développement sera-t-il fait ? Cela dépend
de toute une série d’éléments, à commencer bien sûr par les questions de
gouvernance et de politique intérieure. Mais ce n’est pas tout. D’autres
facteurs, extérieurs ceux-là, ont également leur importance. L’aide en est un,
mais il y en a beaucoup d’autres, car avec la mondialisation, c’est désormais
en dehors du cadre de l’aide, du côté des échanges, des migrations, de
l’investissement, du changement climatique, de la sécurité et de la
technologie, que se situent les grands enjeux du développement.
La mondialisation rend aussi nécessaire une harmonisation des normes
dans des domaines qui ne sont pas directement liés au développement,
comme la sécurité alimentaire et la régulation bancaire, mais où les
politiques peuvent avoir d’énormes répercussions sur l’économie et les
systèmes financiers à l’échelle mondiale, ce qui exige une coordination entre
un plus grand nombre de décisions et d’institutions. Dans un monde
interdépendant, il n’y a plus guère de question qu’il soit possible ou
souhaitable, désormais, de traiter isolément.
Pour que les efforts déployés en dehors du cadre de l’aide contribuent
eux aussi au développement, des progrès doivent être faits dans deux
directions. Premièrement, il faut que les pays en développement s’engagent
politiques et des institutions appropriées. Deuxièmement, il faut que les pays
développés veillent à ce que les mesures qu’ils prennent dans des domaines
autres que celui de l’aide viennent appuyer les objectifs de développement
arrêtés à l’échelle internationale, en particulier les Objectifs du Millénaire
pour le développement (OMD), ou du moins qu’elles ne risquent pas de
compromettre leur réalisation. Inciter les agriculteurs des pays en
développement à vendre leur production sur les marchés mondiaux et les
empêcher dans le même temps d’accéder librement à ces marchés, par
exemple, est à l’évidence une absurdité. Voilà pourquoi l’OCDE s’attache
tout particulièrement dans ses travaux à promouvoir la cohérence des
politiques au service du développement (CPD). Mais où en sommes-nous à
l’heure actuelle et que peut-on faire pour aller plus vite dans ce domaine ?
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Sous la direction du Comité d’Aide au Développement de l’OCDE, cette
étude a été entreprise par Alan Hudson et Linnea Jonsson (Overseas
Development Institute -ODI), avec la contribution de Laura Chappell,
Jaideep Shah et Dhananjayan Sriskandarajah (Institute of Public Policy
Research - ippr). Le rapport, également contenu dans le rapport de synthèse
tiré des examens par les pairs réalisés par le Comité d’Aide au
Développement [COM/SG/DCD(2008)1/REV1], fait partie du programme
de la Cohérence des politiques au service du développement, coordonné par
Raili Lahnalampi. Julie Harris a préparé le rapport pour la publication.
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Executive Summary

Introduction
To meet the challenge of reducing global poverty and to build a global
partnership for development, governments need to ensure that their policies
on issues which go beyond aid and development assistance are supportive
of, or at least do not undermine, their development policies. In a world
where the impact of events taking place in one country is felt beyond its
borders, neglecting the development dimension will in time undermine the
pursuit of other objectives. As the OECD’s Development Co-operation
Report for 2007 notes, “all countries have a common interest in developing
countries achieving sustainable and broad-based development.” Making
progress in pursuit of this common interest requires that countries better
understand and manage the political economy of globalisation. Making
faster progress towards policy coherence for development (PCD) is an
important part of this process.
The OECD has played a pivotal role in raising the profile of PCD and
supporting its members’ progress towards it. This report synthesises the
findings of the 2003-07 cycle of the OECD Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) peer reviews and has four aims:

•

to identify and share lessons from OECD members’ efforts to
achieve greater PCD;

•

to suggest how the impact of the OECD-DAC peer review process
on OECD members’ progress on PCD could be improved;

•

to propose a framework for assessing progress on PCD, taking
migration as an example; and

•

to make recommendations about how OECD members can, with the
support of the OECD, make further progress towards PCD.
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Progress towards policy coherence for development
Progress towards policy coherence can be conceptualised as a threephase cycle, with each phase of the cycle supported primarily by one of
three building blocks. For a country to make good progress towards policy
coherence, all three building blocks should be in place. However, there is no
“one size fits all” PCD structure and thus countries have chosen different
ways to promote PCD. Progress towards policy coherence for development
requires that sufficient weight be given to development within each phase of
the policy coherence cycle. Coherent policies as such do not ensure that the
development dimension is taken into account.
Phase One: Setting and prioritising objectives involves specifying
policy objectives and determining which one takes priority in the event of
incompatibility. The building block for this phase of the cycle is that of
political commitment and policy statements that translate commitment
into plans for action. The DAC peer reviews reveal considerable variation in
the extent of members’ political commitment to PCD. Some members have
yet to make a commitment whilst at the other end of the spectrum the
Netherlands, Sweden and the European Communityi have given PCD a
central place in a whole-of-government approach to international
development.
Phase Two: Co-ordinating policy and its implementation involves
working out how policies (and their implementation) can be modified so as
to maximise synergies and minimise incoherence. The building block for
this phase of the cycle is that of policy co-ordination mechanisms that can
resolve conflicts or inconsistencies between policies. The peer reviews
report a spectrum of experience, ranging from informal mechanisms for
co-ordination through to the systematic screening of legislative proposals for
development impacts, as well as (in the case of the Netherlands) the
establishment of a dedicated policy coherence unit.
Phase Three: Monitoring, analysis and reporting involves collecting
and analysing evidence about the impacts of policies and reporting to
parliament and the public. This is essential for evidence-based policy
making, learning and accountability. The peer reviews note that for most
members, systems for monitoring, analysis and reporting on development
impacts are relatively weak although members such as Finland, Germany,
the Netherlands, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the European
Community are making some progress.
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Lessons for OECD members
On the basis of the analysis and the peer reviews’ recommendations, a
series of lessons can be drawn for those members of the OECD keen to
make further and faster progress on PCD. These lessons should be used as a
basis to prepare OECD guidance on how to promote PCD.

Building Block A: Political commitment and policy statements
Lesson 1: Educate and engage the public, working with civil society,
research organisations and partner countries, to raise awareness and
build support for PCD on a long-term basis.
Lesson 2: Make public commitments to PCD, endorsed at the highest
political level, with clear links made to poverty reduction and
internationally agreed development goals.
Lesson 3: Publish clearly prioritised and time-bound action agendas for
making progress on PCD.

Building Block B: Policy co-ordination mechanisms
Lesson 4: Ensure that informal working practices support effective
communication between ministries.
Lesson 5: Establish formal mechanisms at sufficiently high levels of
government for inter-ministerial co-ordination and policy arbitration,
ensuring that mandates and responsibilities are clear and fully involve
ministries beyond development and foreign affairs.
Lesson 6: Encourage and mandate the development agency to play a
pro-active role in discussions about policy co-ordination.

Building Block C: Systems for monitoring, analysis and reporting
Lesson 7: Make use of field-level resources and international
partnerships to monitor the real world impacts of putting PCD building
blocks in place.
Lesson 8: Devote adequate resources to the analysis of policy coherence
issues and progress towards PCD, drawing also on the expertise of civil
society and research institutes, both domestically and internationally.
Lesson 9: Report transparently to parliament and the wider public about
progress on PCD as part of reporting on development co-operation
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activities and progress towards meeting the Millennium Development
Goals.
Conclusions
In order to put the three building blocks in place and move forward
towards PCD, governments should:

•

manage the political economy of PCD and generate the public
support that is needed for political commitment to be sustained;

•

establish a co-ordination mechanism to lead and co-ordinate
progress towards greater coherence and to ensure that development
interests are well-represented;

•

invest in effective systems for monitoring and analysis, reporting
transparently on results to produce the accountability needed to
drive further progress.

The nine lessons should be used as a basis in preparing OECD’s
guidance on institutional practices on PCD.
There is a series of other measures that OECD members and OECD
should advance in seeking to promote progress on PCD.
1.

Focus on results and measure impact, making good use of field-level
perspectives. Systematic synthesis of results, as well as measurement
and monitoring of trends in improving PCD, would add value and
promote PCD.
The DAC peer review process has played an important role in
promoting the building blocks necessary for progress towards PCD.
Other peer review processes in the OECD could take up PCD as part
of their review processes. PCD is also an important part in
developing relations with enhanced engagement countries. The
DAC review process could provide members with further useful
information about:

− the factors that have enabled some members, but not others, to
put the building blocks in place;
− the results that have been achieved by members putting each of
the building blocks in place;
− the costs of incoherence and the benefits of coherence.
To better measure impact of coherent/incoherent policies there is a
need for:
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− Greater attention to specifying the expected results chains from
PCD activity and to tracking progress against measurable
indicators.
− Better use of field-level perspectives on PCD. Analysis and
learning about policy coherence requires evidence, and the
evidence that matters most is evidence from developing
countries. In addition, the peer review process could explore
further the quality of analytical work on PCD issues taking
place at a national level.
− Mapping influence of external factors on development. There
may be value in the OECD working with the United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) and others to promote
analysis of PCD and “beyond aid” issues, which starts from the
perspective of developing countries.
2.

Focus on specific substantive issues. A focus on specific issues such as
migration, trade or climate change can galvanise action on PCD, playing
an important role in building the two-way streets that lead to PCD
results.

3.

Examine PCD through a political economy lens. Taking a political
economy perspective on issues of PCD acknowledges that progress
towards PCD is fundamentally shaped by politics and governance
dynamics.

4.

Engage stakeholders. Engagement with a diverse group of stakeholders,
domestic and international, can play an important role in driving
progress around the policy coherence cycle, in part by changing the
political context.

5.

Strengthen international partnerships. International partnerships are
essential if progress towards PCD is to be achieved. Working with
organisations based in developing countries can do much to generate
field-level knowledge of policy impacts, to build the capacity of
developing countries to engage effectively with beyond aid issues, and
to deliver the accountability necessary for greater development
effectiveness.

Structure of the report
This report is the result of a research process which consisted of a
literature review, an analysis of the OECD’s 2003-07 peer reviews (see
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Annex A) along with other documentary evidence about OECD members’
approaches to, and progress towards, PCD and a series of interviews.
Chapter 1, Promoting Policy Coherence for Development, provides a
short introduction to the PCD agenda and to the role of the OECD in
promoting PCD. Chapter 2, Understanding Policy Coherence for
Development, outlines a model for understanding and assessing progress
towards PCD in terms of a policy coherence cycle. Chapter 3, The State of
Play on Policy Coherence for Development, builds on the model presented
in Chapter 2, synthesising the findings of the DAC peer review reports on
PCD and seeking to identify lessons from the diverse experiences of OECD
members. Chapter 4, Assessing Policy Coherence for Development for One
Issue: The Example of Migration, proposes a way in which the lessons
outlined in Chapter 3 might be put to use to systematically assess progress
towards PCD. Chapter 5, Conclusions and Next Steps towards Policy
Coherence for Development, makes a series of recommendations about how
the OECD and its members can support and make further and faster progress
towards PCD.
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Chapter 1
Promoting Policy Coherence for Development

Globalisation and the imperative of policy coherence for development
In a globalising world, the impacts of policies put in place by any one
country are felt far beyond that country’s borders. Policies put in place by
OECD countries and by emerging powers such as Brazil, China, India and
Russia are especially likely to have a global reach. To meet the challenge of
reducing global poverty, governments need to ensure that their policies on
issues which go beyond aid and development assistance are supportive of, or
at least do not undermine, their development-focussed policies (see Box 1).
This is the policy coherence for development (PCD) agenda.
For all countries, reducing global poverty is one of a number of
competing objectives. Indeed, for many countries other objectives
- enhancing security, achieving sustainable development or boosting
national competitiveness - may take priority. For policy makers seeking to
balance the interests of diverse interest groups within and beyond their
borders, the imperative of policy coherence for development may not be
obvious.
Incoherent policies are, however, inefficient and ineffective no matter
which objective takes priority. And, in a world where the impact of events
taking place in developing countries is felt beyond their borders, neglecting
the development dimension is short-sighted and will in time undermine the
pursuit of other objectives. As the OECD’s Development Co-operation
Report for 2007 puts it, all countries “have a common interest in developing
countries achieving sustainable and broad-based development” (OECD,
2008, p. 28). Making progress in pursuit of this common interest requires
that countries better understand and manage the political economy of
globalisation. Making faster progress towards PCD is an important part of
this process.
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Box 2. Undermining development: Examples of incoherence ii
Specifying the nature, scale and impact of policy incoherence and quantifying its costs
present major methodological challenges. Addressing these challenges successfully is an
important step on the road towards PCD. However, examples of policies that undermine
development objectives exist, in relation to issues such as agricultural subsidies, arms exports,
climate change, the over-exploitation of fisheries, the migration of health workers and the
maintenance of trade restrictions.
Agriculture and trade: 75% of the world’s poor live in rural areas and an estimated 86% of
rural people depend, directly or indirectly, on agriculture for their livelihoods. In the OECD,
less than 10% of the population is dependent on agriculture as a source of income, but while in
2006 OECD farmers received financial support of USD 268 billion, total official development
assistance from OECD countries amounted to less than half of that at USD 104 billion. The
loss of potential markets and the impact of subsidies on world prices limit developing
countries’ ability to benefit from exporting agricultural produce.
Climate change: Developing countries are likely to be the most vulnerable to the impacts of
climate change, while industrialised countries are responsible for the majority of emissions of
greenhouse gases. The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) Human
Development Report shows that climate change and poverty are closely correlated, and it
warns that delaying action will translate into more families in poverty and exposure of the most
vulnerable to higher risk of ecological disaster. Climate change is a challenge for development
as well as aid effectiveness in developing countries. OECD analysis indicates that a significant
portion of official development assistance (ODA) flows is directed to activities that are
potentially affected by climate risks, including climate change. “Climate proofing” these
investments and working on other sectoral policies is essential to ensure that OECD policies
contribute to long-term development goals, and most donor countries are only just starting to
actively work to integrate climate change adaptation into development co-operation activities.
Fisheries: Around 10 million people work in the fisheries sector in Africa and annual
exports of fish products from Africa to the European Union, for example, are worth
USD 1.75 billion. Over-exploitation and the potential collapse of marine capture fisheries in
many developed and developing countries is a challenge. Failing to address the management of
fish stocks to ensure sustainable and responsible fisheries could have major consequences for
fishers and consumers. Despite widespread recognition of the need for immediate action to
protect the marine capture fisheries resources, ineffective fisheries management regimes and
excess fishing capacity remains a reality. Urgent action is needed to: (i) shift fishers and fleets
out of the fisheries sector, with structural adjustment policies that can underpin a smooth
transfer into other occupations through retraining and further education; and (ii) implement
national and high-seas fisheries management and governance regimes that allow for sustainable
levels of harvesting.
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The OECD and the promotion of policy coherence for development
Since the early 1990s, the OECD has played a pivotal role in promoting
policy coherence for development.iii In a series of initiatives and
publications, the OECD has put PCD on the agenda, explained the important
contribution it can make to enhanced development effectiveness, and
provided analysis of the “development dimension” across a number of
policy areas (OECD, 1991, 1996a, 1996b, 2001). The OECD Ministerial
2002 mandate focused the Organisation’s work on PCD on avoiding impacts
that adversely affect the development prospects of developing countries and
exploiting the potential of positive synergies across different policy areas. In
June 2008 ministers adopted the OECD Ministerial Declaration on Policy
Coherence for Development. The Declaration is significant in many ways.
At a critical moment of globalisation, it reinforces the point that policy
coherence for development is a key component for promoting development
and responding to global development challenges. Aid remains an important
driver for poverty reduction, but to accelerate progress, the ministers
reaffirmed their commitment to continue efforts to ensure that development
concerns are taken into account on issues that go beyond aid. The PCD
Declaration confirms that in areas such as economic and financial policies,
trade, agriculture, migration, environment and science and technology,
coherence is necessary, and notes - for the first time in the OECD context areas such as energy and security. Furthermore, the Declaration pledges for
more dialogue with partner countries and calls for better international
co-ordination to help ensure that benefits of globalisation are broadly
shared. The Declaration affirms the role of PCD as part of aid effectiveness,
and reaffirms endorsement of the Paris Declaration, also making the Paris
Declaration an OECD instrument and acquis.
In the OECD framework, PCD is regarded as a two-way street,
conceived as the development policy community engaging with other policy
communities so that policy instruments that deliver progress towards
multiple policy objectives can be designed. The OECD’s work on PCD is
set to play an important role in consolidating the position of the OECD as a
hub for globalisation and enhances the OECD’s image in the developing
world.
The OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) peer review
process has played an important role in the OECD’s work on PCD. The
main objectives of the peer reviews are:

•

to monitor DAC members’ development co-operation policies and
programmes and assess their effectiveness against the goals and
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policies agreed in the DAC as well as internationally and nationally
established objectives;

•

to assist in improving individual and collective aid performance
through mutual learning; and

•

to identify good practices, share experience, and foster co-ordination
(OECD, 2007b).

The DAC peer reviews are produced with the assistance of a content
guide, which was given formal approval by the DAC in 2007 (OECD,
2007c). (Annex B contains the content guide for the PCD chapter). Asking
the same questions of each country enables some comparison amongst the
peer reviews of different countries (OECD, 2007d). From 1996 to 1999 the
peer review process addressed PCD issues, but did so within other chapters.
From 2000, PCD was given its own chapter, giving considerable weight to
the issue.
Since 2007, the approach taken to PCD by the peer review process has
been to examine the institutional arrangements which countries have in
place. Some members of the DAC had wanted to move further in the
direction of analysis, assessment and normative guidelines. Indeed, there
were some discussions of using a more systematic “report card” approach
for the whole of the peer review, including the PCD component. However,
the consensus of the DAC was that such an approach might be too
prescriptive and fail to take sufficient account of countries’ different
contexts.
An adequate institutional setup is not sufficient to ensure progress
towards PCD, but it is certainly necessary. As a result, the approach adopted
by the peer review process – describing whether a country has in place the
institutional arrangements which the DAC and the peer review team regard
as essential for progress towards PCD – has commanded broad support by
DAC members, even whilst its limitations have been recognised. The
following two chapters build on the OECD DAC approach, outlining a
model of progress towards PCD and identifying lessons from members’
diverse experiences.
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Chapter 2
Understanding Policy Coherence for Development

Cycles and building blocks: A model of progress towards policy
coherence for development
The process of working towards greater policy coherence for
development is one of ensuring that policies are pulling together in pursuit
of development objectives. Policy coherence is a prerequisite for policy
coherence for development. In the absence of policy coherence for
development, real policy coherence will be limited.
Progress towards policy coherence can best be conceptualised as a cycle
(see Box 2). In the hypothetical case of there being two policies, X and Y,
the cycle has three phases: setting and prioritising objectives; co-ordinating
policies and their implementation; and monitoring, analysing and reporting
on policy impacts. Each phase of the cycle is supported primarily by one of
three institutional building blocks; for a country to make good progress
towards policy coherence, all three building blocks should be in place.iv
Progress towards policy coherence for development requires that sufficient
weight is given to development within each of the phases of the policy
coherence cycle.
The first phase, setting and prioritising objectives, involves specifying
the objectives of policy X and of policy Y, and determining which policy
objective takes priority in the event of incompatibility. The building block
for this phase of the cycle is that of political commitment and policy
statements. The quality of the building block depends on the nature of the
political commitment and policy statements and on the weight they both
give to development objectives.
The second phase, co-ordinating policy and its implementation, involves
working out how policy X and/or policy Y and their implementation can be
modified so as to maximise synergies and minimise incoherence. The
building block for this phase of the cycle is that of policy co-ordination
BUILDING BLOCKS FOR POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT – © OECD 2009
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mechanisms. The quality of the building block depends on how effectively
policy is co-ordinated and on the extent to which development interests are
taken into consideration in the process.
The third phase, monitoring, analysis and reporting, involves collecting
and analysing evidence about the impacts of policy X and policy Y,
separately and in combination, and feeding the findings back to policy
makers and those with the task of holding policy makers and their political
masters accountable. In a subsequent round of the cycle, such information
can then be used by policy makers to refine or re-prioritise their policy
instruments and objectives. Systems for monitoring, analysing and reporting
on policy impacts are the building block for this phase of the cycle. The
quality of the building block depends on the effectiveness of these systems
and the extent to which they monitor, analyse and report on development
impacts.

Box 2. The policy coherence cycle
Setting and prioritising
objectives: Political
commitment and policy
statements

Monitoring, analysis and
reporting: Systems for
monitoring, analysis and
reporting

Co-ordinating policy and
its implementation:
Policy co-ordination
mechanisms
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Building blocks in the context of national approaches
OECD members differ in terms of their size, history, culture, politics
and government structures. These contextual aspects are of great
importance; different approaches to policy making and to the delivery of
more coherent policy will work more or less well in different contexts.
Nevertheless, to make good progress towards PCD, it is necessary to have in
place, in one form or another, the three essential building blocks.
It would be inappropriate to attempt to specify for all countries the
precise nature of a building block that is required for each phase of the
policy coherence cycle. But the cyclical model of policy coherence and its
three essential building blocks does provide a useful framework for
considering and comparing the approaches taken by different countries to
working towards greater PCD. This is the focus of the following chapter.
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Chapter 3
The State of Play on Policy Coherence for Development

On the basis of data collected by the OECD Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) peer review process, supplemented where possible by
other data sources, including the excellent European Centre for
Development Policy Management (ECDPM) report and the European
Commission’s report on PCD (ECDPM, 2007; EC, 2007), this chapter
analyses OECD members’ efforts to put in place the building blocks that are
required for progress to be made around the policy coherence cycle, towards
PCD. For each building block in turn, this chapter provides a synthesis of
OECD members’ experience, an assessment of their relative success in
putting in place an effective building block,v and a series of lessons for
OECD members wishing to make further and faster progress towards PCD.
A concluding section makes the case that a focus on specific issues such as
migration would provide a useful complement to the generic institutional
analysis approach currently taken by the peer review process.

Building Block A: Political commitment and policy statements
Progress towards policy coherence for development starts with political
commitment to development objectives and to ensuring coherence between
policies focussed on development and policies focussed on other objectives.
Political commitment, clearly stated, is an essential foundation for setting
and prioritising objectives. Policy statements are the second key component
of this building block, translating political commitment into clear, prioritised
and coherent policies, in some cases backed up by legal frameworks.
The members of the DAC are in principle committed to development,
but peer reviews for a number of countries (Peer Review [PR] Greece, p. 39,
PR Italy, p. 34, PR Japan, p. 38), and to a lesser extent Portugal (PR
Portugal, p. 48), report that this commitment to development is not matched
by a clear commitment to PCD. The peer review notes that Japanese
authorities have yet to engage the public in relation to PCD (PR Japan,
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p. 42). Similarly for Italy, the peer review notes that there is a need to
“bolster the role played by parliament and civil society in raising the
visibility of the policy coherence agenda among the general public” (PR
Italy, p. 34).
For Canada (PR Canada, pp. 30-31) and the United States (PR
United States, p. 42), the DAC peer reviews report a lack of comprehensive
commitment to, or a formal strategy for, PCD. For Canada, limited progress
on PCD is reported as being the result of “a lack of political continuity and
consistency” (PR Canada, p. 30).
For a number of other countries, the peer reviews report that whilst PCD
is to some extent implicit in their approach to development, clear political
commitments to PCD have not been made. Such countries include Ireland
(PR Ireland, pp. 50-53), New Zealand (PR New Zealand, pp. 52-53) and
Australia, where the country’s whole-of-government approach is not linked
to poverty reduction goals (PR Australia, p. 50). For France also, there has
been limited political commitment to PCD, with presidential initiatives
proving insufficient to deliver a durable focus on PCD (PR France, p. 52).
In contrast, for Luxembourg, PCD was put on the agenda in part as a
result of the prime minister’s efforts to alert public opinion to development
co-operation issues (PR Luxembourg, pp. 35-36). Similarly for the
United Kingdom, high-level political support and commitment to policy
coherence, alongside an active and vocal non-governmental organisation
(NGO) community, have done much to ensure that PCD is on the
government’s agenda (PR United Kingdom, pp. 48 and 51).
Those OECD members that have made a clear political commitment to
PCD have taken various approaches to translating such commitments into
clear, coherent policy frameworks. The peer reviews report that countries,
including Spain (PR Spain, p. 26) and Austria (PR Austria, pp. 42-43), have
taken the approach of including PCD as part of the country’s legal
framework. This may provide a mechanism for stakeholders to hold
governments accountable, but is no guarantee that progress towards PCD
will be achieved. In marked contrast, and after some deliberation, Germany
has decided not to establish a legal framework for PCD, but has opted
instead to produce a coherence agenda with associated time-bound measures
to foster progress on PCD (PR Germany, pp. 45 and 47).
A further group of OECD members have given PCD a central place in
their approach to development co-operation. For Norway, PCD is an explicit
political goal and is regarded as central to the country’s contribution to
progress towards the Millennium Development Goals (PR Norway, p. 45).
For Finland, a 2004 government resolution defines development policy to
include activity in all sectors of international co-operation and national
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policy that have an impact on the status of developing countries. As the peer
review notes, Finland’s commitment to PCD is reinforced by considerable
awareness of PCD within the Ministry for Foreign Affairs and the country’s
broader development co-operation community (PR Finland, pp. 26-27;
European Commission PCD Report, Finnish Return, response to
Question 4).
Finally, as the peer reviews report, the Netherlands, Sweden (see Box 3)
and the European Community have gone further still in making PCD a
central plank of policy across the whole of government.
For its part, based on the Maastricht Treaty’s commitment to coherence,
complementarity and co-ordination, the European Community made a
specific commitment to PCD as part of the 2005 European Consensus on
Development, requiring that policies in all other areas take account of
development objectives (PR European Community, p. 31).
For the Netherlands, a 2003 policy statement on “Mutual Interests,
Mutual Responsibilities” makes clear that if development co-operation is to
be effective, there needs to be an integrated and coherent policy framework
covering diplomacy, political dialogue, security, trade, market access and
aid (PR Netherlands, p. 44). This commitment to PCD has resulted in a
series of memoranda between the development agency and other ministries
that have clarified joint-ministerial positions in relation to topics, including
agriculture, security and migration, which have an important bearing on
development. The Netherlands’ progress in putting in place this building
block is, according to the peer review, partly due to the ability of the
Minister for Development Co-operation to represent development interests
at cabinet level, and to the success of the Policy Coherence Unit (see Box 6)
in raising awareness of PCD by engaging with civil society, the research
community and partner countries (PR Netherlands, pp. 47-48).
The peer reviews include a series of recommendations relating to
political commitment and policy statements, providing additional insights
into the DAC’s views on its members’ institutional arrangements. First, in a
number of peer reviews the DAC emphasises the importance of its members
working with civil society organisations and others to raise public awareness
of PCD issues. Second, the DAC emphasises the importance of its members
making explicit political commitments to PCD. And third, the DAC notes
the value of translating political commitments to PCD into clear policy
statements and agendas for action (see Annex C).
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Box 3. Sweden: Laying the foundations for political commitment
Sweden’s Policy for Global Development (PGD) was endorsed by the Swedish Parliament
in December 2003, placing PCD at the centre of Swedish development policy. The policy
makes equitable and sustainable global development the shared responsibility of all ministries.
Ministers responsible for all policy areas – domestic as well as international – have the task of
ensuring that policies in their issue area take account of development (European Commission
PCD Report, Swedish Return, p. 4).
Sweden’s PGD is the latest in a series of parliamentary initiatives focused on international
development, initiatives that have helped to build a strong consensus around a vision which
sees global development as a shared responsibility (PR Sweden, pp. 39-40). Sweden’s success
in passing the PGD also benefited from a major effort as regards public outreach. The
Parliamentary Committee on Swedish Global Development Policy (2000-02) was tasked with
providing a basis for a broad agreement in parliament as well as among civil society and the
public about how development policy and development co-operation should be organised in
the 21st century. The Committee organised some 30 external events such as meetings, hearings
and conferences, visited a number of partner countries and commissioned background research.
Findings were disseminated through 50 reports and an interactive website (European
Commission PCD Report, Swedish Return, p. 5).
The result of these various outreach activities is that a number of Swedish NGOs and more
academic bodies are well-versed in PCD issues (PR Sweden, p. 45). As regards the PGD itself,
one result has been the increased sharing of knowledge and experience amongst policy
communities, helping to ensure that policy measures reinforce, rather than contradict, one
another (PR Sweden, p. 40). The PGD has also provided political parties and NGOs with a
legal basis on which to make the case that narrow national business interests – for instance in
the arms export industry – should not be prioritised over the rights and interests of the poor (PR
Sweden, p. 41).

On the basis of the recommendations a simple scale can be constructed
against which members’ performance as regards Building Block A can be
assessed. The question asked is: to what extent has the member made the
political commitment and produced the policy statements that are needed to
ensure that objectives can be set and development objectives prioritised?
The sections of the peer review reports that relate to political commitment
and policy statements enable one to assess countries’ positions as regards
this building block at the time of the most recent DAC peer review (see
Box 4).vi Box 5 outlines a series of lessons for members seeking to put in
place or strengthen Building Block A, based on the peer review
recommendations.
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Box 4. Country progress on political commitment and policy statements
PORTUGAL

SWITZERLAND

JAPAN

DENMARK
FRANCE
LUXEMBOURG FINLAND
BELGIUM
NORWAY
SWEDEN

SPAIN

EUROPEAN
COMMUNITY

UNITED KINGDOM

GERMANY
IRELAND

NETHERLANDS

CANADA
AUSTRIA
UNITED STATES

AUSTRALIA
NEW ZEALAND

GREECE

ITALY

= Substantial political commitment to PCD; clear PCD policy statements
= Moderate political commitment to PCD; some PCD policy statements
= Partial political commitment to PCD; lack of PCD policy statements

Box 5. Lessons - Building Block A: Political commitment and policy statements
Lesson 1: Educate and engage the public, working with civil society, research organisations
and partner countries, to raise awareness and build support for PCD on a long-term basis.
Lesson 2: Make public commitments to PCD, endorsed at the highest political level, with
clear links made to poverty reduction and internationally agreed development goals.
Lesson 3: Publish clearly prioritised and time-bound action agendas for making progress on
PCD.
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Building Block B: Policy co-ordination mechanisms
The second phase of the policy coherence cycle involves co-ordinating
policy and its implementation. The associated building block is mechanisms
that enable the various component parts of a government to consult on
policy and resolve any conflicts or inconsistencies in its implementation. If
progress is to be made towards policy coherence for development, then
development interests must have a clear and strong voice in the process.
For a number of members, the peer reviews report that rather than there
being an overall formal framework that sets out coherence issues, roles and
responsibilities, there is an “organic evolution” (PR Denmark, p. 27) of
policy coherence for development with inter-ministerial discussions and
policy co-ordination taking place on an issue-by-issue basis rather than
through strategic co-ordination (PR United Kingdom, p. 48). This sort of
approach has, for Denmark and the United Kingdom for instance, been
successful in enabling different ministries to find common ground and
establish greater coherence on issues such as trade and development. The
US structures taken together represent a major effort to join up different
agency perspectives. However, many are reactive and they seldom highlight
a strong development perspective as the leading focus for collaboration.
Most importantly, they still fall short of the strategic and more systematic
approach to policy coherence for development for which the DAC has
advocated over the last decade (PR United States, p. 42).
The peer reviews and the Content Guide also acknowledge that informal
working practices play an important role in shaping the ways in which
policy co-ordination actually takes place. Effective informal working
practices can be strengthened through regular secondments between
ministries and good channels of communication. The peer reviews give
some credence to the view that formal co-ordination mechanisms may not
be essential for small countries with compact governments and short lines of
communication (PR Ireland, p. 53; PR New Zealand, p. 53). However, in the
interests of transparency and accountability, formal and systematic
mechanisms for policy co-ordination would seem to be essential.
Cabinet committees, at the centre of government, play an important role
in policy co-ordination and can help to ensure co-ordination and leadership
from the highest level of government. The central role played by cabinet
committees, bringing together various ministries, is particularly apparent in
countries such as Australia, Canada and New Zealand, which have adopted a
whole-of-government approach to policy making. For New Zealand, for
instance, the peer review notes that “proposals submitted to the Cabinet
must include the views of all interested departments to ensure that they are
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based on a comprehensive and co-ordinated analysis” (PR New Zealand,
p. 53).
In order to be truly effective, co-ordination committees must be placed
at a sufficiently high level within the government hierarchy and must have
the mandate and mechanisms to “arbitrate” on policy (PR Norway, p. 46) as
well as provide a forum for inter-ministerial discussions. Australia’s Cabinet
Policy Unit, working alongside the Cabinet Implementation Unit, provides
one example of a mechanism to reinforce whole-of-government
co-ordination and the implementation of government decisions (PR
Australia, p. 56). In addition to cabinet committees, in most OECD members
inter-departmental and inter-ministerial committees play an important role in
bringing together policy makers from different ministries, often in relation
to specific policy overlaps.
Some OECD members have more formalised co-ordination
mechanisms. For Germany, the constitutional requirement that all ministries
manage their portfolios in a manner that is coherent with the political
guidelines laid down by the Chancellor is implemented through the structure
of the Chancellery. Mirroring at a smaller scale the structure of the federal
government as a whole, the Chancellery is the “co-ordination centre” for
government policy, acting as a moderator between ministries in cases of
policy incoherence. The policy co-ordination function of the Chancellery
was strengthened in 2000, when the “Joint Rules of Procedure” were
modified to provide lead ministries with the responsibility of examining the
impact of legislation planned by other government departments (PR
Germany, pp. 46-47). For the United Kingdom, joint public service
agreements and associated targets specify the shared responsibilities of
government departments on issues including conflict prevention, trade and
debt relief, and promoting closer working across government departments
(PR United Kingdom, p. 48).
Progress on policy coherence requires clarity about responsibilities and
mandates. In the absence of such clarity, shared responsibilities for
achieving coherence can amount to diffuse responsibilities, a lack of
accountability and a failure to deliver coherence. Progress towards policy
coherence for development requires in addition that the development voice
- domestically and from partner countries - is heard. The DAC peer reviews
suggest that representation of development interests at cabinet level is key to
ensuring that development is not marginalised in policy discussions, but it
remains an open question whether this is best achieved by placing lead
responsibility for development within or beyond the foreign ministry.
A small number of countries have established a dedicated unit for PCD,
or a focal point for work on PCD, an approach which other DAC members
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could explore. In Sweden, after some discussion about the possibility of
locating responsibility in the prime minister’s office, the decision was taken
to establish the secretariat for Policy on Global Development in the Ministry
for Foreign Affairs (PR Sweden, p. 44). In Finland, the Unit for Sectoral
Policy in the Department for Development Policy within the Ministry for
Foreign Affairs provides the focal point for PCD (PR Finland, p. 27). And in
the Netherlands, a dedicated PCD Unit has played an important role in
promoting progress towards PCD (see Box 6).
A different approach to policy co-ordination has been taken by some
OECD members, focussing not primarily on particular topics such as trade
or migration, but on policy coherence as regards particular regions or
countries. Belgium has put in place specific arrangements to ensure that
actions in the Great Lakes region of Africa are properly co-ordinated (PR
Belgium, p. 49). The Netherlands also seeks to implement its integrated
approach to reconstruction in the five priority countries where the
Netherlands is currently supporting activities aimed at post-conflict
reconstruction (PR Netherlands, p. 48). A whole-of-government approach
with a geographical focus does not in itself ensure that poverty reduction
objectives take priority (PR Australia, pp. 52 and 56), but if poverty
reduction is prioritised, then a geographically focussed approach in
combination with thematic policy co-ordination at headquarter level may
help to deliver PCD impacts on the ground. Such an approach merits further
scrutiny by the DAC.
The peer reviews include a series of recommendations on policy
co-ordination for PCD. In these recommendations, the DAC urges its
members to put in place and strengthen mechanisms for policy co-ordination
and to ensure that development interests are clearly represented (see
Annex C). On the basis of these recommendations, a simple scale can be
constructed against which members’ performance as regards Building
Block B can be assessed. The question is: how successful has the member
been in putting in place effective mechanisms to ensure that policies and
their implementation are co-ordinated to maximise synergies and minimise
development incoherence? The sections of the peer review reports that relate
to policy co-ordination mechanisms allow one to assess members’ success in
putting this building block in place (see Box 7).vi Based on the peer review
recommendations, Box 8 outlines a series of lessons for OECD members
keen to strengthen their policy co-ordination function.
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Box 6. The Netherlands: Policy co-ordination and a
dedicated Policy Coherence Unit
With development interests represented at cabinet level, the Netherlands’ commitment to
PCD dates back to the early 1980s. In 2002, a dedicated Policy Coherence Unit (PCU) was
established, formalising the previous ad hoc approach to PCD. Reporting directly to the
Director-General for International Co-operation and the Minister for Development
Co-operation, the PCU provides dedicated analytic, co-ordination and negotiation capacity on
PCD.
The PCU has a staff of six and works closely with other divisions within the MFA in project
teams on specific coherence dossiers. The mandate is to promote general awareness of PCD at
national, European Union (EU) and international levels, to conduct independent monitoring of
OECD countries' efforts, and to stimulate research on impacts in developing countries
(European Commission PCD Report, Netherlands’ Return, p. 6).
In practice, the PCU is involved in: monitoring other national policies for possible
incoherencies; co-ordinating the positions of various departments on PCD-related issues;
compiling “coherence dossiers” on specific issues; and mobilising political support for PCD
by information and outreach activities with parliamentary committees and civil society.
A focus on EU policy making is an important strand of policy co-ordination work. The PCU
screens EU legislative proposals for their impact on developing countries and ensures that
Dutch positions in the EU take account of development impacts. A PCU representative attends
the weekly meetings of the interdepartmental Committee for European Affairs, the forum in
which the Dutch position for EU Councils and committees is determined (German
Development Institute, 2005, p. 65).
The PCU enables the MFA to work proactively and intensively on coherence. It is regarded
as “a winning combination of favourable conditions and a strong team, with identified
strengths as: staff competencies, the focus on results, creativity and networking, and advocacy
and negotiation skills.” The PCU has also been effective in building broad awareness on PCD
issues across the Dutch government as well as within EU and OECD forums (PR Netherlands,
pp. 45-46).The DAC peer review suggests that the next steps for the PCU are to build more
strategic partnerships with NGOs, strengthen its links with embassies, and with the academic
and research communities, including southern research institutes.
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Box 7. Country progress on policy co-ordination mechanisms
SWITZERLAND

PORTUGA

BELGIUM

AUSTRALIA

FINLAND

DENMARK
GERMANY

UNITED STATES

JAPAN

FRANCE
UNITED KINGDOM

ITALY

IRELAND

SWEDEN

EUROPEAN
COMMUNITY

NETHERLANDS
AUSTRIA

NORWAY

CANADA
NEW ZEALAND

SPAIN

GREECE
LUXEMBOURG

= Substantial success in putting policy co-ordination mechanisms in place
= Moderate success in putting policy co-ordination mechanisms in place
= Partial success in putting policy co-ordination mechanisms in place

Box 8. Lessons - Building Block B: Policy co-ordination mechanisms
Lesson 4: Ensure that informal working practices support effective communication between
ministries.
Lesson 5: Establish formal mechanisms at sufficiently high levels of government for interministerial co-ordination and policy arbitration, ensuring that mandates and responsibilities are
clear and fully involve ministries beyond development and foreign affairs.
Lesson 6: Encourage and mandate the development agency to play a pro-active role in
discussions about policy co-ordination.
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Building Block C: Monitoring, analysis and reporting systems
The third building block consists of the systems that a country has in
place to monitor the impacts of policies, to analyse the evidence collected
through monitoring, and to report on the impacts of policies. In the absence
of evidence about the impact of policies – evidence which is crucial for
accountability and learning as well as for evidence-based policy making –
progress towards policy coherence will be haphazard at best. If this phase of
the policy coherence cycle is to lead to greater policy coherence for
development, then it must involve monitoring, analysis and reporting on
development impacts.
According to their most recent peer reviews, many countries lack the
capacity to analyse issues around policy coherence for development (PR
Belgium, p. 49; PR Greece, p. 40; PR Italy, p. 41; PR Japan, p. 43; PR
Norway, p. 46; PR Spain, p. 29). In some cases the lack of analytical
capacity is ascribed to human resource gaps (PR Austria, p. 43; PR
Germany, p. 46). For others the analytical gap is the result of the country’s
development agency being marginalised (PR United States, p. 43).
More positively, Australia’s peer review highlights the ability of
AusAID to access relevant policy knowledge through long-term partnerships
with research institutes and universities, along with its use of external
advisers, although it also recommends that AusAID strengthen its internal
capacity (PR Australia, pp. 52 and 58). For France also, the peer review
notes that there is good analytical capacity, resources and experience, and
suggests that France might better capitalise on these assets (PR France,
p. 53).
The peer reviews reveal that systems for monitoring, analysis and
reporting are lacking even in countries that are widely regarded as being in
the forefront of progress on PCD. For instance, Sweden’s latest peer review
notes that there is a lack of organised and systematic analytical capacity to
identify potential coherence issues (PR Sweden, p. 44). Similarly, for the
United Kingdom, the peer review of 2006 endorsed the comment made in
2004 by the Parliamentary Committee on International Development that
“more progress is needed in recognising, understanding, specifying and
assessing policy coherence issues” (PR United Kingdom, p. 52). In contrast,
the forward-looking analysis of the Netherlands’ Policy Coherence Unit is
identified as an example of good practice (PR Netherlands, p. 46).
For evidence and analysis to be of use, it must be the sort of information
that can inform policy and it must actually be fed into the policy-making
process. This requires that it is reported, as far as possible, publicly and
transparently to enable other stakeholders to hold policy makers and their
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political masters accountable. DAC members spend considerable effort on
evaluating and reporting on their programmes of development co-operation.
However, reporting to the public or to parliament on the development
impacts of other policies is in its early stages.
For most DAC members, reporting to parliament is not required. And,
even in those countries which the DAC regards as having made serious
commitments to PCD, the peer reviews note that there is substantial room
for improvement as regards reporting. For example, for Germany “policy
coherence and reporting has yet to become explicit and systematic”, a
situation which led the peer review team to recommend that a special effort
be made to track and report on the implementation of the coherence agenda,
including through the use of “pertinent coherence indicators” (PR Germany,
p. 50). For the United Kingdom also, whilst the importance of monitoring
and reporting of results is fully recognised and there is now a requirement
for reporting to parliament, policy coherence actions and monitoring are yet
to be fully integrated into the performance-based frameworks employed by
the Department for International Development (DFID) and the wider
UK government (PR United Kingdom, p. 53).
Sweden, the European Community (see Box 9), the Netherlands and
Finland have perhaps made most progress on reporting. For Sweden, the
peer review notes that there were plans to establish an independent agency
for the purposes of evaluating progress in relation to the Policy for Global
Development. This, the peer review implies, would complement the
requirement that government report to parliament on progress in
implementing the Policy for Global Development, and perhaps help to
address some of the gaps identified in the reporting process. The peer review
notes also that parliament requested that reports be designed so as to enable
monitoring of progress over time; meeting this request will, as the peer
review acknowledges, require the establishment of operational targets
specific to individual policy areas (PR Sweden, pp. 44-45).
For the Netherlands, the peer review records good progress but notes
that assessing the real world effects of specific policy coherence successes
(i.e. policy change) will require strong partnerships with other line
ministries, the research community and partner countries (PR Netherlands,
p. 48).
Finally, for Finland, the Development Policy Committee, a governmentappointed advisory body, has been given a monitoring role and produces an
annual statement on Finland’s development policy which includes
commentary on PCD issues (European Commission PCD Report, Finnish
Return, p. 7). In addition, annual reporting to parliament by government was
introduced in 2006 (PR Finland, p. 29).
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Box 9. The European Community: Monitoring PCD in relation to
12 priority issues
Regional co-operation and peer pressure has been an important element in promoting PCD
within the European Union. The European Commission produced in 2007 its first biennial
report on PCD (European Commission, 2007). The report – designed to inform the PCD debate
and to serve as a public information tool – is based on a questionnaire filled in by member
states.
The report assesses member states’ efforts to enhance PCD on three different levels: the EU
level, the national level and in terms of specific issues. At the national level, the questionnaire
addresses political commitment to PCD, the existence of co-ordination and monitoring
mechanisms and the capacity of member states to promote PCD. The issue-specific element of
the questionnaire and report focuses on member states’ policies and policy processes in relation
to 12 priority areas. These are: trade; environment; climate change; security; agriculture;
fisheries; social dimension of globalisation, employment and decent work; migration; research
and innovation; information society; transport; and energy.
According to the European Commission, the report aims to provide “a basis for assessing
the application of PCD, and may serve as a public information tool to trigger further debate and
feedback from developing countries, civil society and the European Parliament” (European
Commission, 2007, p. 4). If the report succeeds in informing policy, it could, as the 2007 peer
review noted, become a watershed for future European action (PR European Community,
p. 33).

The recommendations made by the DAC on PCD include a number
which relate directly to systems for monitoring, analysis and reporting.
These recommendations (see Annex C) emphasise the importance of
monitoring, including monitoring of field-level impacts, the value of
investing in analytical capacity and the importance of reporting on progress
towards policy coherence for development. They also make clear that
OECD members have had limited success in putting in place this building
block, despite the fact that it is essential for evidence-based policy making,
learning and accountability.
Box 10 provides an assessment of OECD members’ relative success at
putting in place Building Block C.vi The question is: how successful has the
member been in putting in place effective systems for monitoring, analysis
and reporting of progress towards policy coherence for development?
Members’ success with putting this building block in place can be assessed
on the basis of the information contained in the peer review reports about
monitoring, analysis and reporting systems. Box 11 provides a series of
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lessons for countries seeking to strengthen their systems for monitoring,
analysis and reporting, with the lessons based on the recommendations made
in the peer reviews.
Box 10. Country progress on monitoring, analysis and reporting systems

BELGIUM

PORTUGAL
LUXEMBOURG

AUSTRALIA

FRANCE

JAPAN

ITALY
DENMARK

SWEDEN

NORWAY

SPAIN
AUSTRIA

NETHERLANDS
EUROPEAN COMMUNITY

CANADA

UNITED KINGDOM

FINLAND
GERMANY
SWITZERLAN

UNITED
STATES

IRELAND

GREECE

NEW ZEALAND

= Substantial success in putting monitoring/analysis/reporting systems in place
= Moderate success in putting monitoring/analysis/reporting systems in place
= Partial success in putting monitoring/analysis/reporting systems in place
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Box 11. Lessons - Building Block C: Systems for monitoring, analysis and
reporting
Lesson 7: Make use of field-level resources and international partnerships to monitor the
real world impacts of putting PCD building blocks in place.
Lesson 8: Devote adequate resources to the analysis of policy coherence issues and progress
towards PCD, drawing also on the expertise of civil society and research institutes,
domestically and internationally.
Lesson 9: Report transparently to parliament and the wider public about progress on PCD as
part of reporting on development co-operation activities and progress towards meeting the
Millennium Development Goals.

Results chains and issue-specific analysis
The peer reviews report that members have made some progress on
putting the building blocks in place (see Annex D). For instance, the
Netherlands, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the European Community
have clarified their policy statements on development and on policy
coherence; Finland, the Netherlands and the European Community have
established more effective mechanisms for policy co-ordination; and Spain
and the European Community have taken steps towards establishing more
effective systems for monitoring, analysis and reporting. There is, however,
considerable variation among OECD members. In part, this is a question of
politics; development and PCD are higher priorities in some countries than
they are in others. Nevertheless, OECD members are committed to building
a global partnership for development and many of them have made explicit
commitments to PCD. As such, the OECD has an important role to play in
supporting its members to meet their commitments to development and to
PCD.
The underlying assumption of the DAC peer review process is that
information about members’ various approaches to PCD can play an
important role in shaping policy discussions, and ultimately practice, in
individual member governments. There is no doubt that the peer review
process has played a useful role in putting PCD on the agenda and in
supporting its members’ efforts to move towards PCD. For instance, the
Netherlands’ decision to establish a dedicated PCD unit, Italy’s decision to
establish the post of Deputy Foreign Minister with specific responsibilities
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for PCD, and Germany’s plans to put in place a tracking and reporting
mechanism for PCD have all been influenced by the peer review process.
The DAC peer review process could, however, provide more useful
information about: (i) the factors that have enabled some members but not
others to put in place the building blocks; (ii) results achieved by members
putting in place each of the building blocks; and (iii) the costs of
incoherence and the benefits of coherence. The provision of such
information would do much to enable members to make evidence-based
decisions about whether and how to move faster and further on PCD. It
would also be a constructive response to the charge that the PCD agenda has
paid insufficient attention to impacts. As the OECD’s 2007 progress report
on PCD put it:
“The work done so far suggests that we need to enhance
identification of best institutional practices on how to achieve PCD
and to assess more systematically the impact of policy coherence for
development – and the costs of incoherence – in reducing poverty
and supporting sustainable growth.” (OECD, 2007a, p. 17)
The fundamental challenge is to specify the results chains that are
expected to lead from efforts to work towards PCD (inputs), through
institutional arrangements and processes, to policies (outputs) to changes in
behaviour (outcomes) and ultimately to impacts in developing countries.
Specifying results chains is an essential precursor to any attempt to
systematically monitor, evaluate and learn about progress towards PCD. Put
differently, assessing progress towards PCD should be based on an explicit
model of how policy processes lead to policy outputs and ultimately to
policy impacts, with efforts made to collect data for each stage of the results
chain. A further challenge for the OECD and its efforts to support members’
progress towards PCD – a challenge that acknowledges that progress
towards PCD is driven in large part by politics – is that of better
understanding the political economy of PCD in the OECD’s members.
Meeting these challenges will best be done through an issue-specific
focus rather than solely through a generic analysis of institutional
arrangements for PCD, as results chains and appropriate indicators, the
political economy of policy making, and countries’ progress towards PCD
will vary by issue. An issue-specific approach to PCD also holds
considerable potential in terms of strengthening links between development
and other policy communities, helping to build the two-way street towards
PCD. Chapter 4 of this report demonstrates how one might go about
assessing PCD in relation to one specific issue area, that of migration.
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Chapter 4
Assessing Policy Coherence for Development for One Issue:
The Example of Migration

Migration matters
A focus on specific policy areas can usefully complement the OECD
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) peer review approach of
examining a country’s institutional set up for policy coherence for
development (PCD). Taking migration as an example, this chapter seeks to
demonstrate how this might be done, using the policy coherence cycle and
its associated building blocks as a framework to systematically assess a
country’s progress towards PCD in a specific area.
Migration provides a suitable example for two reasons. First, because
development-friendly migration policies can offer significant pay-offs in
terms of developmental outcomes (OECD, 2006b, IOM, 2006). Secondly,
migration exemplifies some of the major challenges for countries seeking to
make further and faster progress towards PCD.
There are challenges for all three building blocks:

•

Securing political commitment to ensure that migration policies take
account of impacts on developing countries, and translating that
commitment into clear policy statements. This is a considerable
challenge, not least because migration is politically contentious and
often seen as a domestic issue (OECD, 2007e).

•

Migration policy processes can involve a number of different
ministries and stakeholders, placing considerable demands on policy
co-ordination mechanisms.

•

There is a lack of data, monitoring and analysis on migration and on
the costs and benefits for developing countries of the different
migration policies that countries in the developed world might put in
place.
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The migration-development nexus
Migration also exemplifies the challenge of assessing progress towards
PCD when the state of knowledge about the relationship between a
particular policy area and development is relatively weak. Considerable
effort has been expended in recent years by organisations including the
International Organization for Migration (IOM), the OECD and the World
Bank to better understand the migration-development nexus, but it remains a
complex and poorly understood area. In such a context, it is far from easy to
know which policy levers one would need to engage in order to maximise
the developmental benefits and minimise the developmental costs of
migration-related issues. This makes specifying the results chain, setting
objectives and identifying indicators against which progress can be
measured extremely challenging.
The DAC peer reviews give some insight into the DAC’s understanding
of the migration-development nexus. One dimension of the relationship that
the peer reviews have given attention to is remittances, an issue which is
raised in the peer reviews for countries including Canada, Italy, New
Zealand, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom. A second
dimension considered for a number of countries is that of “brain drain” and
specifically the migration of health workers. A third dimension is the role of
diasporas and the efforts made by OECD members to engage their migrant
communities in policy processes.
However, the assumptions made by the peer review process about the
migration-development nexus are implicit rather than explicit. For instance,
the peer review for Greece fails to make explicit how providing health and
education services to migrants is expected to enhance developmental
outcomes (PR Greece, p. 38). This is problematic, because without a clear
idea of how migration affects development, and without a clear idea of what
constitutes development-friendly migration policies, it is difficult to assess
progress on PCD as regards migration. Indeed, this echoes the view put
forward by Spain, a country which intends – despite the fact that it has made
some progress in putting in place the institutional arrangements for PCD,
including in relation to migration (see Box 15) – to keep migration and
development co-operation policies separate for the time being, in part
because the impact of migration on development remains unclear (PR Spain,
p. 28).
As understanding of the migration-development nexus improves, it will
become more feasible to assess progress towards development-friendly
migration policies. In the meantime, there are two ways forward. One
approach is to be explicit about what is and what is not known about the
relationship between migration and development. Focussing on south-north
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migration, Box 12 provides a summary of what is known about the
migration-development nexus, setting out the key dimensions of the
migration-development relationship, and providing an indication for each
dimension of its significance, the extent to which it is well understood, and
of the likely impact (positive or negative) on development (for more detail,
see Chappell and Sriskandarajah, 2007).vii In general these impacts will be
more positive when it is the low skilled rather than the higher skilled
migrating, when migration is from poorer rather than middle income
countries, and when migration is temporary rather than permanent (OECD,
2007e, 2007f).
Such an analysis can provide useful input as to the sorts of policies that
one would need to examine in order to assess progress towards PCD in
relation to migration. This approach – being explicit about which policies
one would want to look at to assess progress towards PCD for migration – is
taken by the European Commission in its recent PCD report. In collecting
data for that report, the Commission asked member states to report on
efforts made to promote synergies between migration and development,
directing specific attention to: the facilitation of remittances; involving
diasporas; addressing “brain drain”; promoting circular migration; and
supporting developing countries in their efforts to manage migration flows
and to combat human trafficking (European Commission, 2007). These
policies are ones that any analysis of progress towards PCD in relation to
migration should focus on (see also Annex E). It is important here to note
that a number of policies may shape the developmental impacts of
migration, beyond those that directly regulate the movement of people into
and out of a country.

Assessing progress round the policy coherence cycle for migration
A second complementary approach to assessing progress towards PCD
in relation to migration – an approach which is in line with the way in which
the DAC peer reviews currently assess members’ institutional set up for
PCD – is to focus on policy processes. This means not neglecting policy
outputs, outcomes and impacts, but that given the relatively poor state of
knowledge of the migration-development nexus and the challenges that this
raises for specifying results chains and evaluating impacts, that a focus on
policy processes may at the current time be a sensible and politically
feasible way forward.

BUILDING BLOCKS FOR POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT – © OECD 2009

42 – 4. ASSESSING POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT FOR ONE ISSUE: THE EXAMPLE OF MIGRATION

Box 12. Key dimensions of the migration-development nexus
How
How well
significant? understood?

Types of impacts
Migration may alter a migrant’s income wages will differ in other labour markets
Migration may change household income e.g. through remittances
Migration may affect a country’s supply of
foreign exchange – e.g. through remittances
Migration may affect a country’s labour
markets – i.e. migration either reduces excess
labour or creates labour shortages, particularly
in skilled sectors
Migration may impact upon family
structures and social networks, both by
altering their membership (e.g. emigration of
the young) and the distribution of power
(e.g. those with access to remittances may
become more powerful)
Migration may alter a household’s
exposure to risk – e.g. remittances buffer
recipients from fluctuation in domestic
economy.
Migration may alter the migrant’s
educational achievement – many migrants
leave home for a better education
Migration may affect economic inequality,
depending on which households include
migrants and receive remittances.
Migration may affect the educational
achievement of the migrant’s family
members – remittances provide resources to
spend on education, and the potential for
educated people to migrate creates incentives
for others to continue education
Migration may affect the provision and
quality of education and health services –
e.g. through the emigration of staff, yet may
increase incentives for people to train in such
professions
Migration may alter traditional culture and
norms, as returned migrants may bring back
new cultures and ideas

Positive/
negative/
clear

***

***

+

***

***

+

***

***

+

***

**

?

***

*

?

***

+

**

***

+

**

**

-

**

**

+

**

**

?

**

**

?

**
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The policy coherence cycle and its associated building blocks provide a
useful framework for analysing policy processes. Putting this framework to
use entails assessing, for each building block in turn, the extent to which the
generic lessons for progress towards PCD as outlined in Chapter 3 have
been put into practice as regards migration and migration-related policies.

Building Block A: Political commitment and policy statements
Applying the generic lessons about PCD to migration entails asking a
series of questions, as follows:
Question 1: Has the government engaged with the public - working
with civil society, diaspora groups, research organisations and partner
countries - to raise awareness and build support for developmentfriendly migration policies on a long-term basis?
Question 2: Has the government made a public commitment that
migration policies will take account of development impacts, with this
commitment endorsed at the highest political level, and with clear links
made between migration and internationally agreed development and
poverty reduction goals?
Question 3: Has the government published a clearly prioritised and
time-bound action agenda for making progress towards developmentfriendly migration policies; and, is the government an active participant
in international fora on migration and development?
The existence of public information campaigns about the development
dimension of migration, the holding of meetings with civil society and
diaspora organisations to share knowledge about migration and development
and the promotion and dissemination of research about the relationship
between migration and development would all count as positives in
assessing a member’s performance as regards Question 1. Finland, with its
plans to organise a brainstorming event with a range of stakeholders,
including diaspora groups and the broader non-governmental organisation
(NGO) community as well as representatives from ministries, academia,
trade unions and the private sector, would score well in this regard
(European Commission PCD Report, Finnish Return, p. 45), as would the
Netherlands, due to its government’s regular consultations with migrant
organisations (European Commission PCD Report, Netherlands’ Return,
p. 33).
The existence of published policy statements setting out a commitment
to take account of the developmental impacts of migration would merit a
positive assessment for Question 2. Such commitments might be pitched at a
general level, committing the government to take account of the
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developmental impacts of migration: Finland’s establishment in 2006 of a
Government Migration Policy Programme which commits the government
to take account of the connections between migration and development
provides an example (European Commission PCD Report, Finnish Return,
p. 44; see Box 13 for Sweden). Alternatively, commitment might take the
form of a sector-specific policy such as that contained in the Netherlands’
Joint Policy Memorandum on Development and Migration (European
Commission PCD Report, Netherlands’ Return, p. 32), or a commitment to
take account of developmental impacts in relation to a policy area such as
health worker recruitment where there are thought to be significant
developmental impacts.
A positive assessment for Question 3 would be merited by public
statements by political leaders that draw attention to the developmental
impacts of migration and that make a commitment to ensure that migration
policy takes account of development impacts. In addition, active
participation and leadership in international fora, such as the Global Forum
on Migration and Development, would be a positive sign. Finally, the
publication of a clear time-bound agenda for action would also lead to a
positive rating for Question 3.

Building Block B: Policy co-ordination mechanisms
Applying the generic lessons about policy co-ordination mechanisms for
PCD to migration entails asking a series of questions:
Question 4: Do informal working practices support effective
communication between ministries with responsibility for policies on
migration and development?
Question 5: Have functioning formal mechanisms been established for
inter-ministerial co-ordination and policy arbitration amongst ministries
with responsibilities for migration and migration-related issues, with
mandates and responsibilities made clear?
Question 6: Is the development agency able to play a proactive role in
ensuring that development interests are taken into account in discussions
about policy co-ordination in relation to migration?
A positive assessment as regards Question 4 would be merited by there
being regular communication between officials working on issues around
the migration-development nexus in different ministries. At the very least,
this would entail the relevant officials knowing who their counterparts are in
other ministries.
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The existence of an inter-ministerial working group or committee on
migration that meets regularly for substantive discussions on policy matters
and that brings together representatives from all the relevant policy
communities and ministries would warrant a positive assessment for
Question 5. Effective co-ordination must also involve, where necessary,
other ministries such as foreign affairs, justice, health and finance. To score
highly on an assessment such a co-ordination mechanism, would also need
to have a clear mandate with the responsibilities of the various participants
spelled out.
In addition to inter-ministerial policy co-ordination, countries which
engage in policy co-ordination discussions at an international level –
through the European Union, the OECD, the United Nations (UN) and the
World Bank for instance, as well as in their bilateral relations with
developing countries – would score highly on this aspect of the assessment.
Having established a special unit for migration and development within the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs which supports a broad range of activities in
co-operation with international partners would score highly in this regard
(European Commission PCD Report, Netherlands’ Return, p. 32), as would
the United Kingdom’s efforts to establish migration and remittance
partnerships with a number of developing countries.
Active participation of the development agency in inter-ministerial
discussions would lead to a member scoring well on Question 6. This would
require not only that the development agency be invited to inter-ministerial
meetings on migration, but also that it attend and be able to make itself
heard to ensure that migration policy discussions take full account of
development impacts.

Building Block C: Monitoring, analysis and reporting systems
Applying the lessons from Chapter 3, assessing countries’ progress in
putting this building block in place in relation to migration entails asking the
following questions:
Question 7: Is good use made of field-level resources and international
partnerships to monitor the impacts of migration and migration-related
policies in developing countries?
Question 8: Are adequate resources devoted to the analysis of issues
relating to the migration-development nexus, and are efforts made to
draw on the expertise of civil society and research institutes,
domestically and internationally?
Question 9: Is there transparent reporting to parliament and the public
on the developmental impacts of migration and migration-related
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policies and is such reporting included as part of standard reporting on
development co-operation activities and progress towards meeting the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)?
Progress in applying Lesson 7 would be demonstrated, and a positive
response to Question 7 merited, by efforts made at country level to collect
information about migration and to better understand the ways in which the
developed country’s migration and migration-related policies have an
impact in the developing world. This might involve working through the
development agency’s country offices, through embassies, or through
partnerships with multilateral organisations such as the World Bank or UN.
Efforts to engage developing country governments in the analysis of the
developmental impacts of migration would also lead to a positive
assessment.
For Question 8, a positive assessment would be given to a member with
dedicated staff working on migration-development issues. In addition,
engagement with civil society and research institutes to generate knowledge,
analysis and understanding of the relationship between migration and
development would go some way to demonstrating that this lesson had been
applied. By way of example, the peer review for Denmark notes that the
migration-development nexus constitutes a substantial research area for the
Danish Institute for International Studies (PR Denmark, p. 29). More
specifically, in both the United Kingdom and the Netherlands, governmentsupported analysis has led to the publication of reports on remittance flows
to developing countries.
Finally, for Question 9, regular reporting to parliament and the public
that emphasises and sets out the development dimension of migration and
migration-related policies would result in a positive assessment. As a
starting point, reports on immigration would need to include information on
the numbers of immigrants from developing countries, their country origins,
educational backgrounds and their duration of stay. The collection of data on
remittance flows – as well as information about the relative costs of different
remittance channels – would provide further evidence that Lesson 9 was
being applied. The Netherlands, where the Minister for Development
Co-operation and the Minister for Integration make six-monthly reports on
progress in relation to the joint policy on migration and development
provides a positive example of the approach required (European
Commission PCD Report, Netherlands’ Return, p. 32).
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Conclusions and case studies
This chapter has demonstrated how an issue-specific analysis of
progress towards PCD might be organised, based on the cyclical model of
progress towards PCD. Such an approach could be taken for any number of
issues that are thought likely to have significant development impacts;
migration was taken as an example to demonstrate how the approach might
work. Making the most of this approach would require that further thought
be given to the results chain, the relationship between the issue in question
and development, and to specifying more precisely the sorts of indicators
against which one would want to collect information. This chapter has
however demonstrated the potential of such an approach. Boxes 13, 14 and
15 show how the approach proposed might be applied for Sweden, the
United Kingdom and Spain respectively.
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Box 13. Sweden: Taking development impacts into account

Building Block A: Political commitment and policy statements
Political commitment towards promoting PCD in labour migration policy in Sweden
has been high. In 2004, Sweden’s parliamentary Committee for Labour Migration was given
responsibility for reviewing migration policies within a development framework. In 2006, the
Committee released a policy statement entitled “Labour Migration to Sweden – Proposals and
Consequences” stressing that the government should be more mindful of developing countries’
interests when formulating labour migration policies. Sweden has been very active in
international for a. In July 2007, it led the roundtable discussion on “Coherent Policy Planning
and Methodology to Link Migration and Development” at the Global Forum for Migration and
Development.

Building Block B: Policy co-ordination mechanisms
Policy co-ordination mechanisms to promote PCD in labour migration policies include
formal and informal ones. Formal policy co-ordination revolves around the Minister for
Migration and Asylum Policy, who has ultimate responsibility to ensure PCD in labour
migration policy, as well as the Department for Development Policy, whose role is to
“facilitate, monitor and support this process”. Informal mechanisms include close collaboration
in preparatory background research between the Ministries and Sida.

Building Block C: Systems for monitoring, analysis and reporting
The Swedish government has shown good capacity to analyse and report on the impact
of migration on development objectives. Strengthening of analytical capacity, notably in the
role of remittances in development and in assisting the voluntary return of skilled migrants, has
been led by Sida and the Swedish Migration Board. Sida and the Ministry for Foreign Affairs
have also worked together with the World Health Organization and the World Bank to develop
a more goal-oriented analysis of international support/maintenance of health workers in
developing countries as the basis for concrete action. The Ministry for Justice also has full-time
staff who deal with “migration and development”. Reporting mechanisms for PCD
commitments have been improving over time with different ministries now playing a more
active role in the drafting of the annual report to parliament as mandated in Sweden’s PGD
Bill.
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Box 14. The United Kingdom: Dealing with domestic priorities and politics

Building Block A: Political commitment and policy statements
Political commitment to making migration policy development-friendly has been
mixed. The United Kingdom (UK Department for International Development, DFID) has
produced a policy paper on migration and development which emphasises that migration can
be a positive force for development. This policy paper was agreed at ministerial level across
government. However, it does not address a number of key policy areas and there are some
inconsistencies with the Home Office’s approach to migration. As part of the Home Office’s
strategy, in July 2005 the Home Secretary (Minister for the Interior) proposed a new pointsbased system migration policy. The policy is largely based on domestic economic, political and
security concerns and pays limited attention to developmental impacts, potentially deepening
the problem of “brain drain”.

Building Block B: Policy co-ordination mechanisms
The United Kingdom has both formal and informal policy co-ordination mechanisms,
with the latter being particularly strong. There is no body mandated specifically to promote
PCD efforts in relation to migration although relationships between DFID and other
government departments which deal with migration are strengthening. This builds in part on
the 2006 International Development (Reporting and Transparency) Act which requires the
Secretary of State for International Development to report annually to Parliament on the effects
of policies in various areas, including migration policy. This has provided scope for DFID to
play a more assertive role in promoting PCD in relation to migration. For example, DFID has
been leading efforts towards facilitating cross-departmental dialogue on development aspects
of migration policy, notably through the creation of an inter-departmental working group
which brings together representatives from the foreign office, the home office and DFID.
Specific policy co-ordination initiatives have been undertaken as regards the recruitment of
health workers and in relation to reducing the transactions costs of remittances.

Building Block C: Systems for monitoring, analysis and reporting
Analytical and reporting capacity with regards to PCD in migration is improving due
to the work and leadership of DFID. DFID has taken the lead role in building analytical
capacity and disseminating its research on migration’s impact on development outcomes. In
2006, DFID financed a study into remittances to developing countries, and has also cosponsored, with the World Bank, a major international conference on remittances. Moreover,
following the publication of its White Paper in 2006, the UK government has committed itself
to monitoring the effect of migration policy, and especially the points-based system, on
development.
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Box 15. Spain: Working towards coherence at multiple levels

Building Block A: Political commitment and policy statements
Political commitment has been high in relation to the policy of co-desarollo (codevelopment) with the State Secretary of International Co-operation (SECI) taking an
important leadership role. The SECI has led the strategy of co-development within Spain as
well as internationally (i.e. within OECD DAC), with a particular focus on the theme of
remittances. The degree of political commitment across government and wider civil society has
been significant, notably seen through its representation in the Master Plan for Spanish Cooperation 2005-08 and the policy statement “Consensus on Co-development” in 2006.

Building Block B: Policy co-ordination mechanisms
Policy co-ordination mechanisms have been formal and informal, but formal ones have
been particularly effective. Spain’s formal PCD mechanisms are exemplary for the wide
degree of representation of government and non-government actors they allow. In the case of
“co-development” policy, the PCD system has helped to harmonise the activities of municipal,
regional and state actors. For example, a Working Group on Co-development of the
Development Co-operation Council involved a wide spectrum of actors that helped to produce
a “co-development” policy statement in 2006.

Building Block C: Systems for monitoring, analysis and reporting
Spain has demonstrated good capacity in the area of analytical and reporting, with
improving efforts in evidence gathering about co-development policy outcomes. For
example, the SECI has taken the initiative to prepare case studies on the theme of remittances
in three countries – Ecuador, Morocco and Senegal. Moreover, Spain has sought to increase
research capacity in relation to migration and development. This is exemplified by the signing
of an accord between the SECI and the Secretary State for Immigration and Emigration to
undertake country studies and make use of the Permanent Observatory on Immigration.
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Chapter 5
Conclusions and Next Steps towards
Policy Coherence for Development

Analysis of the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) peer
reviews demonstrates the importance of having the three building blocks for
policy coherence for development (PCD) in place. Building Block A,
political commitment translated into clear policy statements, is the essential
foundation for progress towards PCD. Building Block B, policy
co-ordination mechanisms, is vital if synergies between policies are to be
maximised. And Building Block C, systems for monitoring, analysis and
reporting, is the foundation for evidence-based and accountable policy
processes. Box 16 brings together a series of lessons for those OECD
members keen to make further and faster progress towards PCD.
In order to put the three building blocks in place and to move forward
towards PCD, governments should:

•

manage the political economy of PCD and generate the public
support that is needed for political commitment to be sustained;

•

establish a co-ordination mechanism to lead and co-ordinate
progress towards greater coherence and to ensure that development
interests are well-represented;

•

invest in effective systems for monitoring and analysis, reporting
transparently on results to produce the accountability needed to
drive progress.

The nine lessons learned should be used as basis in preparing OECD’s
guidance on institutional practices on PCD.
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Box 16. Progress towards PCD: Lessons for OECD members

Building Block A: Political commitment and policy statements
Lesson 1: Educate and engage the public, working with civil society, research organisations
and partner countries, to raise awareness and build support for PCD, on a long-term basis.
Lesson 2: Make public commitments to PCD, endorsed at the highest political level, with
clear links made to poverty reduction and internationally agreed development goals.
Lesson 3: Publish clearly prioritised and time-bound action agendas for making progress on
PCD.

Building Block B: Policy co-ordination mechanisms
Lesson 4: Ensure that informal working practices support effective communication between
ministries.
Lesson 5: Establish formal mechanisms at sufficiently high levels of government for interministerial co-ordination and policy arbitration, ensuring that mandates and responsibilities are
clear, and fully involve ministries beyond development and foreign affairs.
Lesson 6: Encourage and mandate the development agency to play a pro-active role in
discussions about policy co-ordination.

Building Block C: Systems for monitoring, analysis and reporting
Lesson 7: Make use of field-level resources and international partnerships to monitor the
real world impacts of putting PCD building blocks in place.
Lesson 8: Devote adequate resources to the analysis of policy coherence issues and progress
towards PCD drawing also on the expertise of civil society and research institutes,
domestically and internationally.
Lesson 9: Report transparently to parliament and the wider public about progress on PCD as
part of reporting on development co-operation activities and progress towards meeting the
Millennium Development Goals.
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There is a series of other measures that OECD members and the OECD
should advance in seeking to promote progress on PCD:
1.

Focus on results and measure impact, making good use of field-level
perspectives. Progress on PCD would be hastened were more attention
given by the OECD and its members to PCD results. As the OECD’s
2006 update on PCD put it: “performance indicators or results measures
are the main item of unfinished business. Systematic synthesis of results,
as well as measurement and monitoring of trends in improving PCD,
would add value to future work in the area” (OECD, 2006a, p. 4). This
remains the case.
The DAC peer review process has played an important role in
promoting the building blocks necessary for progress towards PCD.
Other peer review processes in the OECD could take up PCD as part of
their review processes. PCD is also an important part in developing
relations with enhanced engagement countries.
The DAC review process could provide members with more useful
information about:
a. the factors that have enabled some members but not others to put
the building blocks in place;
b. the results that have been achieved by members putting each of
the building blocks in place;
c. the costs of incoherence and the benefits of coherence.
To better measure impact of coherent/incoherent policies there is need
for:

− Specifying the expected results chains from PCD activity and to
tracking progress against measurable indicators. Meeting this
challenge will best be done through a focus on particular issues,
an approach that can usefully complement the DAC’s generic
analysis of institutional arrangements. In this report, migration
is taken as an example of an issue which might usefully be
analysed in this manner. members’ progress towards PCD on a
particular issue would be assessed in terms of the extent to
which each of the nine lessons above had been put into practice
for the issue in question. Such an approach could be applied to a
range of policy areas.
− Encouraging members to make better use of field-level
perspectives on PCD, strengthening its own use of such
perspectives to demonstrate its value. The challenges involved
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in tracing the impact of an institutional change, or a policy
change, through to its real world impact are considerable, but
analysis and learning about policy coherence requires evidence,
and the evidence that matters most is evidence from developing
countries. In addition, the peer review process could explore
further the quality of analytical work on PCD issues taking
place at a national level.

− Mapping influence of external factors on development. There
may be value in the OECD working with the United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) and others to promote
analysis of PCD and beyond aid issues, which starts from the
perspective of developing countries. This could involve working
with local stakeholders to map out how a number of beyond aid
issues that are shaped largely by external actors play out in the
context of particular countries and their governance/institutional
arrangements,viii and exploring how policy inconsistencies are
negotiated at country level. Tracing impacts from a single
developed country to a single developing country is extremely
challenging, but this more modest approach would be an
important step forward for the PCD agenda.
2.

Focus on specific substantive issues. A focus on specific issues such as
migration, trade or climate change can galvanise action on PCD, playing
an important role in building the two-way streets that lead to PCD
results.

− Members, for their part, should ensure that their PCD efforts are
focussed on those specific issue areas which are expected to
deliver significant development benefits. And, having selected
those issue areas, they should seek to specify results chains
against which they can track progress.
− For its part, the OECD could complement the peer reviews’
existing institutional analysis by including more in-depth
analysis in relation to specific issues. This might be achieved by
following a two-year cycle so that each peer review within that
period of time would include a case study on a particular issue
selected in advance by the DAC. To support such analysis the
relevant OECD and other policy experts could produce
Background Guides to complement the Content Guide. Such
Background Guides would, for a particular issue, set out what is
known about the relationship between the issue in question and
development, and specify a results chain against which progress
could be assessed. In the medium-term this might be a way of
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rolling out the analysis of development impacts beyond the
DAC and its development-focused publications and audience,
for instance to include analysis of the developmental impacts of
migration in reviews of OECD members’ labour market
policies.
3.

Examine PCD through a political economy lens. Taking a political
economy perspective on issues of PCD acknowledges that progress
towards PCD is fundamentally shaped by politics and governance
dynamics. Political economy analyses could provide comparative
explanatory information about countries’ success or failure in moving
towards PCD in relation to an issue, information that other countries
may find useful. There are obvious synergies in many sectors, such as
agriculture, with the OECD Political Economy of Reform (PER) that
could be exploited.

− Such a political economy analysis might entail, for a particular
issue, seeking to map features such as the key actors, their
behaviours, their interests, their relationships and the incentives
they work under.
− For the OECD, a political economy perspective on PCD would
provide an excellent opportunity to strengthen the links between
the OECD’s emerging strand of work on the political economy
of reform and its ongoing work on PCD, helping to consolidate
the position of the OECD as a hub for research and policy
analysis on globalisation.
4.

Engage stakeholders. Engagement with a diverse group of stakeholders,
domestic and international, can play an important role in driving
progress around the policy coherence cycle, in part by changing the
political context.

− OECD members should engage with a wide range of
stakeholders including non-governmental organisations (NGOs),
diaspora organisations, research institutes, the private sector and
parliamentarians.
− The OECD should continue to bring together a diverse group of
stakeholders from developed and developing countries to share
experience and insights about PCD and beyond aid issues.
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5.

Strengthen international partnerships. International partnerships are
essential if progress towards PCD is to be achieved. Working with
organisations based in developing countries can do much to generate
field-level knowledge of policy impacts, to build the capacity of
developing countries to engage effectively with beyond aid issues, and
to deliver the accountability necessary for greater development
effectiveness.

− Members should work to broaden their bilateral development
relationships beyond aid to include a wider range of issues.
− The OECD, for its part, should continue to build strong
international partnerships with multilateral organisations such as
the World Bank and the UNDP that are active in relation to
issues such as global public good, global governance and
inclusive globalisation. Through its policy analysis, the OECD
should also support governments in developing countries in
their efforts to effectively engage with the beyond aid issues that
are at the core of PCD.
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Endnotes
i.

The European Community is included in our analysis and the DAC’s peer
review process. The European Community is clearly a unique entity with many
features of its own. Nevertheless, its experience in relation to PCD may hold
valuable lessons for other OECD members.

ii.

Sources: Agriculture and trade - Agricultural Policies in OECD Countries:
Monitoring and Evaluation 2007 and OECD Journal on Development:
Development Co-operation Report 2006. Fisheries - Fishing for Coherence in
West Africa: Policy Coherence in the Fisheries Sector in Seven West African
Countries and Fishing for Coherence: Fisheries and Development Policies
Workshop, OECD 2007; Fishing for Coherence: Proceedings of the Workshop
on Policy Coherence for Development in Fisheries, OECD 2006. Climate
change - UNDP Human Development Report 2007; Bridge over Troubled
Waters: Linking Climate Change and Development, OECD, OECD 2005. Paris
and Gigli S. & Agrawala S. 2007 Stocktaking of Progress on Integrating
Adaptation to Climate Change into Development Co-operation Activities,
COM/ENV/EPOC/DCD/DAC(2007)1/FINAL. OECD, Paris.

iii.

The EU has been the other key player as regards PCD with the Maastricht
Treaty of 1992 establishing the importance of coherence, complementarity and
co-ordination.

iv.

This conceptualisation builds on that developed by the OECD and employed in
the DAC peer review process and borrows heavily from the excellent ECDPM
report and its conceptualisation of PCD systems (ECDPM, 2007, p. 4 and
ECDPM/ICEI, 2005, pp. 17-18).

v.

The reader should bear in mind that the analysis in this chapter is based on the
data provided in the latest DAC peer review for each country. Countries may
have made further progress above that which is analysed and reported here. This
may be especially so for those members reviewed towards the start of the
2003-07 review cycle. It is also important to bear in mind, as Chapter 3 makes
clear, that the DAC’s analysis of members’ progress on PCD says little about
impacts.
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vi.

Considering countries on the basis of this data produces only tentative and
indicative results, but it does provide a baseline assessment of members’ relative
positions at the time of their latest peer review.

vii.

It is important to note that analysis of the relationship between migration and
development remains in its infancy, with better methodologies and data
required, so all conclusions remain tentative to some degree. Secondly, most
work (e.g. OECD, 2007e) indicates that migration’s impacts vary across
countries, depending both on the nature of the migration and the circumstances
in the originating and destination countries. The impacts set out in Box 12 are
those which appear to apply in most cases.

viii.

This approach is being developed by an ongoing DFID-ODI-UNDP initiative on
“Mapping the Global Drivers of Development”. See www.odi.org.uk/
country_mappings.

BUILDING BLOCKS FOR POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT – © OECD 2009

REFERENCES – 59

References
British Council and Migration Policy Group (2007), “Migrant Integration
Policy Index”.
Chappell and Sriskandarajah (2007), “Mapping the Development Impacts of
Migration: Development on the Move”, Working Paper 1.
ECDPM and ICEI (2005), “EU Mechanisms that Promote Policy Coherence
for Development: A Scoping Study”.
ECDPM et al. (2007), “Evaluation Study on the EU Institutions and
Member States’ Mechanisms for Promoting Policy Coherence for
Development”.
European Commission (2007), “EU Report on Policy Coherence for
Development”, COM(2007)545 Final.
German Development Institute (2005), “Enhancing Policy Coherence for
Development: Justification, Recognition and Approaches to
Achievement”.
Global Forum on Migration and Development Taskforce (2007), “Global
Forum on Migration and Development First Meeting Summary Report”.
IOM (2006), Migration and Development: Opportunities and Challenges for
Policymakers.
OECD (1991), “Development Co-operation and the Challenge of Policy
Coherence in the New International Context”, summary record of the
614th
Meeting
of
the
DAC,
10-11
September
1991,
DCD/DAC/M(91)6/PROV.
OECD (1996a), Shaping the Twenty-First Century: The Contribution of
Development Co-operation, OECD, Paris.
OECD (1996b), “Building Policy Coherence: Tools and Tensions”, PUMA
Occasional Papers, No.12, OECD, Paris.
OECD (2001), The DAC Guidelines on Poverty Reduction. OECD, Paris.

BUILDING BLOCKS FOR POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT – © OECD 2009

60 – REFERENCES
OECD (2006a), “Policy Coherence for Development: An Update”,
DCD/DAC/RD(2006)12/RD3.
OECD (2006b), “Migration, Aid and Trade: Policy Coherence for
Development”, Policy Brief, No. 28.
OECD (2006c), International Migration Outlook. OECD, Paris.
OECD (2007a), “Progress in Policy Coherence for Development and a
Coherent Framework for the OECD’s Work on Development”,
C(2007)92/REV1.
OECD (2007b), “Information Note on the DAC Peer Review Process”,
DCD(2007)5.
OECD
(2007c),
“DAC
DCD/DAC(2007)6/FINAL.

Peer

Review

Content

Guide”,

OECD (2007d), “Learning through Peer Reviews: Action Plan 2007-08”,
DCD/DAC(2007)35.
OECD (2007e), Policy Coherence for Development: Migration and
Developing Countries, OECD Development Centre, Paris.
OECD (2007f), “Programme on Policy Coherence for Development:
Synthesis Report”, DCD/DAC(2007)2/REV1.
OECD (2007g), Gaining from Migration: Towards a New Mobility System,
OECD Development Centre, Paris.
OECD (2008), “Development Co-operation Report 2007”, OECD Journal
on Development, Volume 9, No. 1.
Sriskandarajah (2007), “Looking Ahead: Developing Strategies and
Partnerships to Work on ‘Migration and Development’ Issues”, for the
King Baudouin Foundation, presented at the Global Forum on Migration
and Development.

BUILDING BLOCKS FOR POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT – © OECD 2009

ANNEX A – 61

Annex A
OECD DAC Peer Reviews

OECD member
Australia
Austria
Belgium
Canada
Denmark
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Ireland
Italy
Japan
Luxembourg
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Portugal
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
United Kingdom
United States
European Community
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2004
2004
2005
2007
2007
2007
2004
2005
2006
2003
2004
2003
2003
2006
2005
2004
2006
2007
2005
2005
2006
2006
2007
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Annex B
The Content Guide for Policy Coherence for Development

Purpose
Aid alone will not secure development and poverty reduction in developing countries.
The efforts of aid programmes, no matter how strong, will be undermined if government
policies, both in donor and partner countries, are not supporting development objectives.
Examining how DAC members go about promoting policy coherence for development,
what institutional mechanisms are in place, and what degree of success they have
achieved is, thus, an important aspect of peer reviews. This framework will help the peer
reviewer analyse what efforts the reviewed country is making both at national level with
respect to its own policies, and at field level with respect to promoting coherence among
donors and within the partner government.
Headquarters issues
•

Is there a political statement spelling out the government’s commitment to policy
coherence for development? What priority is routinely given to development and
coherence at the highest level of a government?

•

Who are the key actors and institutions in policy formulation processes and what are
the key issues and constraints to policy coherence within government? Are there
effective cross-institutional co-ordination mechanisms to consult on policy options
and to resolve policy conflicts or inconsistencies?

•

What practical experience does the government have with achieving policy
coherence across public institutions? What procedures (reporting, benchmarks, etc.)
are in place to assess the effectiveness of the institutional structures? Can the
agency give one or two examples which illustrate the effectiveness of the
institutional structure?

•

What mechanisms are used to prepare the country’s position on policies which are
expected to have an impact on developing countries, e.g. within the WTO or the
EU?
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•

To what extent does the government consult with all possible stakeholders on issues
of policy coherence for development? Are these issues regularly monitored and
reported on publicly?

•

Is there sufficient capacity within government, including requisite staff, to define
issues, analyse them effectively and channel them into policy processes?

Field level issues
•

What is the reviewed country’s approach to policy coherence for development in the
partner country? Is there an overarching, integrated strategy, including political,
trade, co-operation, migration or other aspects of the relationship? What
mechanisms are used to co-ordinate within the Embassy/field office in order to
ensure policy coherence and influence events and processes in the partner country?
Does the Embassy/field office try to promote policy coherence in the partner
country through its aid programme? Is there any co-ordination with other donors on
these matters?
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Annex C
DAC Recommendations on Policy Coherence for Development

(Emphasis and categorisation by building block added)

Building Block 1
Political commitment and policy statements
In order to monitor and ensure policy coherence for development, the
MFA will need (i) a detailed strategy or policy framework (e.g. for the
MDGs and poverty reduction) from which it can gauge the development
impact of other policies, (ii) the means to engage analytical capacity, and
(iii) the staff to initiate and organise effective coherence work. (Austria,
2004)
The Three-Year Programme should include a chapter on policy
coherence specifying the areas where the MFA/Section VII wants to achieve
progress in the short and medium term (coherence agenda). (Austria, 2004)
Coherence work requires public awareness building and Austrian NGOs
can play a proactive role in drawing attention to policies which might be
incoherent with development co-operation objectives. (Austria, 2004)
Belgium is encouraged to finalise and implement its long-term, crosscutting, strategic note regarding the coherence between the development
assistance approaches and other sectoral policies with an impact on the
developing countries, including trade, international investment and
migration policies. (Belgium, 2005)
Canada needs to articulate its approach to policy coherence for
development to implement the whole-of-government approach more
systematically, involving all relevant departments and agencies. (Canada,
2007)
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Make policy coherence for development an explicit goal of the French
government and specify the institutional arrangements to be used – in
particular co-ordination mechanisms and arbitration procedures. (France,
2004)
A clearer and more operational BMZ policy statement on coherence for
development should be framed to better focus and organise national action
around specific substantive priority issues, and to promote greater political
and public support. (Germany, 2005)
Greece is encouraged to strengthen policy coherence for development as
a government objective. A strong focus in the medium-term strategy would
provide a solid foundation for developing a systematic, formal framework
for inter-ministerial co-ordination. (Greece, 2006)
Policy coherence should be an explicit goal of the Italian government.
This should include a specific public statement on coherence for
development, including reference to themes of special interest such as
foreign direct investment (FDI) or untying. (Italy, 2004)
The government of Japan should make a policy statement on coherence
for development and seek ways to educate the public on this issue. (Japan,
2003)
A more explicit government statement on policy coherence for
development would be useful as a basis for more systematic interdepartmental co-ordination. (New Zealand, 2005)
Portugal is encouraged to endorse policy coherence for development at
the highest political level and to clarify the role that the Council of Ministers
for Co-operation might play to promote it across government ministries.
This would provide a solid foundation for efforts aimed at ensuring that the
concerns of partner countries are taken into account in the formulation of
development co-operation and other national policies. (Portugal, 2006)
The government is encouraged to develop a more explicit policy on the
role of policy coherence for development. (US, 2006)

•

The United Kingdom should articulate a more clearly prioritised
action agenda for policy coherence for development. DFID should
make judicious use of its significant headquarters and field
resources in identifying and working on specific policy
inconsistencies. (UK, 2006)
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Building Block 2
Policy co-ordination mechanisms
Belgium should consider strengthening its interministerial information
and co-ordination mechanisms, taking due account of the specifics of the
institutional system and providing for means of arbitration between the
federal and federate authorities. (Belgium, 2005)
Canada needs to articulate its approach to policy coherence for
development to implement the whole-of-government approach more
systematically, involving all relevant departments and agencies. (Canada,
2007)
Denmark is encouraged to build on its existing inter-governmental
co-ordination committees to promote policy coherence in areas that go
beyond the foreign affairs mandate. (Denmark, 2007)
The Commission should take advantage of the work programme and
improved communications to further enhance inter-service co-ordination. In
the field, a common agenda should translate into thematic and country
specific policy positions that permit better communication and
co-ordination, both with headquarters and among EU members and the
country delegations. This may require strengthening the policy dialogue
capacity of key delegations. (EC, 2007)
Increased Commission attention to whole-of-government approaches to
policy coherence for development could contribute to more effective policy
co-ordination in selected thematic areas examined in this peer review. (EC,
2007)
The general declaration in the Government’s Programme, and the more
concrete commitment to policy coherence for development made in the new
development policy should be translated into clear mandates for bodies
dealing with policy co-ordination between ministries. (Finland, 2007)
Make policy coherence for development an explicit goal of the French
government and specify the institutional arrangements to be used – in
particular co-ordination mechanisms and arbitration procedures. (France,
2004)
Greece is encouraged to strengthen policy coherence for development as
a government objective. A strong focus in the medium-term strategy would
provide a solid foundation for developing a systematic, formal framework
for inter-ministerial co-ordination. (Greece, 2006)
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Greece should adjust existing structures to foster more systematic and
selective attention to policy coherence for development. Greece could
consider expanding the mandate of the Inter-ministerial Committee to cover
policy coherence issues. (Greece, 2006)
It [the Norwegian government] could also set up a ‘whole-ofgovernment mechanism’ to strengthen PCD with those areas. (Norway,
2004)
The State Secretariat should make better use of mechanisms for policy
co-ordination, ensuring that policy coherence is considered in all relevant
discussions; decentralised actors should be involved in the consultations.
(Spain, 2007)
As the MFA develops the new evaluation agency mandated by the PGD,
it should to take care to avoid redundancies with existing development cooperation structures and it could consider a role for the new agency more in
line with a whole-of-government approach. (Sweden, 2005)
Switzerland should strengthen existing institutional arrangements for
policy coherence for development, deepening the involvement of Federal
departments other than development agencies in the debate and enhancing
advocacy within the administration and specific interest groups.
(Switzerland, 2005)

Development leadership
Australia faces a major challenge and opportunity in taking forward its
“whole-of-government approach” in a way which is poverty-focused,
developmentally sustainable and owned by partner countries. AusAID is
well positioned to continue to contribute to this approach and should pursue
its efforts toward enhanced policy coherence. (Australia, 2004)
To ensure that the whole-of-government approach is an important
contributor to aid effectiveness, the DAC encourages AusAID to continue to
play a pro-active role in wider government decision-making on development
issues. It could ensure as well that the MDGs and poverty reduction
principles are articulated as part of the overall framework for this approach.
(Australia, 2004)
The second, recently formed, Development Policy Committee should
continue to have a mandate to initiate proposals and promote thinking on
policy coherence for development. (Finland, 2007)
The mandate of the Inter-Ministerial Committee for Development Cooperation could be extended to give it a more active role in promoting
debate on policy coherence for development. (Luxembourg, 2003)
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Given its policy advice mandate and its credibility as a development
agency, NZAID is well positioned to promote policy coherence for
development across the government. The agency should continue to play a
proactive role in influencing the whole-of-government agenda and should
strengthen its analytical capacities further. (New Zealand, 2005)
The United Kingdom should articulate a more clearly prioritised action
agenda for policy coherence for development. DFID should make judicious
use of its significant headquarters and field resources in identifying and
working on specific policy inconsistencies. (UK, 2006)

Building Block 3: Systems for monitoring, analysis and reporting
Analytical capacity
AusAID should continue to build its analytical capacity to be able to
bring its expertise to the interdepartmental committees and thus influence
the whole-of-government agenda. (Australia, 2004)
Denmark could make better use of the analytical capacity in its system,
including the Danish Institute for International Studies, to inform high level
discussions of development–related areas. (Denmark, 2007)
The organisational and resource considerations of BMZ need to be
addressed as it further attempts to implement the priority accorded to policy
coherence. Additionally, current efforts to work through networks on policy
coherence, such as that of the EC, can be an effective approach to
reinforcing German capacity. (Germany, 2005)
To provide adequate analytical support, Hellenic Aid should have
enough capacity to access information from other line ministries, the EU and
other sources. (Greece, 2006)
Italy should mobilise expertise and analytical capacities both within and
outside government to identify policy areas incoherent with its development
co-operation objectives. This could include special resources or a unit of
government that is dedicated to this task alone. Consultation with civil
society and the research community would strengthen these actions. (Italy,
2004)
Ireland should consider a range of actions to enhance its institutional
capacity to address the effects of government policies on developing
countries; the creation of a dedicated unit responsible for assessing policy
coherence for development in [Irish Aid] is an important step in this regard.
(Ireland, 2003)
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The Japanese government should enhance analytical capacity on policy
coherence for development in order to improve its ability to take appropriate
policy decisions. (Japan, 2003)
Luxembourg should make more effort to analyse the effects of its
various policies on developing countries, which requires strengthening the
capability of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to carry out the analytical work
required. (Luxembourg, 2003)
The agency [NZAID] should continue to play a proactive role in
influencing the whole-of-government agenda and should strengthen its
analytical capacities further. (New Zealand, 2005)
It [the government] also needs to put in place the resources needed to
carry out analysis and effectively manage the policy coherence agenda,
drawing, for example, on the resources of think tanks, academia and civil
society. (US, 2006)

Monitoring and reporting
In addition, making better use of its embassies in partner countries on
these issues would also bring a field-based, recipient perspective on policy
coherence issues into the Danish development policy debate. (Denmark,
2007)
The two-yearly evaluation should be used to develop a work programme
for the current agenda of policy coherence for development to: (i) ensure
best allocation of resources; (ii) facilitate closer monitoring of progress; and
(iii) help reconcile inconsistencies and strengthen synergies among
competing policies. (EC, 2007)
The government should make full use of the annual reporting procedure
on policy coherence for development to Parliament to enable it to monitor
how policy coherence for development is promoted, and measure results in
achieving coherence. (Finland, 2007)
In relation to the existing monitoring of PA2015, the operational
definition of policy coherence afforded by the BMZ coherence agenda
should lead to improved tracking and reporting of progress. (Germany,
2005)
Japan should establish a system for monitoring the environmental, social
and governance aspects of FDI and of regional economic co-operation
agreements. (Japan, 2003)
The Netherlands is encouraged to pursue its efforts in enhancing policy
coherence for development domestically and internationally. It could now
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build on achievements to date to ensure a more systematic approach to
performance assessment in this area, both in tracking progress against
objectives and in assessing the “real-world” effects of specific policy
coherence successes. (Netherlands, 2006)
A more explicit government statement on policy coherence for
development would be useful as a basis for more systematic interdepartmental co-ordination. The scope of action in this domain could be
reinforced by setting objectives in specific policy areas and requiring regular
reporting on policy coherence actions. (New Zealand, 2005)
The Norwegian Government should report regularly on its actions aimed
at improving policy coherence and explore the possibility of integrating the
Millennium Development Goals into relevant policy areas such as trade,
agriculture, environment, security, migration and economics. (Norway,
2004)
Given its new responsibilities NORAD could be mandated in the future
to conduct evaluations related to policy coherence for development.
(Norway, 2004)
Spain should take steps to include actors in the field in its efforts to
enhance policy coherence for development, raising their awareness and
drawing on their observations for assessing the coherence of Spanish
policies. (Spain, 2007)
Sweden is encouraged to maintain a credible and high-level approach to
monitoring and evaluation of the implementation of PGD policy coherence
for development. (Sweden, 2005)
Policy coherence actions should be fully integrated into DFID’s
approach to results monitoring and reporting, if at all possible in concert
with other similarly motivated international partners. (UK, 2006)

Other recommendations
The Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water
Management could be a special partner for the MFA in coherence work
because of its lead role in Austria's Strategy for Sustainable Development
and its responsibility for agriculture as a major area for coherence concerns.
(Austria, 2004)
Belgium should make use of the work done in the OECD to continue
and step up its efforts to promote compliance with the code of good conduct
for multinational enterprises, in particular by bolstering the activity and
resources of the NCP. (Belgium, 2005)
BUILDING BLOCKS FOR POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT – © OECD 2009

ANNEX C – 71

Denmark could consider how to strengthen its collaboration with other
member states in promoting policy coherence within the EU and the OECD.
(Denmark, 2007)
The Commission and member States should examine improved ways of
bringing policy coherence issues effectively to the decision–making level,
reflecting their respective competencies. (EC, 2007)
Finland’s focus on the EU to further policy coherence is well-judged.
Nevertheless, this should not divert attention from improving domestic
policy coherence and finding practical solutions. (Finland, 2007)
To ensure that the interests of developing countries are taken into
account more systematically in the policies pursued by France, initiate a
more rigorous debate by identifying the practical objectives to be achieved
at ministerial level and within the administration. (France, 2004)
Norway should review the very high levels of agricultural protection to
all but Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and its safeguard clauses
associated with its general system of preferences to create more solid and
durable export opportunities for developing countries. (Norway, 2004)
Portugal is encouraged to further untie its aid and to ensure that
disbursements via the new financial institution for private sector support will
not be tied. (Portugal, 2006)
Portugal could consider developing its capacity to advocate within the
EU on behalf of its partner countries. (Portugal, 2006)
In the context of policy coherence for development, Spain should follow
through on the recommendation of the Development Co-operation Council
on transparency of its position in international policy debates. (Spain, 2007)
Sweden could promote an approach, through a broader network of likeminded donors that would more systematically identify, analyse and
promote resolution of issues of policy coherence for development. (Sweden,
2005)
Given Switzerland’s support for a fair international trading system, it
should continue to work towards a development-oriented outcome of the
Doha Round of trade negotiations, addressing in particular the issues of
agricultural subsidies and tariff escalation. (Switzerland, 2005)
Switzerland is encouraged to share with the international community its
experience in the area of returning illegally acquired funds to developing
countries. (Switzerland, 2005)
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Switzerland could bring the issue of capital flight to the attention of the
international community, with the aim of addressing its root causes and
impact on developing countries (Switzerland, 2005).
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Consider AusAID being invited, where it
has relevant development experience, to
provide consultative guidance to EFIC
[Export Finance and Insurance
Corporation] when government
guarantees for investments in developing
countries are considered.

Main recommendation from previous
peer review
NA

BUILDING BLOCKS FOR POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT – © OECD 2009

Australia,
2004

Austria,
2004

Donor

In view of EFIC’s adherence to international Export Credit Agencies
rules and robust environmental policy (based on World Bank
environmental policies), AusAID does not consider it necessary to
provide further guidance for EFIC facilities provided for investments in
developing countries at this time.

NA

Progress since previous peer review

Country Progress on Policy Coherence for Development

Annex D

ANNEX D – 73

Canada, 2007

Donor
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Main recommendation from
previous peer review
In order to maximise its impact on
poverty reduction, Canada’s
commitment to policy coherence
for development needs to be
supported by a system for
mobilising efforts across the
government, including more
structured collaboration between
CIDA and DFAIT [Department of
Foreign Affairs and International
Trade] as well as other federal
departments and agencies. Canada
should take a more proactive
approach in analysing the impact
on developing countries of non-aid
policies such as trade, agriculture
and migration.
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Canada’s whole-of-government approach has improved policy coordination but establishing a sustainable framework for policy
coherence is still a challenge. Work in fragile states (Afghanistan and
Haiti) has led to some policy coherence and collaboration, e.g.
between defence and development planning and operations. CIDA has
initiated framework arrangements with Statistics Canada and the
Office of the Auditor General. The Canadian system overall has
significant analytical capacity. Specific knowledge gaps (e.g. on brain
drain/gain) remain. An interdepartmental working group on
international migration meets on a regular basis; CIDA and
Citizenship and Immigration Canada jointly funded a scoping study
on the nexus between migration and development.

Progress since previous peer review

Improve policy coherence for development
(PCD) and its institutional framework.
Review the coherence of internal policies.
Propose initiative to member States. Make
full use of policy coherence mechanisms
(CSP, Interservice Quality Support Group,
Evaluation Unit, Court of Auditors).

Main recommendation from previous
peer review
As the leading advocate for development
issues within the Danish system, Danida
needs to play a stronger leadership role
among Danish institutions in analysing and
promoting the developmental coherence of
policy decisions.
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European
Community,
2007

Denmark, 2007

Donor

Development policy and development assistance are integral
parts of Danish foreign policy engagement. As trade,
security and development fall within the MFA’s remit, the
MFA has made substantive achievements in promoting
coherence between these areas. Denmark’s consensual and
organic approach is an asset but it faces challenges in
addressing the critical policy coherence issues on the
horizon, particularly when negotiating outside the remit of
the MFA. Denmark will need to consider how it will build
on its existing mechanisms to promote policy coherence
with development beyond the MFA’s traditional areas.
- 2005 Communication on PCD.
- Establishment of a unit in the Directorate General for
Development and Relations with African, Caribbean and
Pacific Countries (DEV).
- PCD rolling work programme now serves as common
vision for member States and the Community.
- 12 priority areas.
- Biennial PCD progress report.

Progress since previous peer review

ANNEX D – 75

Greece, 2006

Germany, 2005

France, 2004

Finland, 2007

Donor
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Main recommendation from previous peer
review
Needs to establish a clear policy and improve
analytical capacity. As an EU member could
play a role in improving policy coherence in
the EC, particularly the CAP. As the 1998
White Paper states, it could phase out its
concessional credit scheme whose
effectiveness in supporting poverty reduction
is unclear.
NA
Develop effective ways and instruments to
promote greater policy coherence across the
German government, and at European and
international levels.
Make a high-level commitment to policy
coherence for poverty reduction as a
government-wide objective and adapt
existing structures to foster more systematic
addressing of policy coherence issues.
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NA
An operationally more explicit policy statement is needed.
Organisational and resource considerations need to be
addressed. Tracking and reporting of progress need to be
improved.
Greece recognises the importance of policy coherence for
development and has developed efficient joined-up
approaches to address a number of issues such as migration
and human trafficking. It should endorse policy coherence
for development as a government objective and to adjust
existing structures to foster more systematic attention to
policy coherence issues.

- Thematic working groups on main policy coherence for
development issues established.
- Staff member hired to work full-time on policy coherence
for development.
- Some improvements made in the concessional credit
scheme.
- Drove forward the “aid-for-trade” agenda at the EU level.

Progress since previous peer review

Main recommendation from previous
peer review
NA
NA
Coherence between development cooperation and other economic policies
of Japan affecting trade and investment
vis-à-vis developing countries needs to
be systematically promoted.
NA
Strengthen MFA analytical capacity to
pursue greater policy coherence among
Dutch actors and on the international
scene.
NA
Achieving policy coherence in
agriculture remains a challenge.
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Norway, 2004

New Zealand, 2005

Netherlands,2006

Luxembourg, 2003

Japan, 2003

Ireland, 2003
Italy, 2004

Donor

NA
The MFA established a dedicated Policy Coherence Unit in
2001 and identified coherence as one of the main focal points
of development co-operation in the 2003 policy framework
“Mutual interests, mutual responsibilities”.
NA
Since July 2002 access to all products from Least Developed
Countries except arms is granted duty and quota free without
any exception or transitional arrangement. The current general
system of preferences regime still includes a number of
safeguard mechanisms to protect the Norwegian domestic
sectors.

NA
NA
Japan does not have an explicit statement on policy coherence
for development. It also lacks an analytical capability to
identify, and propose solutions for, issues of incoherence.

Progress since previous peer review

ANNEX D – 77

Sweden, 2005

Spain, 2007

Portugal, 2006

Donor
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Encourage stronger mechanisms
and staff skills relating to policy
coherence.

Main recommendation from
previous peer review
Consider its potential for
enhancing policy coherence.
Strengthen the analytical capacity
of the MFA for inter-ministerial
policy debate (e.g. on trade,
agriculture and fisheries) to
enhance policy coherence for
development.
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Policy coherence is not an objective of the new strategy and there is
no credible institutional set-up yet to discuss it within government.
Spain has made progress on policy coherence for development. The
department responsible for development co-operation policy was
transformed from an under-directorate-general to a directorate general
[in the Directorate General for Development Planning and Evaluation]
(DG POLDE). It reports directly to the State Secretary for
International Development, and staff numbers were increased.
However, little attention is paid to policy coherence at the field level,
and better use could be made of existing co-ordination mechanisms.
PGD [Policy for Global Development] provides a very good
framework for policy coherence. Current attempts to implement the
PGD approach will show whether staff skills and ownership are
sufficient.

Progress since previous peer review

Main recommendation from
previous peer review
Continue to seek more coherence
between co-operation policy and
other policies that can have a
negative impact on developing
countries.
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Switzerland,
2005

Donor

Switzerland supports the Doha Round of trade negotiations at the
WTO, including through a WTO Task Force on trade and
development which brings together the Swiss Agency for
Development and Co-operation and the State Secretariat for
Economic Affairs. In agricultural trade, however, the total amount of
public financial support to farming remains amongst the highest in
OECD countries and agricultural imports in direct competition to
domestically grown produce are still subject to high customs tariffs.
In line with the 1958 law on Export Risk Guarantees (ERG), strong
attention has been given to ERGs’ relevance for a country’s
development strategy and the sustainability of its debt (e.g. in
Uganda). The new law on ERG under parliamentary scrutiny endows
the Swiss ERG Agency with a higher degree of governance and
financial autonomy, raising concerns regarding the future of Swiss
bilateral debt relief initiatives. With respect to capital flight,
Switzerland has implemented the measures drawn up by the Financial
Action Task Force on Money Laundering and concrete steps have
been taken to return funds to countries like Nigeria or Peru.

Progress since previous peer review

ANNEX D – 79

Main recommendation from
previous peer review
Continue to promote policy
coherence in such areas as trade,
environment and conflict
reduction, across government and
at European and international
levels.
United States should establish a
strategy and plan of action in
support of policy coherence for
development.

Source: “Progress Against DAC Peer Review Recommendations”.

United States,
2006

United Kingdom,
2006

Donor
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A variety of standing committees and ad hoc efforts at co-ordination
has helped improve policy coherence for development. A systematic
strategy and plan still need to be put in place.

2002 International Development Act mandates coherent, governmentwide action in favour of development. Progress has been made in
areas of trade and conflict prevention, with strong support from
government leadership. DFID recognises that more can be done in
this area.

Progress since previous peer review

(a) Australia and
Canada’s points based
systems.
(b) New Zealand’s ethical
health-worker recruitment
code.

Policies around legal
labour market entry and
exit – specifically those
affecting
(i) the countries migrants
come from, (ii) the skills
they bring with them, and
(iii) the duration of stay
allowed/ required.

How could it be made
more development
friendly?
OECD countries should
accept more migrants
from developing
countries, with lower
levels of skills, on a
temporary basis.
Policies should also
allow/encourage
circulation of high skilled
migrants
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Examples

Type of policy

Examples of other policy
objectives affected by
this policy
(a) Domestic labour
market policy, which
suggests that migrants
should be brought in to
fill labour shortages
(b) Foreign policy citizens of particular
countries may be given
preferential access,
because of
historical/special
relationships

Complementary or
tradeoffs?

Trade-off

Some degree of trade-off

Key Policies Shaping Migration’s Developmental Impacts

Annex E

ANNEX E – 81

Greece’s national action
plan on human
trafficking.
Most OECD countries
have examples of each of
these kinds of policies.

(a) The EU’s 2005
Aeneas project.
(b) The UK’s support to
VSO.

Migrant integration
policies – specifically
those relating to:
(i) labour market
integration
(ii) family reunion
(iii) long-term residence
(v) access to nationality,
and
(vi) anti-discrimination

Policies on the transfer of
money / other resources

Examples

Policies on people
trafficking

Type of policy
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Policies combating
international money
laundering, which may
require tighter rules on
transfers.

Increased social cohesion

Examples of other policy
objectives affected by
this policy
Combating international
criminal networks

Trade-off

Some degree of trade-off

Complementary

Complementary or
tradeoffs?
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How could it be made
more development
friendly?
Efforts to reduce
trafficking and assist its
victims are supportive of
development.
Policies which support
integration are generally
good for development.
However, integration
measures should not
encourage the migrant to
cut all ties with their
originating country, as
this will reduce the
likelihood that they will
want/be able to contribute
to its development.
Policies supporting the
transfer of resources are
pro-development, as long
as it is on a voluntary
basis

Finland’s injection of
resources into the UN
Population Division

Policies on migration
statistics, in particular
those relating to:
(i) improving migration
statistics in OECD
countries
(ii) improving migration
statistics in developing
countries

How could it be made
more development
friendly?
Policies supporting
greater choice in the use
of resources is supportive
of development, (as long
as it is a choice)
The data gathered should
allow us to better measure
migration’s key impacts.
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The UK’s ‘remittance
partnerships’.

Examples

Policies relating to the
utilisation of migrants’
resources

Type of policy

Policy aimed at
improving the quality and
relevance of statistical
data

Examples of other policy
objectives affected by
this policy
Policies aimed at
improving the efficiency
of aid

May be trade-offs
(if budgets for aid in a
particular country are
limited).
Otherwise complementary
May be trade-offs
(if budgets for statistics
are limited). Otherwise
complementary

Complementary or
tradeoffs?
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(a) The EU’s reform of
country strategy papers.
(b) A number of countries
are supporting efforts to
include migration in
PRSPs.

(a) The EU’s ‘mobility
partnerships’
(b) Most OECD countries
were engaged in the first
Global Forum on
Migration and
Development.

Policies on development
planning, in particular in
relation to:
(i) OECD countries’
development co-operation
policies
(ii) the policies OECD
countries encourage
developing countries to
follow

Engagement in
international discussions
on migration

How could it be made
more development
friendly?
The inclusion of
migration into
development co-operation
strategies should be done
to improve development
co-operation, not use aid
to control migration.
Similarly, migration
should be included in
PRSPs (or similar) to help
developing countries to
manage migration for
their own ends.
As above, this
engagement should be in
the spirit of finding ways
to improve migration’s
contributions to
development
As above, they may
appear to represent good
opportunities to stem
unwanted flows and
return unwanted migrants

Examples of other policy
objectives affected by
this policy
The policies may look
like good ways for OECD
governments to stem
unwanted flows and
return any unwanted
migrants.

Some degree of trade-off

Some degree of trade-off

Complementary or
tradeoffs?
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Source: British Council and Migration Policy Group, 2007; European Commission, 2007; GFMD taskforce, 2007; OECD, 2006c and 2007e;
Sriskandarajah, 2007.

Examples

Type of policy
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