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INTRODUCTION

The main finding of this evaluation report is tlag are on the right track despite the differences i

the degree of implementation and achievement opRixiples and commitments. | am sure this is
a very welcome message in most if not all the damomtries for they have been under growing
pressure from the general public which questioesditevance of their countries' efforts in the area
of development cooperation and aid.

The evaluation also suggests that aid has become efi@ctive; i.e. it has been more effectively
used and it has produced more sustainable devetomesults. However and for the same token,
this report also acknowledges the fact that theifsignce of development aid has been largely
exaggerated: sustainable development and povedgication that bring positive change and
address not only the symptoms but also the reasbpsverty require the application of a wide
range of other policy measures and actions. Hetweglopment cooperation alone is not enough.
However, development cooperation has its own padaicrole to play in enabling and bringing
about development. Perhaps the Paris Declaratiompaign with its focus on improving aid
effectiveness has also contributed to the prodesisseeks answers to some fundamental questions
about what the receipt for sustainable developriseahd what role and added value development
cooperation and aid could have.

ABOUT DONORS

The evaluation report states that the Paris Daaaraommitments to donor countries were less
demanding and, at the same time, the donors ollyiawese readier to deal with them. However,
donors made less progress compared to partnerrasunt

Partner countries have come to realise this and btarted asking serious questions about the level
of commitments by donor countries: Are they seriab®ut playing their part in this joint aid
effectiveness agenda? For long the donor courttage claimed that the partner countries’ lack of
capacity and infrastructure prevent them from usiggpartner countries' systems or allowing them
to take leadership. The progress partner counaresmaking will sooner or later lead into a
situation where donor countries fall short of ansther explanations on why they do not follow the
Paris Declaration commitments on alignment, harsation and mutual accountability.

| think it is already pretty safe to say that wee international community, will not achieve aléth
Millennium Development Goals by the year 2015. Whaking into the development agenda by
2015 and beyond, we may see many serious quegigng asked: why did it not work out and
more importantly, how are we to go ahead from hérBBpe donors and partner countries will
reclaim their commitment to work together in thghti against poverty and inequality because, quite
frankly, there are no other sensible options. Haweall this requires mutual trust and confidence
in that each party plays its role. For this reasba,seeds of mutual trust are planted today. Donor
countries must raise their game in meeting thesH2eiclaration commitments they have made.

ABOUT PARTNERSHIP

The second and positive key finding of this evatrateport is that the Paris Declaration campaign
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has helped expand and deepen the dialogue abdoegsmip, its content and principles, how and
on which elements it has been or should be builer@ are, however, a few critical remarks which
have to be made in this context.

The concept of “ownership” requires some furtheabetation in order to help address some
fundamental questions about how to improve tramsgayr and accountability and promote

fundamental principles or values such as demochagoyan rights and good governance. In 2008 in
Accra, the signatories of the Accra Agenda for étacknowledged the significant role of CSOs
and how the civil society helps build a solid foatidn for any these aforementioned principles and
values. Given the scope and methodology, it istautiortunate that this evaluation report cannot
deal with the difference between the ownershiptafes and people. The main critical point the
CSOs around the world have made with referencéadParis Declaration is that the declaration
focuses too narrowly on state-to-state relatiorship

One of the report's findings is that the most nratiged groups of people have not benefited from
the progress made in partner countries. How cceg have been able to do so when their voices
and needs are not heard in national strategy pignand implementation processes? Despite the
acknowledgement of CSOs in the Accra resolutiod@8, the space for CSOs in partner and some
donor countries have been reduced.

The concept of democratic ownership and consequelié need to provide an enabling

environment for CSOs are hopefully adopted in tgenda of the Paris Declaration campaign
sooner or later. At the same time, donor counttese to face the question of policy

conditionalities: How can values and principles rsuas human rights, democracy and good
governance be placed in the centre of the PD canpaiorder to ensure the most effective use of
aid in the future? Here also lies a massive chgderHow does the concept of democratic
ownership pass the same test the Paris Declargtinniples and commitments have passed; i.e.
that the governments of partners find it sensibkd serving the needs of their people and nation.

CLOSING REMARKS

The report clearly states that expectations to laaéeved the PD commitments in five years were
unrealistic. This does not mean that they have baencommitments but that their implementation
and completion requires patience and time. The 8Prhade something of a difference and there
has also been progress across the board, althougyen. Therefore, the PD campaign has to
continue. It is also important to stress that its Ha foster its two-layer architecture; the

implementation and coordination of actions at antgulevel and policy dialogue and peer reviews
at the international level. There cannot be ondout the other if one seeks the realisation of the
full potential of the PD campaign.

On the way to Busan, one must address some fundaimguestions related to the future
architecture of the development cooperation ageftmuld the OECD be the venue for the
coordination and monitoring of aid effectivenessgples and governed by norms, incentives and
binding agreements, whereas the UN and DCF coutéeght forum for high-level and inclusive
policy dialogue?



