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I. Coordinadora presentation

Adding, Subtracting, Multiplying or Dividing?: Reflections on the Division of Labour in Development Cooperation is the result of joint working between the Spanish NGDOs Platform (Coordinadora) and Intermón Oxfam.
This study is one of the activities carried out by Coordinadora in the framework of the EU Presidency Programme, with support from the European Commission and the Spanish Agency for International Development
Cooperation (AECID). Its purpose is to generate a view on key aspects of the European and Spanish development cooperation agendas, increase knowledge and strengthen the capacity of NGOs and of Coordinadora
itself to actively contribute to more efficient and transparent public policies, particularly in the field of development and international cooperation.
One of the motivations for this study is to increase awareness of and familiarity with the labour division process -its opportunities as well as its risks- among European and Spanish NGDOs and civil society. Another
motivation is to shed light on the implications of the principles of labour complementarity and division for
European donor countries, partner countries and their civil society organisations -which often work in alliance
and partnership with European and Spanish NGDOs-, and citizens of ODA recipient (partner) countries.
To this end, the study combines an in-depth analysis by FRIDE1 and two case studies, in Senegal and Peru,
prepared by independent experts of the University Institute for Development and Cooperation (IUDC) of the
Complutense University of Madrid, which focus on the Spanish Cooperation and from which lessons can be
learned and recommendations made.
The Division of Labour (DoL) involves undertaking a mapping of EU Member States -preferably including
decentralised bodies as well-, and of the EC itself and searching for inter- and intra- country added value;
promoting progress towards sectoral concentration; addressing the risks of creating ‘orphan countries’ and
overlaps. But, as outlined in the present study, it is also an opportunity to open up civil society consultation
and participation forums, and to improve the coordination, effectiveness and efficiency of the European and
Spanish cooperation systems, in line with the aid effectiveness agenda, particularly as regards the principle
of harmonisation.
The Spanish NGDOs Platform hopes that this work -as well as the process leading to its final drafting and the
prior information provided to NGDOs-, will contribute to the collective construction of a Spanish and European
cooperation and to its constant improvement through the joining of forces and wills, the exercise of the values
of dialogue and mutual accountability, and the strengthening of our role as informed, active and critical stakeholders, always ready for dialogue. In short, a cooperation that lives up to public expressions of solidarity with
the most disadvantaged people.
We also take this opportunity to express our gratitude to those who have helped with the preparation of this
work, as well as those who have contributed to the development of the ambitious Spanish Presidency Programme of the Spanish NGDOs Platform, especially to the staff of its Secretariat, without whose motivation,
daily effort, unselfishness and great kindness almost nothing would have been possible.

Carlos Cabo
Board
Spanish NGDOs Platform- Coordinadora de ONG para el Desarrollo

1

This chapter is only included in the Spanish version of the publication.
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II. Intermón-Oxfam presentation

The EU Code of Conduct on Division of Labour in Development Policy, adopted in 2007 as a sequel to the 2005
European Consensus on Development, is a guide on Aid Effectiveness that is still quite unknown to Spanish
international cooperation actors. At the end of 2008, when the dialogue on the new Master Plan was opened
and it was proposed that the Spanish cooperation should concentrate on a maximum of three sectors per
country, some voices suggested that this limit be left open, which was a clear indication that the Code was
still unknown, since EU Member States, including Spain, had already committed to sectoral and geographical
concentration in 2007.
In Intermón Oxfam, we became aware of the need to disseminate the importance of the DoL among Spanish
agents, particularly among NGDOs. At the same time, we decided to use this exercise to try to analyse Spain’s
involvement in the process and the results obtained so far.
The Spanish NGDOs Platform (Coordinadora) joined this project from the start, as already evidenced in
The Reality of Aid 2010, a work which is further elaborated upon in this study, with the collaboration of FRIDE
and IUDC.
Both studies show that the DoL process presents both opportunities and threats. It is not a technical process
away from the daily reality of international cooperation, but rather a deeply political process, whereby tensions between governments, parliaments and civil society of the North and South, donors and aid recipients,
donors themselves and even between different local interests are revealed.
What is clear is that this process is already underway and, although progress has been very slow since 2007,
the global economic crisis is creating incentives (both positive and negative) for the setting and implementation of DoL plans at international level -geographical concentration-, and at national or in-country level -sectoral concentration-. As decided by the June 2010 Council of Ministers, Europe will have to define this part of its
aid-effectiveness plan before November this year. This decision was mainly influenced by Germany and Spain.
Significantly, both countries lead the ranking of ODA fragmentation among CAD donors.
On paper, the DoL between development cooperation agents is the most logical solution to high transaction
costs, development aid duplication in coexistence with the persistence of underserved countries or sectors
(the so-called ‘orphan’ countries and sectors), and lack of transparency and predictability. At the same time,
DoL contributes to furthering the principles of aid effectiveness, such as ownership and leadership of the
recipient country, alignment, etc. This solution, however, requires a technical design based on a horizontal
process, that is, a relationship of equals between agents, when in fact it is clear that some have more power
than others: donors over aid recipients and governments over civil society and parliaments.
In our view, the existing literature on this subject, added to the information contained in this study -particularly in relation to Spanish cooperation-, clearly demonstrates the need for Spanish and European NGDOs to
get fully involved in a process that requires a conscious change of our role as development actors.
First, NGDOs in the North must work together with the Spanish Government and European institutions to promote and enrich the analysis of our added value in priority sectors and countries, as well as in those most lagging behind their development goals. At the same time, we must build bridges with those CSOs in the South
with whom we are already implementing projects, and invite them to participate in national and international
forums where decisions that directly affect their development goals are being made.
The process poses major dilemmas at all levels. At national level, decentralised cooperation and NGDOs must
decide whether they want to follow the trail of Spanish Cooperation, including its decisions on geographical
and sectoral concentration, in order to continue to be eligible for public funding to implement development
projects and strategies; or carry on with their projects in countries or sectors from which the Spanish Coop-
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eration has exited after concluding, on the basis of a prior added-value analysis, that such interventions can
be financed by other means; or else move forward in this changing role that has been accentuated with the
effectiveness agenda, playing an increasingly important role as direct partners in dialogue and consultation
processes, demanding accountability and strengthening participation and transparency processes.
In Intermón Oxfam, we hope that this publication will help further discussion on this issue, which is more urgent than ever as poor people’s needs increase -while coping resources significantly diminish.
Irene Milleiro
Director, Campaigns and Policy Division
Intermón Oxfam
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II. List of acronyms

AAA: The Accra Agenda for Action
AECID: Agencia Española de Cooperación Internacional para el Desarrollo (Spanish Agency for International
Development Cooperation)
AFD: Agence Française de Développement (French Development Agency)
AfDB: African Development Bank
AfDF: African Development Fund
AIDA: Accessible Information on Development Activities (a Development Gateway database)
APCI: Agencia Peruana de Cooperación Internacional (Peruvian International Cooperation Agency)
CINR: Cooperación Internacional No Reembolsable (Non-Refundable International Cooperation)
CoC: EU Code of Conduct on Division of Labour in Development Policy
COSUDE: Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation
CRS: OECD-DAC Creditor Reporting System on Aid Activities
DAC: OECD Development Assistance Committee
DEP: Documento Estrategia País de la Cooperación Española (Spanish Cooperation Country Strategy Paper)
DGPOLDE: Dirección General de Planificación y Evaluación de Políticas de Desarrollo (The Spanish Office of
Development Planning and Policy Evaluation)
DoL: Division of Labour
EC: European Commission
ENP: European Neighbourhood and Partnership
EU: European Union
FIIAPP: Fundación Internacional y para Iberoamérica de Administraciones y Políticas Públicas (The International and Latin-American Foundation for Administration and Public Policies)
FTI: Fast Track Initiative on Division of Labour and Complementarity
GAVI: The Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunisation
GEF: The Global Environment Fund
GNP: Gross National Product
GTZ: German Agency for Technical Cooperation
HDI: Human Development Index
HIPC: Heavily Indebted Poor Countries
IBRD: The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development
IDA: International Development Association
IMF: International Monetary Fund
IO: Intermón Oxfam
IUDC: Instituto Universitario de Desarrollo y Cooperación (University Institute for Development and Cooperation)
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JPF: Joint Multi-annual Programming Framework
KfW: German Development Bank
MDGs: Millennium Development Goals
MUDEOs: Multilateral Development Organisations
NGDOs: Non-Governmental Development Organisations
NGO: Non-Governmental Organisation
ODA: Official Development Assistance
OECD: Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
OTC: Oficina Técnica de Cooperación española (Spanish Technical Cooperation Office)
PACI: Plan Anual de Cooperación Internacional de la Cooperación Española (Spanish Cooperation Annual
International Cooperation Plan)
PANE: Plate-forme des Acteurs Non-Étatiques (ANE) pour le suivi de l’Accord de Cotonou au Sénégal
(Non-State Actors Platform for the Follow-up of the Cotonou Agreement in Senegal)
Parallel PIUs: Parallel Project Implementation Units
PBA: Programme Based Approach
PD: Paris Declaration
PD: Plan Director de la Cooperación Española (The Master Plan for Spanish Cooperation)
PLANCINR: Plan Anual de Cooperación Internacional No Reembolsable (Annual Non-Refundable International
Cooperation Plan)
PNCTI: Política Nacional de Cooperación Técnica Internacional (National Policy on International Technical
Cooperation)
PRS: Poverty Reduction Strategy
PRSP: Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper
SCAC: Service de Coopération et d’Action Culturelle (Service for Cooperation and Cultural Action of the
French Embassy)
SECO: Swiss Secretariat for Economic Affairs
SME: Small and Medium Business
UN: United Nations
UNAIDS: The Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS
UNDP: United Nations Development Programme
UNFPA - United Nations Population Fund
UNICEF: United Nations Children’s Fund
USA: The United States of America
WB: World Bank
WFP: United Nations World Food Programme
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III. Purpose and contents

From the mid-90s of last century, international development assistance has experienced a growing proliferation of donors in a myriad of geographical areas and sectors. In 1996, the OECD raised doubts about ‘the
degree to which [the number and diversity of donor strategies] foster or impair local ownership and participation.’
Today, neither North nor South organisations are fully integrated in this debate. Hence Intermón Oxfam (IO)
and the Spanish NGDOs Platform (Coordinadora) have wanted to carry out a first approach to this issue, in the
framework of the Spanish EU Presidency in the first half of 2010.
To this end, they decided that the ultimate goal of this study should be to contribute to increase the impact of
Spanish and EU international cooperation policies on the population of aid recipient countries, analysing the
relevance of the DoL in this regard and how it could enhance the impact of such policies, and exploring the
potential role of social organisations in the process. To this end, we have tried to:
›› Get to know how DoL processes have progressed, analysing the role of donors and their effectiveness and
efficiency, in order to be able to make proposals for improvement.
›› Analyse DoL processes’ contribution to the achievement of MDGs and national development plans, partner countries’ leadership, and the quality of democratic ownership in these processes.
›› Analyse how NGDOs may get involved in DoL processes and contribute to the improvement of aid effectiveness, and the implications thereof.
To that end, a series of tasks were carried out that led to this report, which, in its Spanish version, includes an
additional chapter that analyses the roots of DoL and its evolution in the European context since the adoption
of the EU Code of Conduct on Complementarity and Division of Labour.
The English version of this work focuses exclusively on the results of two case studies in Peru and Senegal,
aimed at approaching DoL processes from a practical standpoint.
Also included in the English version are the conclusions and recommendations of the study as a whole, resulting from the use of qualitative tools for document analysis and interviews based on semi-structured questionnaires, as well as from the quantitative assessment of some data -statistical analysis having been expressly
left out.
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The selection of countries to be studied was carried out on the basis of a whole set of criteria, such as: socioeconomic status (it has tried to include countries with different per capita income levels); potential impact of
important donors’ exit in 2006 and 2007 (it has also tried to find countries that responded differently to these
criteria); presence of multilateral donors and the European Union in 2006 and 2007; priority status for Spanish
cooperation; availability of information regarding progress achieved in terms of harmonisation / alignment;
ease of access to information; a high presence of Spanish NGDOs, etc.
This work feeds on many interviews with public and private development actors, both national and international. In Spain, for instance, interviews were held with representatives of the DGPOLDE, the AECID, the
FIIAPP, the international cooperation agencies of Autonomous Communities, University staff, several NGDOs,
platforms and networks, etc. Outside of Spain, interviews were held with the directors of EU development
agencies, EC staff, Spanish NGDOs expats and members of local NGDOs, civil society members, members of
international organisations, officials of the countries under study, and others.
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IV. The division of labour in Peru and Senegal.
Insights from the perspective of the European Code of Conduct

IV.I SENEGAL
IV.I.I Development assistance and cooperation in Senegal
Among African countries, Senegal accounts for the highest number of donors and a significant proportion of
ODA. According to UNDP, Senegal received US$68 of ODA per capita in 2008, ranking 166 under the ‘low human development’ category, with an HDI of 0.464 (HDI, 2009). Moreover, it is a country that has particularly
suffered the impact of the crisis.
Senegal has a Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) , which sets out those policy areas which donors must
align with: wealth-creation (agricultural development, non-agricultural rural income generation, livestock raising, fishing, crafts, industrial fabric, energy; mines and tertiary activities); capacity building and promotion of
basic social services (human capital and capacity building, natural capital and environment, and social capital
and good governance); improved living conditions of vulnerable groups. It also has an Internet portal on development issues. Therefore, Senegal’s PRSP includes a great variety of sectors, so that alignment should not be
too difficult for donors. In addition, it follows the guidelines set by the MDGs, which is in turn a policy guide for
donors. Good governance has also become a central issue in the global development agenda, essential for the
accomplishment of these objectives, and therefore a very important issue for donors in Senegal -particularly
European.
According to OECD data , the number of donors in Senegal stands at forty, sixteen of which are EU members:
Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom and the European Commission.
Out of the US$1045.18 million received by Senegal in 2008 as ODA, US$628.97 million came from DAC EU
member States plus the EC, which underscores the importance of European participation in Senegal, representing more than half of total aid received by that country. The contributions of France (35% of total EU aid),
the European Commission (23%) and Spain (22%) are especially noteworthy in this respect.
Despite not being a traditional recipient of Spanish aid, it has experienced a major boost following the opening
of an OTC in Dakar, the ranking of Senegal as a priority country for Spanish Cooperation, and the existence of
a DEP (2005-2008), which will soon lead to a Partnership Framework. According to the PACI for 2009, Spanish
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ODA in Senegal reached EUR 42.4 million. The main Spanish Cooperation actor in the country is the Spanish
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation, particularly through the AECID, which manages 64.7% of total
gross bilateral ODA.
Senegal: ODA disbursements from major donors to Senegal, 2008.
Year
All Donors

2007

2898.2861

2008

777.45788

1045.1771

652.95571

460.7267

642.7644

..

0.0631735

..

Austria

3.768859

2.9471257

3.3325605

Belgium

23.111573

23.090171

21.268797

Canada

11.074665

39.781024

66.988703

Denmark

0.2431432

..

..

DAC members, total
Australia

DAC countries, total

2006

Finland

0.0513117

0.3174894

0.4694279

France

305.95452

196.89626

217.1523

Germany

173.55776

27.136344

27.781767

Greece

0.0376553

0.007666

0.2898962

Ireland

0.2586908

0.245615

0.2681999

1.7506169

6.2591692

8.6210453

34.49319

31.949715

25.12901

Luxembourg

14.628785

15.656235

21.839686

Netherlands

19.50096

22.38233

37.904

Italy
Japan

New Zealand

..

..

..

Norway

0.5922242

0.6569241

0.5111159

Portugal

0.0894364

0.147436

0.1487913

Spain

18.120166

39.383846

135.71667

Sweden

0.6214348

0.191881

0.2856733

Switzerland

3.6777849

2.8471412

2.4548605

United Kingdom

3.8229336

11.52717

0.9718654

37.6

39.239986

71.630027

United States
Multilateral, total

2245.3304

316.73118

402.41268

AfDB

..

..

..

AfDF

299.07968

52.512233

90.375553

EC

46.064189

97.922103

142.91942

GAVI

..

9.943587

5.802962

GEF

..

..

1.0062836

13.52221

7.866

12.41506

..

..

..

1873.6871

133.17756

134.39148

Global Fund
IBRD
IDA
UNAIDS

1.1041272

2.8046399

0.044

UNDP

4.7856789

6.0883699

2.8698523

UNFPA

3.1005493

1.6364273

2.0736597

UNICEF

3.98682

4.78026

5.36177

..

5.1526396

WFP

..

Source: CRS DAC, 2009.
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According to Aida Development Gateway database, there are 34 donors in Senegal (and 79 international development funding agencies, i.e. more than one institution per donor), carrying out a large number of activities. In
short, the country represents an extreme example of proliferation of donors, which has important implications
for the implementation of the principles of harmonisation and alignment, necessary for an appropriate DoL.
Moreover, there is a significant sectoral fragmentation of donors (particularly European) in Senegal. According
to CRS database, there are European donors in almost all sectors and in large numbers: there are 8 or more
donors in 7 sectors, and in any case they all exceed the limit set out in the Code of Conduct, which is 3. In fact,
donors are present in many more than 3 sectors (6 of them are present in more than 10 sectors, in which they
usually carry out many activities). However, when looking at disbursements made in the three main recipient
sectors, we note some sectoral concentration, which shows that there is still room for implementing DoL. In all
sectors except for Government and Civil Society (in which 8 donors concentrate), Other Social Infrastructures
and Services (4 donors), and Water Supply and Sanitation (also 4 donors), we find no more than 3 European
donors. Nevertheless, the following areas are left uncovered: Basic Education, Business and Other Services,
Communications, General Health, Population and Reproductive Health Policies and Programmes.
This is interesting, particularly with regard to the need of achieving the MDGs. In fact, not only does the Government and Civil Society sector bring 12 donors together, but is also a concentration sector for 8 of them, thus
becoming the ‘favourite’ sector for European Cooperation in line with the new development agenda, for which
it is a central issue. Against this, some sectors related to basic social needs risk not being addressed. Such is
the case of Basic Education, but also of Population and Reproductive Health policies and programmes.

IV.I.II Progress in implementing the Code of Conduct in Senegal
Para la elaboración del presente documento se han utilizado fundamentalmente herramientas cualitativas
de análisis documental y realización de entrevistas con cuestionarios semi-estructurados, si bien se han intentado apoyar las conclusiones con una valoración cuantitativa de algunos datos, sin que en ningún caso se
optase por análisis estadísticos. Las citadas herramientas se han empleado tanto en un intento por valorar el
conocimiento sobre la cuestión existente en Europa, como en la realización de dos estudios de caso sobre el
avance de la aplicación del Código de conducta en dos casos concretos: Senegal y Perú.
Senegal is part of the Fast Track Initiative on Division of Labour and Complementarity and is therefore expected
to make an effort to implement the EU Code of Conduct. In this regard, a monitoring exercise was carried out to
assess progress of DoL implementation in Senegal. The findings of such monitoring exercise reveal, however,
that little has been achieved so far, and that the DoL process in Senegal is still in its initial phase.
Preliminary steps towards implementing DoL:
›› Mapping aid flows: the difficulty of collating data: there is no national database to track aid flows. Senegal alleges a lack of human and financial resources to carry out data collation, although an IT database
is now being developed: the Electronic Platform for Managing External Aid, funded by the UNDP in accordance with the Paris Declaration, which will enable to know what donors do in Senegal.
›› Alignment with the country’s priorities: lack of a Joint Assistance Strategy. There is neither a national
strategy on DoL nor an agreed definition of sectors and areas of cooperation between the Senegalese
Government and donors. Yet there is a more general Aid Effectiveness Action Plan (2008-2010), and the
Government has recently started to draft a Foreign Aid Policy, to be adopted in 2010, which will commit
partners to compliance with certain standards. European donors indicate that Senegal has not yet internalised the DoL process, limiting itself to adopting progress achieved at the initiative of donors rather
than leading the process. Neither does it seem to have facilitated dialogue with donors. Most donors,
however, claim to comply with the priorities set in the PRSP regarding sectoral ODA.
›› Preliminary steps for organising donors. The mapping of European donors by sector is still underway.
European donors’ aid flows today are concentrated on no more than three sectors in each case, and their
actions do not overlap too much. Moreover, donors working in Senegal meet regularly in thematic clusters
to organise their activities and exchange information. The older group (established in 1999) is a consultation group comprising all donors in Senegal.
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Launching the DoL process: defining donors’ roles and of sectoral division.
›› The definition of European donors’ roles and other donors’ involvement. According to the Fast Track Initiative, three donors would act as facilitators (France, Italy and the Netherlands), although none of them
would lead the process. In fact, this definition of roles has faced several problems. Indeed, Italy, the
Netherlands and Spain (instead of France) are facilitators, but none of them wants to lead the process
for various reasons (the cost of assuming this role, the additional workload it would entail, etc). Two possible solutions are being considered: either a rotating leadership, or that leadership be assumed by the
Netherlands. For the time being, the EC Delegation is the informal leader. Despite these difficulties, European donors are so far the only ones who have committed to the DoL, although they have invited other
donors to join the process (new donors and multilateral agencies).
›› Sectoral mapping: the definition of priority sectors. A mapping of European donors by sectors and their
interventions in the next three years is currently underway. There seems to be an incipient tendency
towards sectoral concentration, consistent with national development priorities and the MDGs. Yet one of
the difficulties is the very definition of sectors, since each donor uses its own classification of sectors and
sub-sectors, although an effort is being made in this regard. In addition, donors are facing operational
difficulties, for donors’ programming cycles have different lengths and objectives.
›› Re-organisation of the remaining activities in the country. Sectoral concentration requires re-organisation in non-priority sectors, which may involve donors’ exiting from them or delegating them to other
donors. Delegated cooperation allows donors’ comparative advantages to be used, while at the same
time enabling donors to be more operational, provided there is mutual trust. But problems may arise from
existing operating rules, the mode of intervention or the different procedures used by donors. There is
also a political problem, namely, the fact that the long tradition of some partnerships (as in the case of
French cooperation in Senegal) has helped create some historical ties and interests that hinder the DoL
and the exit of these donors from certain sectors. The failure to tackle these issues is a major obstacle
that should not be underestimated. This explains why France has refused to lead and support the implementation of the Code.
›› Next step: the assessment of European donors’ comparative advantages. The next step is to assess comparative advantages, an assessment that will probably delve into the obstacles highlighted above. This
may be a sensitive step for donors with a historical background and a strong presence in the country. For
more specialised donors, such as the Netherlands who are specialised in environment, this will be an
easier step. Spain seems to have an idea of what its comparative advantages are in the country, mainly in
the productive sector and, more particularly, in agriculture and vocational training.
Geographical concentration: Senegal as a favourite country in international cooperation programmes
Added to sectoral concentration, cross-country DoL seeks to prevent some developing countries being given
less attention than others. It is a difficult decision owing to donors’ foreign policy interests, which endows
cross-country DoL with an important political and visibility component. In this sense, the agencies consulted
have not yet taken any geographical concentration decision, being present in a large number of countries
based on countries’ needs and their bilateral relations with the donor concerned.
In relation to aid distribution among recipient countries, Senegal is undoubtedly one of the most-favoured
countries in West Africa. This partly owes to its environment and needs, but also to its historical, political and
economic ties with donors. The country has a privileged geographical situation, as it is an important gateway to West Africa and home to several international and regional organisations. Senegal’s political stability,
which is the result of a democratic system with more than forty years of history, stands out against the instability and insecurity in other countries in the region, where cooperation is so difficult that they have become ‘aid
orphan’ countries. In any case, many say that perhaps Senegal is being excessively favoured in terms of aid,
and they are beginning to ask themselves whether this is really an example of good practice, considering that,
on the one hand, development results achieved so far have not been as good as expected and that, on the
other hand, corruption is reaching worrying levels, severely damaging the good governance of the country.

Reflections on the Division of Labour in Development Cooperation 19

IV.I.III Limitations to and potential for DoL in Senegal
Assessment of the process by European donors
European donors see benefits in this process, as is the fact that it incorporates a reflection on comparative advantages, sectors, etc. into the development policy agenda. But the implementation of the DoL process faces
complex and practical issues, both at strategic and operational levels.
At a strategic level
1. A disconnect between the headquarters and the field: the obligation to coordinate at field level in the
absence of a joint development policy. Although in theory the Code makes important contributions, it
does not take into account the many interests at stake, so its implementation turns very difficult. The
Code is criticised for seeking to achieve in practice what political negotiations have failed to achieve,
namely, European coordination and a common European position.
2. Cooperation as part of donors’ Foreign Policy. Decisions relating to cooperation often include foreign
policy considerations, which makes it a sensitive area, especially for those who have a long tradition
in the country. These issues affect delegated cooperation, the preference for certain sectors, and the
choice of priority countries. In brief, they affect the implementation of the Code and, therefore, need to
be taken into account.
3. The lack of leadership in Senegal. European donors point out that Senegal has neither internalised
the process nor led it so far. Thus, an essential component of aid effectiveness is missing, namely
ownership, which in turn makes alignment difficult. The DoL thus becomes an instrument of donors for
donors, regardless of the country, despite some government initiatives related to the Paris Declaration
and the DoL.
At an operational level
1. Donor coordination. Operational coordination poses some difficulties, so that there should be greater
exchange of information during each donor’s cooperation programming. Donors should also take on
leadership and support roles, a not so easy task, and coordinate with all stakeholders (agencies, NGDOs, local authorities, etc.), with the added difficulty of their not being part of the process. Finally, coordination must involve all donors in Senegal, many of them very important, yet reluctant to get involved
in the process.
2. Different definitions of sectors and sub-sectors. The fact that sectors are defined differently by donors
poses difficulties for the joint organisation of sectoral cooperation. European donors should therefore
agree on a common definition, so they are the same in their respective programmes.
3. Different procedures, deadlines and programming cycles. The various procedures, financial processes
and programming cycles should be harmonised, for example through a schedule agreed on by all Member States and the EC, in which periods and cycles are made to coincide. In addition, procedures should
be harmonised, or else the country’s own procedures should be used, although this may raise legal
issues for some donors.
4. Management difficulties. Mention has already been made to some of the management problems arising
from the implementation of the Code, which have to do with the extra workload placed on those donors
who take on the lead of the process or delegated cooperation. Many agencies do not feel sufficiently
prepared in terms of human, financial or infrastructure resources to face the costs, so that new commitments and support mechanisms will need to be defined.
Impact monitoring and assessment of the process: The DoL must be monitored by its facilitators in a context
where roles are not fully defined, which poses many problems. In Senegal, it is the Division of Cooperation of
the Ministry of Finance, heavily constrained by a significant shortage of resources, which is in charge of the
monitoring. Given the low level of progress achieved so far, the impact of the process on transaction costs, on
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the quality of sectoral policy dialogue, on the total volume of aid, and on the rationality of the sectoral distribution of aid is as yet uncertain. In short, the benefits of the process for aid effectiveness or the development of
the country are still unknown.
Senegalese authorities’ viewpoint
In answer to the criticism received, the Senegalese authorities say that efforts are being made to effectively
implement DoL, in which they have been involved from the beginning, and to organise donors sectorally on the
basis of their respective comparative advantages, since the present overlap prevents aid effectiveness. They
further insist on the importance of this process and ask their partners to support the PRSP to cover the most
disadvantaged and least covered sectors, although they acknowledge that it is difficult to ‘lead’ them. They
have therefore decided to draft a Foreign Aid Policy Document. In short, the Senegalese authorities support
the DoL, provided that certain rules are complied with, and that Senegal leads the implementation process, for
which they will need tools and resources which they do not have at present.
Implications for other stakeholders: civil society
Although the Code only applies to States, its implementation will undoubtedly have an impact on all stakeholders, including decentralised cooperation and NGDOs, who play an important role within the Spanish Development Cooperation system. European donors insist on NGDOs’ independence in defining their own priorities,
but they also acknowledge that the DoL will limit their access to public funds, which they heavily depend on.
In Spain, NGDOs are requested to concentrate on and align with government’s priority sectors if they want to
be eligible for public funding. The Spanish Cooperation insists that this is one of Spain’s comparative advantages, as it creates complementarities between the different development actors. However, it also acknowledges difficulties regarding sectoral classification and the monitoring of the multitude of activities they are
implementing (at the level of bilateral and multilateral cooperation, at the level of the Autonomous Communities and local governments, by NGDOs, etc.).
Spanish NGDOs in the field, meanwhile, claim that they have not been consulted in this process, and they find
its implementation difficult, although some coordination efforts have been made between, on the one hand,
Spanish and European NGDOs (European NGDOs Platform) and, on the other, Senegalese NGDOs (PANE). As
for impact, Spanish NGDOs have had to reorient their work based on government priorities, which has caused
considerable problems for those implementing integrated and multi-sectoral projects. Spanish NGDOs have
suggested setting up multi-sectoral NGDOs platforms or groups to address these issues.
The process is not very well understood by most Senegalese NGDOs, who actually fear a loss of funding, the
need to reorient their work based on donors’ specialisation rather than their own (or else to change partnersdonors, which would involve building new trust relationships), difficulty in obtaining funds for integrated development projects, etc. They call for greater communication between NGDOs of the North and South, as well
as with donors, to discuss these issues and their implications. An important step in this direction is the creation of PANE, with support from both the European Commission and the Senegalese Government. PANE believes that the DoL will have a major impact, insofar as one single donor will have the monopoly of a sector, and
therefore the exclusive power to define its policies (as opposed to the current diversity of donors that allows
for different views and experiences which can be complementary). They also point out the need for greater coherence regarding support to NGDOs (as some are over-funded, while others are neglected in terms of development aid) and, overall, for global coordination and vision of what is actually being done in development aid.
In short, despite not having been consulted, there are still many questions about the impact of DoL on NGDOs. As it is becoming increasingly clear, these processes will have to be extended -if they are to be put into
place- to other interrelated stakeholders, namely NGDOs, as seen earlier, but also decentralised cooperation,
multilateral agencies and new donors.
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IV.II PERU
IV.II.I Development and cooperation assistance in Peru
Recent data (2008) indicate that Peru received US$ 620 million in (gross) ODA, which accounts for between
0.8% (including refundable aid) and 0.5% of total GDP (considering only non-refundable aid) in net terms, according to the Peruvian International Cooperation Agency (APCI).
According to the World Bank’s GDP indicators, Peru would come under the ‘upper middle income’ group of
countries since 2008, having moved from a per capita income of approximately US$ 3,400 in 2007 to nearly
US$ 4,000 in 2008. Similarly, Peru climbed from the 83rd position to the 78th position on the UNDP Human
Development Index (HDI) between 2006 and 2007 (from HDI 0.77 in 2006 to HDI 0.81 in 2007).
Being an ‘upper middle income’ country, Peru does not have access to the ‘Heavily Indebted Poor Countries’
(HIPC) international initiative, nor does it have a Poverty Reduction Strategy (PRS) as a framework for international cooperation. However, international cooperation remains a priority for the Peruvian State, and is incorporated into different policy documents:
›› At the political level, there is a National Policy on International Technical Cooperation (PNCTI - DS N º
044-2007-RE), which sets out four strategic areas for cooperation on the basis of seven national policy
principles.
›› At the same time, both thematic and geographical non-refundable international cooperation (CINR) priorities in the short and medium term are set out in Annual Cooperation Plans. These are key documents
for CINR programming, management and negotiation for each of the periods in which they are in force.
The four CINR thematic axes or strategic objectives that are currently in force are as follows:
›› Sustainable competitiveness, including actions aimed at: (i) promoting national competitiveness and
ensuring fair employment opportunities for all, (ii) ensuring sustainable use of natural resources and
protecting the environment, (iii) developing science and technology, and (iv) strengthening Peru’s integration into the global market.
›› Democratic institutions, including actions aimed at: (i) achieving a democratic, transparent and efficient
State, (ii) ensuring universal access to justice and peace, and (iii) supporting the decentralisation process (a cross-cutting objective).
›› Human development, including actions aimed at: (i) ensuring universal access to quality education, and
(ii) improving the health and nutrition of the population to ensure a healthy and active life.
›› Human Security, including actions aimed at: (i) developing a social safety net to protect human capital at
risk, (ii) ensuring universal access to safe water, and basic sanitation and infrastructure, and (iii) eliminating all forms of exclusion and discrimination (a cross-cutting objective).
As for donors, there are thirty in Peru according to OECD data, sixteen of which are EU Member States: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal,
Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom and the European Commission.
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Peru: ODA per year and donor group (data in USD millions)
Geographical entity
Total EU member countries

2006

2007

2008

Annual Average

% of the TOTAL

$ 197,86

$ 202,75

$ 322,02

$ 240,88

40%

$ 27,73

$ 39,11

$ 9,61

$ 25,48

4%

TOTAL EU

$ 225,59

$ 241,85

$ 331,63

$ 266,36

45%

Total other DAC countries

$ 427,80

$ 203,86

$ 283,24

$ 304,97

51%

Total DAC

$ 653,39

$ 445,71

$ 614,87

$ 571,32

96%

European Commission

Total multilaterals agencies
TOTAL ODA

$ 37,52

$ 28,32

$ 5,54

$ 23,79

4%

$ 690,92

$ 474,03

$ 620,42

$ 595,12

100%

Source: http://stats.oecd.org

Peru: ODA per year and main geographic entity (data in million U.S. dollars)
Geographical entity
USA

2006

2007

2008

Annual Average

% of the TOTAL

$ 335,18

$ 161,26

$ 151,24

$ 215,89

38%

Spain

$ 65,13

$ 10,315

$ 102,81

$ 90,36

16%

Germany

$ 80,04

$ 40,22

$ 147,02

$ 89,09

16%

Japan

$ 77,42

$ 15,72

$ 83,99

$ 59,04

10%

European Commission

$ 27,73

$ 39,11

$ 9,61

$ 25,48

4%

Belgium

$ 13,47

$ 25,15

$ 28,14

$ 22,25

4%

France

$ 25,67

$ 11,58

$ 15,94

$ 17,73

3%

Switzerland

$ 9,88

$ 16,17

$ 24,52

$ 16,86

3%

Canada

$ 3,22

$ 6,19

$ 21,00

$ 10,14

2%

Italy

$ 6,23

$ 3,89

$ 11,37

$ 7,16

1%

Sweden

$ 1,54

$ 4,51

$ 3,51

$ 3,19

0%

Holland

$ 2,00

$ 3,17

$ 2,46

$ 2,54

0%

Luxemburg

$ 1,18

$ 4,10

$ 2,10

$ 2,46

0%

Norway

$ 1,00

$ 3,55

$ 2,46

$ 2,34

0%

Great Britain

$ 0,56

$ 1,84

$ 3,52

$ 1,97

0%

Finland

$ 0,83

$ 1,53

$ 3,07

$ 1,81

0%

Ireland

$ 0,65

$ 2,13

$ 1,22

$ 1,33

0%

Austria

$ 0,54

$ 1,18

$ 0,74

$ 0,82

0%

New Zealand

$ 0,85

$ 0,79

$ 0,00

$ 0,55

0%

Australia

$ 0,24

$ 0,17

$ 0,03

$ 0,15

0%

Greece

$ 0,01

$ 0,22

$ 0,13

$ 0,12

0%

Portugal

$ 0,00

$ 0,06

$ 0,00

$ 0,02

0%

Denmark

…

…

…

…

…

Source: http://stats.oecd.org

To conclude, in the past three years for which figures are available, the EU (Member States and EC Delegation)
has directly contributed almost 50% of the ODA received by Peru, i.e. an average annual amount of around
US$ 270 million. The highest percentage of aid in recent years corresponds to the US, Spain and Japan, although Germany has significantly increased its aid in the last year for which data are available (2008).
Peru has historically been one of the most-favoured recipients of Spanish aid, maintaining a flow of ODA of
over US$ 100 in 2006, 2007 and 2008 (and probably in 2009). In addition, Peru is a priority country for Spanish Cooperation, for which it has a Country Strategy Paper. According to the PACI (2009), Spanish ODA in Peru
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amounted to EUR 100 million. The main actors of Spanish Cooperation in the country are the Autonomous
Communities and Local Governments, managing 69.3% of total gross bilateral ODA.
In terms of number of interventions, over 5,300 interventions are currently being implemented in Peru according to the AIDA database on the Development Gateway portal. The same database reports the presence of
35 countries and development agencies (excluding NGDOs) in Peru, with an average of over 150 interventions
each. Of all interventions, 1,733 are being implemented by the Spanish Cooperation, i.e. nearly one third of
the total, and their contribution accounts for between 15-30% of ODA, depending on the year. This points to a
fragmentation of aid that makes it extremely difficult to select areas of leadership. Germany and Japan account
for over 10% of all interventions, while the US and Belgium account for around 5%. Thus, 74% of development
interventions are being implemented by no more than 8 countries, while the remaining 26% are being managed by 27 agencies and countries.
OECD-DAC Creditor Reporting System (CRS) manages a list of 194 sub-sectors, of which 112 were active in Peru
in 2008 (almost 60% of the potential sectors). Simply looking at the distribution of CRS sectors, the first conclusion one may draw is that ODA is highly fragmented in Peru, since only three sub-sectors exceeded 5% of
total ODA funds that year: Basic Drinking Water Supply and Sanitation (19.47%), Public Administration (5.69%)
and Drug Control (7.84%).

POPULATION

$ 3,35

$ 12,14

$ 35,19

$ 2,44

$ 6,78

$ 8,22

$ 302,82

$ 0,47

$ 47,92

$ 24,03

$ 14,96

$ 4,00

$ 0,86

$ 1,96

$ 143,52

Total

Italy

Others

$ 32,75

Holland

France

$ 38,13

Belgium

$ 11,2

Great Britain

HEALTH

$ 96,32 $ 105,63

European
Commission

EDUCATION

Spain

Germany

Peru: Distribution of ODA from EU Donors by sectors and countries in the last ten years

$ 2,56

$ 6,49

$ 9,58

$ 8,46

$ 1,66

$-

$ 0,03

$ 0,68

$ 1,15

$ 30,62

WATER

$ 194,7

$ 33,93

$ 0,28

$ 0,01

$ 0,05

$ 0,86

$ 2,44

$ 0,06

$ 2,49

$ 234,83

GOVERNANCE

$ 59,08

$ 63,57

$ 38,35

$ 20,17

$ 20,62

$ 0,80

$ 4,70

$ 1,34

$ 27,01

$ 235,63

OTHER

$ 17,81

$ 49,44

$ 18,54

$ 6,14

$ 6,74

$ 7,71

$ 0,74

$ 4,87

$ 1,98

$ 113,97

ECONOMIC

$ 27,51

$ 30,1

$-

$ 75,33

$ 12,96

$ 7,06

$ 2,33

$ 1,10

$ 2,69

$ 159,08

PRODUCTIVE

$ 65,25

$ 81,82

$ 42,05

$ 0,80

$ 30,30

$ 8,40

$ 24,25

$ 4,00

$ 4,52

$ 261,38

MULTI

$ 117,42

$ 85,31

$ 15,36

$ 7,31

$ 10,57

$ 15,00

$ 15,11

$ 4,39

$ 17,06

$ 287,53

PROGRAMME

$ 62,41

$ 13,49

$ 72,82

$-

$ 0,29

$ 1,24

$-

$ 6,85

$ 0,04

$ 157,14

$ 187,83

$ 6,16

$-

$ 8,84

$-

$ 4,53

$ 15,47

$ 7,94

$-

$ 230,76

$ 12,45

$ 29,52

$ 35,26

$ 3,36

$ 4,74

$ 2,72

$ 1,15

$ 3,16

$ 6,95

$ 99,30

-

$ 1,05

$ 0,05

$-

$ 0,57

$ 5,11

$ 0,01

$ 0,01

$ 0,98

$ 7,80

$ 0,3

$ 0,08

$-

$-

$ 4,59

$ 1,32

$-

$ 3,20

$ 0,99

$ 10,47

REFUGEES

$ 0,06

$ 0,04

$-

$ 0,30

$-

$ 0,34

$ 0,01

$ 0,00

$ 0,01

$ 0,76

NOT DISTRIB.

$ 8,83

$ 4,1

$ 0,33

$-

$ 1,06

$ 1,16

$ 1,36

$ 1,19

$ 1,58

$ 19,61

$ 863,72 $ 548,86 $ 265,84 $ 182,00 $ 130,32 $ 106,38

$ 74,03

$ 46,44

$ 77,63

$ 2295,23

DEBT
EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT
NGDO

TOTAL

Source: http://stats.oecd.org

Few conclusions can be drawn from the distribution of interventions by sector, apart from the fact that, although 52% of the interventions fall into five sectors, there is considerable fragmentation, and that all the
possibilities of intervention are mostly covered. One may also conclude that ODA is concentrated on so-called
traditional sectors (education, agriculture, health), and that sectors related to industry, and especially to services, account for much less ODA, which is somehow surprising considering that Peru is an ‘upper middle
income’ country.
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IV.II.II Progress in implementing the Code of Conduct in Peru
Owing to its status as ‘upper middle income’ country, Peru does not participate in EU Fast Track Initiative on
DoL. However, Peruvian cooperation authorities are very interested in all matters relating to aid effectiveness.
Proof of this is that, following the adherence of Peru to the Paris Declaration (July 2006), they decided to participate in the follow-up survey that was conducted that same year, although CAD country assessment only
includes countries that are eligible for IDA assistance -Peru not being among them.
Despite not participating in the EU Fast Track Initiative on DoL, the information gathered from interviews and
the analysis of quantitative data allow us to comment on the sequence of actions that Peru is set to carry out in
order to increase specialisation of NGDOs and, therefore, achieve a better DoL. Listed below are these phases,
followed by a discussion of progress made in Peru.
1. Launching the DoL Process.
•• Mapping of aid flows and strategy-based mapping
The Peruvian State developed in the past several aid flow mappings through APCI. Yet today it does not
have any, as it is working on an information system that will enable it to operate with its own decentralisation system. It is estimated that by 2011 -or 2012 at the latest- this instrument will be available
again.
•• Mapping the DoL
For its part, the Spanish Cooperation (AECID) informed the Peruvian NGDO Platform about its intention
to publish a document that may enable an overview of EU Cooperation and its Member States’ in Peru.
In this sense, the AECID would do well to try to direct this effort to obtain maps such as those proposed
in the Code of Conduct, including a mapping of aid flows, strategies and interventions by sector.
2. Improving the DoL
•• Comparative advantages and joint review of these definitions
Overall, donor agencies’ coordinators and managers in Peru have not yet assessed their comparative
advantages. Yet they are all aware of the need to do it, and they all intuitively know their own and
others’ strengths and weaknesses. This current lack of definition may be due to three factors: (i) the
absence of an explicit and agreed leadership and of an operational mandate, (ii) the technical complexity of defining the concept of ‘sector’ in a precise and shared manner, and (iii) the fear that those
responsible at headquarters may think that they will lose influence over certain areas.
•• Partner country priorities and renegotiation of the roles of donors, sectoral agreements and forms of
contribution
APCI has serious doubts about its own capacity and authority to lead the DoL process, mainly owing to
the resources it requires. In addition, it fears that the DoL will reduce its bargaining power with donors.
It is therefore essential that APCI be supported by some donor in carrying out this task.
3. Implementing improvements to DoL
•• Relocation and re-programming
Belgium represents for APCI an example of aid programming and alignment with Peruvian policies to
be followed. In addition, this donor has decided to concentrate much of its aid on two strategic sectors:
sustainable economic development and universal access to health.
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Canada, being as it is a non-EU country, has chosen specialisation in Peru, embarking on a DoL process that is positively assessed by APCI, as its aid tends to concentrate on basic education and governance.
APCI greatly appreciates Swiss Cooperation change strategy concerning policies and actors -after Peru
reached the upper-middle income status.
Finally, several agencies are presently at different stages in the process of exiting Peru (Britain, Finland, etc.), without respondents having dared to assess the impact of this process so far.
•• Leadership arrangements
If ‘leader’ means an agency that concentrates most of its resources on a particular sector, where this
sector is representative in terms of total committed ODA, only Japan, Germany and US are clearly
leaders, although the two first ones exert their leadership in the same sector: Water Supply and
Sanitation.
Peru: distribution of aid from major donors by sub-sector

Sectors in which Spain is the main donor

Total sectors in
which the country
has the greatest
presence

% Sectors
out of a total of
112 sectors

% Total amount
of aid pledged for
2008

100%

100%

Sectors in which USA is the main donor
Sectors in which Germany is the main donor
Sectors in which Belgium is the main donor
Sectors in which Japan is the main donor
Sectors in which Switzerland is the main donor
Sectors in which France is the main donor
Sectors in which Canada is the main donor
Sectors in which Italy is the main donor
Sectors in which Finland is the main donor
Sectors in which the Commission is the main donor
Sectors in which UNICEF is the main donor
Sectors in which Holland is the main donor
Sectors in which UNAIDS is the main donor
Sectors in which FPNU is the main donor
Sectors in which Sweden is the main donor
TOTAL

112

Source: http://stats.oecd.org

Most of the agencies interviewed believe that the Spanish Cooperation is a ‘natural’ leader of EU ODA,
owing to its history, its experience in the country, its position in a large number of sectors, its initial
support to the creation of APCI, and its various aid mechanisms, instruments and institutions.
•• Examples of delegated cooperation
In the past, Spain, Sweden, Canada and Switzerland contributed to a common ‘basket fund’ in support of the Peruvian Ombudsman’s Office. Although the experience was highly valued by agencies, it
was finally discontinued for still-unknown reasons. Now Belgium has funds available to support the
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Ombudsman’s Office, and the possibility of channelling them through the Spanish Cooperation in a
sort of delegated cooperation is currently being analysed.
On the other hand, several agencies which are in the process of leaving the country have delegated
the implementation of their funds to the German Cooperation (particularly to GTZ). Given GTZ status as
a public company, it is difficult to establish whether this may be considered as delegated cooperation
in the strict sense of the term, or whether it is rather a management contract.

IV.II.III Limitations to and potential for DoL in Peru
Peru’s strategy for non-refundable international cooperation programming and implementation is a rather
complex one, obliging partners / donors to base their work on its demands. Furthermore, Peru’s acceptance
of aid is made subject to the priorities it sets itself annually as percentages of demanded resources by ‘objective’ and geographical area, to be managed by sectors aligned with ministries or ministry divisions. Thus, the
confluence of Peru’s demand and partners’ supply would result in resources that are ultimately managed by
ministries.
For their part, partners should align their aid with Peru’s annual priorities, hence allowing for the establishment of a global programming for the period. However, some of the problems hampering the proper functioning of this mechanism came to light during the interviews:
›› Peruvian authorities expressed doubts about the harmonisation process between partners themselves;
obviously, alignment should be an overall rather than a partner-by-partner process. Apparently, what
they meant is that, from the experience of APCI, it was easier to get each partner align itself with Peruvian
policy than getting all partners to agree on a common development strategy. Therefore, from the point of
view of APCI, this is more a problem of harmonisation than alignment.
›› There are basic difficulties when trying to make partners’ programming cycles coincide with each other
and with Peru’s own programming cycle. Various Peruvian sources even pointed out that Peru’s annual
programming is done after agreeing the bilateral programme of the period with partners –and even then
priorities do not always coincide. In short, it was pointed out that in the light of partners’ different programming periods (in periods of three or four years that do not coincide and that overlap with each other),
the many different terms used to designate sectors, and the absence of proper alignment, APCI was
forced to review its annual programming based on its partner’s –not always multi-annual- commitments.
In this case it seems that the difficulty lies in the existence of different and even occasionally annual
programming periods.
›› Some additional difficulties related to the distinction between objective and sector were identified. It
was thus pointed out that working with an objective that falls within ‘the competence of several sectors (ministries)’ was virtually impossible. In this regard, some doubts were commented on concerning
the difficulty of working, for example, in both environment and market integration, for the ministries in
charge are different. It seems that what underlies this difficulty is a lack of agreement on a common definition of ‘sector’.
›› Weak harmonisation processes between donors lead to an uneven geographical concentration of aid,
which is what has driven Peru to include in its strategy papers financial limits to geographical priorities in the form of percentages. In addition, it is making a significant effort to set up a decentralised aid
system.
At the same time, most respondents commented on the potential of the planning system proposed by Peru,
as long as the difficulties mentioned earlier are overcome. This would at least require a clear prioritisation of
each donor’s aid in the country, a better alignment of all stakeholders’ multi-year programming, an agreement
between partners, and closing the existing gap between objectives, sectors and organisations charged with
managing aid.
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IV.III Conclusions and recommendations
IV. III. I. At the political / strategic level
i.

The new aid effectiveness agenda includes, as one of its principles, the need for greater harmonisation and coordination of donors on the one hand, and the need for partners’ greater leadership in
these processes on the other. Undoubtedly, the adoption of a Code of Conduct on Division of Labour
by the EU is a step in that direction, in so far as it attempts to organise the work of European donors
on the basis of a series of principles, which can certainly serve as a model for larger-scale coordination between actors in international development cooperation. The fact that the EU as a whole is the
world’s largest aid donor is something to be borne in mind. This Code of Conduct is the result of previous steps in the field of European cooperation, most notably the adoption of the European Consensus
on Development, a landmark document which seeks to set common principles for the various European cooperation frameworks. Where the Consensus is the basis of political coordination, the Code
seeks to coordinate practical work.

ii.

Although the adoption of the European Development Consensus is a step forward, there is not yet a
common EU policy on development cooperation that may lend it added weight in its external actions
and contribute to greater EU policy coherence. Furthermore, among those interviewed, no clear opinions have been heard on any likely progress in this area from the adoption of the Lisbon Treaty. The
prospects of promoting a common policy that may serve as a framework for the harmonisation of European development cooperation policies, both in terms of objectives and implementing procedures,
are bleak. Although there are positive experiences in terms of practical processes that facilitate the
division of labour (programming processes, common diagnoses, etc.), the fact remains that the Code
of Conduct ultimately requires from development agencies in partner countries a coordination which
policy makers themselves have failed to achieve in their own European headquarters; neither does
it appear to take sufficiently into account the specific features of the work carried out by these same
agencies in partner countries.

iii. This is important, given that development cooperation is part of donor countries’ foreign policy and,
therefore, decisions affecting the former also affect an area in which States wish to maintain their
sovereignty and spheres of influence. Thus, certain donors, particularly those with the strongest cooperation tradition and presence in developing countries and that manage more resources in each of
these countries, have shown little willingness to push for the implementation of the Code of Conduct
so as not to lose the strategic influence previously achieved. This in turn raises problems for defining
each donor’s role. The case of France in Senegal is, in this regard, a paradigmatic example. The main
recommendation in this respect, probably as obvious as useless, is to push the old debate whether
development policy is integral to or independent from donor countries’ foreign policy, which in turn
points to a debate on policy coherence for development that falls beyond the scope of these conclusions but that is certainly at the core of the development agenda.
iv. Another key aspect of aid effectiveness, included in the Code of Conduct, is the need for partner
countries to take the lead in coordinating the process of the division of labour, which is essential to
promote ownership. However, for cases analysed, partner countries do not see themselves taking the
lead over donors for several reasons, mainly owing to a lack of resources and the effort it takes. Additionally, these countries’ development policy decision-makers would seemingly fear losing bargaining power over donors should the division of labour be effectively implemented. Indeed, in so far as
negotiating with donors with different interests and procedures offers them today more options than
if they were to negotiate with a homogeneous group of donors with a common agenda and a specific
sharing of responsibilities. Despite these difficulties, they do see some advantages in the division of
labour process, provided it aligns with their countries’ policies and needs and that their bargaining
power over donors is enhanced. In fact, there are some positive experiences in this regard in some
of the countries participating in the Fast Track Initiative. In any case, if partner countries are really to
coordinate and lead the process and, ultimately, take ownership of it, they should be provided with
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the necessary resources in the form of technical assistance for the diagnosis and assessment of comparative advantages and training and management resources.
v.

Added to the leadership to be exercised by partner countries, it is also necessary to define the distribution of roles between those European donors that are involved in the division of labour process. In
this regard, however, there seems to be no clear leadership for the promotion of the implementation
of the Code of Conduct. In so far as its implementation is voluntary, the absence of a leader to promote
it and the failure to see the benefits of its implementation make development agencies’ reluctant to
apply it, especially as regards those with the largest presence in the country. In line with the Code of
Conduct, the European Commission Delegations act as mere donors, among many others, at times exercising some informal leadership (when no European agency wants to exercise that leadership), and
keeping a low profile at others. Sometimes donors assume an informal leadership, while at the same
time ignoring the criteria for determining formal leadership, although these decisions are apparently
made without partners’ knowledge. It seems that the definitive implementation of the division of
labour process would require more information about its benefits and proper incentives (not necessarily financial) to enable agencies to face up to the task. The ultimate objective of the International
Division of Labour is to promote clear leaderships in each partner country in agreement with partner
countries themselves. Leadership responsibilities should be defined with transparency and with partners’ knowledge and opinion. Subsequently, incentives for leadership should be provided.

vi. Additionally, the division of labour requires taking sometimes difficult decisions on sectoral division
and comparative advantages. In this regard, partner countries raise doubts as to their own ability to
identify donors’ comparative advantages, although they seem to be very aware of their interests in
each sector and geographical area. Asking partner countries to express their opinions on donors’
interests could be one way to promote the implementation of the division of labour. If slow progress
in implementing the Code partly owes to donors’ reluctance, partners could be given support so that
they themselves can at least suggest the areas where donors can be more useful. This would not only
improve alignment with partners’ priorities, it would also allow to increase transparency of decisionmaking in this area. The definition of such sectors should therefore be in line with partners’ priorities,
as well as with broader commitments such as those adopted in the Millennium Development Goals.
While the Code of Conduct need not be detrimental to the MDGs -for these are usually already incorporated in both partners’ policies- they should be particularly borne in mind when tackling the sectoral
division of European cooperation, so that sectors covering basic social needs are not left unprotected.
Moreover, greater emphasis should be placed on several issues in order to push for the achievement
of the eighth MDG –‘developing a global partnership for development’. On the one hand, partner
countries’ capacities should be strengthened, as mentioned earlier, so as to enable them to lead
development processes and, in the present case, the division of labour among donors. On the other
hand, the various development actors should be involved in the task of improving aid effectiveness,
which is the final goal not just of the Code of Conduct, but also of both the Paris Declaration and the
Accra Agenda for Action, in which the importance of the participation of civil society in this process is
highlighted, among others.
vii. As for field coordination, agencies (and sub-agencies) even ignore their part in implementing the Code
of Conduct, and decentralised agencies have doubts about their role as ‘coordinating’ or ‘coordinated’
parts. Agency offices in partner countries have little decision-power over strategic issues; therefore,
they are bound to consult their headquarters on many of the issues relating to the division of labour.
Hence the importance of common visions on the dimension of this initiative for development processes. Moreover, it is perceived that the more complex a donor’s development system development
is in terms of shared responsibilities and entities involved, the more difficult the implementation of
the division of labour process. It might be interesting to promote a ‘regulation’ of the Code of Conduct
in which the role of each player in the system is established by consensus. Indeed, already during the
monitoring exercise conducted in December 2008 serious difficulties in implementing said Code were
observed in some partner countries, mainly related to the lack of specificity of its guiding principles
on donors’ adoption of joint action criteria. In 2009 efforts were made in this direction, developing a
set of tools and initiatives to encourage the active division of labour prior to the review of the Code in
2010. But these have not yet been clearly internalised by agencies in the field. Undoubtedly, this is
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further compounded if all donor’s cooperation actors, and not just bilateral agencies, are to be taken
into account.
viii. Finally, although the Code of Conduct is a European initiative, it is in line with one of the principles
adopted in the Paris Declaration, that is, one which involves all traditional cooperation actors. In this
regard, some cooperation actors work at a distance from the idea of the division of labour, without
a clear role in all this -e.g. the UN agencies, especially the so-called ‘generalist agencies’, other European donors, etc .- , despite their importance in the countries analysed. The involvement of these
cooperation agencies might facilitate the implementation of the EU Code of Conduct on Division of Labour, apart from its being essential for the implementation of the harmonisation principle agreed on
in the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness. These difficulties are further compounded in the light of
emerging donors, many of which are not aligned with the aid effectiveness agenda and hold very different views on cooperation, while being increasingly important in this field. It is essential that these
be involved in the discussion on work in and with partner countries, in order to manage the wide range
of activities and achieve greater complementarity of development processes.

IV. III. II At the operational level
ix. Beyond these general considerations, the actual implementation of the Code of Conduct raises some
operational problems. Indeed, even when no progress is achieved with regard to political positions,
it appears that the division of labour itself is being implemented in Europe more or less rapidly, responding to one of the principles of the Paris Declaration. In the course of this study, we have seen, for
example, the Belgian Cooperation initiative, positioned in three specific areas in each country, British and Finnish geographical concentration processes, Canada’s interest in the European Consensus
on Development, the change of the Swiss model following the classification of Peru as an uppermiddle income country. These and other examples mentioned in this document can be evaluated very
positively.
x.

However, the Code’s implementation comes up against some difficulties, the most notable of which
is, first of all, the very definition of sectors into which labour should be divided. Indeed, when dealing
with sectors, researchers often use OECD-DAC classification system, whereas donors turn to strategic
priority areas and partner countries to their ministries. It would be desirable for both donors and
partners to reach an agreement on what is meant by sector in each partner country. In general, partner
countries also have strategies that prioritise sectors covering everything possible, which does not
solve the problem. Since they all report to the DAC, an operational possibility would be to use its list
of sectors and subsectors. In any case, until a decision is taken in this regard, all efforts to achieve
a better division of labour will be weak, since each agency will tend to specialise in areas which are
too large.

xi. Beyond sectors, the implementation of the Code of Conduct requires coordinating programming cycles. Planning cycles are different between donors and their partners, which is not conducive to specialisation, since priorities go through different cycles (although in the end almost everything seemingly ends up being a priority). In this regard, as in the previous case, it would be interesting to have
operational guidelines to facilitate donor coordination in this field.
xii. Moreover, the division of labour requires developing delegation procedures that in some cases face
serious technical and administrative difficulties. Delegated cooperation is not always easy due to the
administrative complexity of some agencies that, in general, are designed for expenditure rather than
for delegation. In some cases, this may even pose aid ‘re-nationalisation’ problems, since, in principle,
the European Commission acts, among other things, as manager of the funds which member countries
contribute for their own and joint strategies. Thus, delegating such funds to another EU member could
be seen as a round-trip of resources. To avoid this, it would be very useful to have some action guidelines on which all partner countries agree. Despite these difficulties, efforts are being made in this
direction, as evidenced by some of the examples of delegated cooperation case studies. While each
individual delegated operation examined by the research team during this study is different, agencies
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should analyse and report their own weaknesses in this regard. Mechanisms such as joint donor basket
funds could be used to help donors ‘phase out’ or exit from partner countries under good conditions.
During this study, we witnessed, for example, the role played by GTZ as a public company responsible
for managing the aid of ‘phasing-out’ countries’, joint donor basket funds for specific interventions and
some early-stage negotiations on delegated cooperation. An efficient division of labour would lead to
two different aspects whose study is beyond the scope of this document: delegated cooperation and
the exit of some development agencies from specific sectors and even countries. In turn, an effective
delegated cooperation entails additional difficulties, such as the loss of visibility, the complexity of
mutual accountability in such situations, the difficulty of some operations, the need for mutual trust
between agencies, and the establishment of common procedures. On the other hand, a responsible
exit would also require addressing a number of difficulties related to assets in the country, relations
with collaborators, term commitments, exit speed, experience in key sectors for the achievement of
MDGs, etc. Obviously, all these issues are initially outside the scope of this work.
xiii. Furthermore, as noted earlier, several European leading aid donors in partner countries (and partner
countries themselves) are concerned about the fact that specialisation may increase their costs. It
would be paradoxical that a measure designed to improve efficiency could result, at least initially,
in higher operational costs for some agencies. Hence the difficulty in obtaining commitments in this
regard. Yet, as also seen in this document, some agencies in EU countries in the form of public companies believe that the Code of Conduct is an opportunity to absorb and manage items from other
partners. For their part, partners fear that their administrative structures will not be able to coordinate
complementarity between donors. This adds to the fact that the distribution of facilitators (leading
donors in partner countries) is very uneven, which may bring about differences in charges and costs.
In any case, it is generally agreed that administrative difficulties and the likely increase in operational
costs will require a long period of acclimatisation before the benefits become apparent in terms of efficiency. These political and administrative difficulties do not inspire great optimism about the possible
specialisation of donor agencies in the short term. Added to these difficulties is the unwillingness to
give up some levels of discretion inherent in non-specialised agency models, much more in place at
office headquarters than at the field-level.
xiv. The above-mentioned administrative difficulties must be tackled differently depending on aid instruments and channels: injecting capital into a basket with or without legal personality is not the same
as giving funds to a project, nor to program aid mechanisms, and so on. Regarding the latter, some
agency managers say that the probability of an adequate division of labour will be greater the higher
the percentage of aid program in a country is. But they have also recently begun to show some disenchantment with the so-called new instruments.
xv. Although the recommendations that follow may not be able to solve the situations described above,
it seems nevertheless indispensable to suggest the need to:
Analyse the strengths and weaknesses of those responsible for aid management in partner stakeholders’
administrations. Each country and each administration is different, and the process of the division of labour
must tackle these issues.
Analyse the strengths and weaknesses of the process of devolution of EC functions to EC delegations. While
the Code of Conduct considers the EC as one more donor, its role in partner countries can be crucial in the
division of labour process. For that role to be effective, however, it would be good to know EC decision-making
capacities in partner countries, its willingness to participate in the labour division process, etc.
Know donor countries’ plans in each partner country, beyond the contents of strategy papers that change cyclically. It would be of great interest that donors communicate their intention to exit certain countries in order to
be able to raise geographical and sectoral leadership issues.
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IV. III. III At the level of civil society
xvi. One of the main difficulties regarding the acceptance and subsequent implementation of the Code of
Conduct by CSOs is precisely the fact these are scarcely taken into account in documents related to
the Code. Although it is said that the Code is intended to be replicable by all development actors, the
fact is that, in practice, all indications and considerations in relation to the international division of
labour primarily concern state actors. Similarly, the Code of Conduct itself indicates that it is applicable to decentralised cooperation, which is inconsistent with the commitments to extend the Paris and
Accra efforts to civil society, and with the statements of intent on the importance of their participation
in development cooperation.
xvii.This is particularly problematic in the Spanish case. Indeed, it is often said that the involvement of
the Spanish decentralised cooperation in a broad sense is one of the major comparative advantages
of Spanish cooperation, for it allows CSOs to work at different advocacy levels. Thus, it is particularly
important that decentralised cooperation be taken into account when defining those comparative
advantages, since its impact on their work will be high.
xviii.Decentralised organisations and agencies themselves point out that if their capacity to influence aid
planning in their own countries / states and EU policy is scarce today, how more difficult will it be for
them to exercise any influence over the division of labour in the near future. Proof of this, they say,
is that the Code of Conduct on Complementarity and Division of Labour has never been a criteria for
obtaining public funds (no mention to the Code is made in the rules of Calls for Proposals, nor in Orders or proposal forms; neither do such documents suggest that those proposals clearly pointing to
a possible contribution to the division of labour process will receive support, it being sufficient that
they match donors’ strategic priorities and, in some cases, the partners’).
xix. However, although there is less information available on the subject among non-governmental actors,
all respondents were at least aware of the existence of the Code of Conduct and expressed an interest
in the subject. This, however, needs to be qualified by saying that, although the revision of the Code
is scheduled for 2010, the division of labour is rather seen as a long-term problem by CSOs. In any
case, some good practices have already been identified in the course of this work, namely: Italian
authorities’ insistence on the desirability that the NGOs which they themselves finance should specialise; the integration of some organisations into networks; the existence of various forums bringing
together not just national organisations but also donor countries in partner countries; the increasingly
serious planning processes within development organisations, etc.
xx. Some NGO leaders commented on a curious and at the same time tremendous likely paradox, namely
that the Code of Conduct, an instrument that seeks to promote sectoral and geographical specialisation as a means to increase the quality of aid, may lead in the long term to a system of division of
labour in which organisations and agencies with the highest levels of specialisation and support from
society are the worst hit by it. Thus, the work of organisations with a long history and specialisation
in some specific areas could be hampered in the event their areas of specialisation were not a priority
for the public agency from which they receive part of the funds.
xxi. In this sense, the Spanish cooperation should take into account the comparative advantages of Spanish civil society as part of its development aid, prioritising criteria such as knowledge of success over
other more common criteria, such as experience and political interest. In any case, any such effort
hinges on further improving coordination in Europe, in Spain, between partners, with them, and so
on. It is obvious that the integration of NGOs into networks which are not necessarily thematic can be
a guarantee to enable NGOs to continue to carry out their work, while at the same time increasing their
specialisation. Thus, a non-thematic network of organisations whose members are not specialised in
the same subject or sector could lead to a regional division of responsibilities, so that the whole (the
network) continues to be present in a large number of regional sectors, while each member continues
to be responsible for different sectors. The idea is that the organisations that are integrated into these
networks are specialised, while the non-specialised nature of the network itself is maintained so that
it may reach every single country with only part of its members. Some NGO managers also pointed to
the possibility that organisations of any EU country may apply for co-funding from agencies in other
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countries than those in which they are legally established. At any event, particularly in the Spanish
case, specialisation will be hard to achieve unless the ‘decentralised’ system is consulted and actively
involved. In conclusion, it may be said that the implementation of the Code of Conduct on the division
of labour is very uneven in partner countries owing to different reasons, mostly for want of a common
EU development policy, and a consequent lack of leadership on this issue capable of tying in donors’
different wishes and capacities to push the matter and strengthen partner countries’ capacities to
lead these processes. While all donors and partner countries agree on the importance of the division
of labour as a means to improve the quality of aid, the fact remains that the division of labour is still
a long way from being common practice regarding EU development aid, owing to different political
interests (possible loss of influence, less bargaining power), technical and administrative difficulties
(barriers to delegation and responsible exit) and a lack of communication and trust in civil society.

