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Executive summary

This report has been commissioned by the Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (Norad). Its aim is to contribute to knowledge and understanding of Norway’s performance in relation to the Paris Declaration targets on aid effectiveness, in order to further enhance the effectiveness of Norwegian aid. The report maps and analyses Norway’s performance and progress in relation to key indicators of aid effectiveness, drawing on the data generated by the 2008 Survey on Monitoring the Paris Declaration as well as by the equivalent 2006 Survey. The 2008 survey saw an increase in the number of recipient countries participating from 34 to 54, with a similar increase in the number of countries reporting on Norwegian aid from 13 to 19.

The Paris Declaration sets out 12 indicators of aid effectiveness. Progress on all of the indicators requires a joint effort by donor and recipient countries. However, donors have particular responsibility and ability to make a difference as regards indicators 3 through 10. These indicators are the focus of this report. Taking each indicator in turn, the analysis considers: a) Norway’s performance in the 2008 Survey, including in comparison to the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors; and b) Norway’s progress or slippage from 2006 to 2008, in absolute terms and relative to the performance of other donors. For each of these comparisons, the analysis considers Norway’s performance in particular partner countries as well as looking at Norway’s average performance across its partner countries.

Norway’s performance in the first round of monitoring was highly creditable, with Norwegian aid performing better than that of the Nordic Plus or DAC groups of donors on all of the indicators except indicator 9 (use of programme-based approaches). The data for 2007 show that while Norway’s performance on aid effectiveness remains relatively good compared to that of the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors, there is no room for complacency. Indeed, the data suggest that while on most indicators the performance of Norwegian aid continues to exceed that of the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors, on a number of indicators Norway’s performance has deteriorated.

On indicators 5a and 5b (use of country systems), 6 (use of parallel PIUs), 7 (in-year predictability) 8 (aid untying) and 10b (joint analysis), the data for 2007 show that Norway performs better than the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors. On indicator 3 (budget realism), Norway’s performance is on a par with that of the other donor groups. However, with the exception of indicator 8 (aid untying), Norway’s performance on these indicators has deteriorated from 2005 to 2007. For many of these indicators this is because of the widening of the Survey to include a number of countries that had not participated in the first round of monitoring. Indicator 6 (use of parallel PIUs) is the exception; Norway’s performance on this indicator has fallen, even if only those countries participating in both rounds of monitoring are included.

On indicators 4 (coordinated technical assistance for capacity development), 9 (use of programme-based approaches) and 10a (joint missions), the data suggest not only that Norway’s performance has deteriorated, but also that Norway’s performance falls short of that of the other donor groups.

These findings need to be interpreted with care. First, a significant portion of the slippage in Norway’s performance can be attributed to the inclusion in the 2008 Survey of new countries, participating for the first time, where aid effectiveness has not been high on the agenda. Second, some of the apparently poor performance – particularly on indicators 4 and 9 – may be due to changes in the ways in which data has been collected. However, some of the slippage in Norway’s performance – perhaps particularly in relation to indicators 3, 6 and 7 – is likely to reflect real challenges with aid effectiveness on the ground. Continued progress will require Norway to look in detail, at country level, at the obstacles to enhanced aid effectiveness. Annex 1 identifies, indicator by indicator, those countries that may merit particular attention.

1. Introduction

This report has been commissioned by the Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (Norad). Its aim is to contribute to knowledge and understanding of Norway’s performance in relation to the Paris Declaration targets on aid effectiveness, in order to further enhance the effectiveness of Norwegian aid.
 The report maps and analyses Norway’s performance and progress in relation to key indicators of aid effectiveness, drawing on the data generated by the 2008 Survey on Monitoring the Paris Declaration as well as by the equivalent 2006 Survey.

Monitoring the Paris Declaration: The 2006 and 2008 Surveys

When donors and partner countries made commitments in 2005 to enhance their aid effectiveness in line with the Paris Declaration, they agreed to monitor and hold each other accountable for progress. A first, baseline, round of monitoring was conducted in 2006. A second round of monitoring was conducted in 2008. Thirty-four aid-recipient countries participated in the 2006 Survey, with 54 participating in the 2008 Survey. Broader participation means that the 2008 Survey and its findings are based on a more reliable and representative set of data.

The analysis provided in the 2008 Survey Overview report uses aggregate data relating to the 12 monitoring indicators for which there are agreed 2010 targets. The Survey report and the chapters on particular recipient countries analyse and compare the state of play on aid effectiveness across the 54 participating recipient countries and across the major donors present in those countries. The Statistical Appendices provide additional information, presenting data tabulated by country and by donor, along with a set of tables showing results across the range of indicators donor by donor.

Assessing and comparing Norway’s performance

Most of the data used and presented in the Overview report – for instance comparing donors’ performance on a particular indicator across a number of recipient countries – are averages that are weighted by the scale of donors’ operations in particular countries. This method makes good sense where the concern is with country-level impacts; a mis-aligned approach by a donor providing a large volume of aid is more damaging than mis-alignment on the part of a minor donor. Statistical Appendix C of the Overview Report also makes use of “average country ratios”, simple un-weighted averages of donor data across all countries where a donor has reported activities. This may be a more suitable basis for comparing the performance of donors with each other.

The principal limitation of the 2008 Overview Report in terms of assessing the performance of particular donors, especially in comparison amongst donors, is that the aggregate data do not enable one to compare the performance of a given donor with that of another donor in the same set of countries. Statistical Appendix C allows comparison of the performance of a given donor’s performance in the countries that it operates, with the performance of a different donor’s performance in the countries in which the latter donor operates. However, if, as is quite possible, the two sets of countries differ in systematic ways – e.g. one includes fewer or more low-income countries or fragile states than the other – then the relevance of the comparison is reduced.

The main task accomplished in the present report, therefore, is to return to the country-level data for those countries where Norwegian aid was reported in the 2008 Survey exercise and to re-tabulate the data to enable the assessment and comparison of Norway’s performance with that of other donors in the same set of countries. For the current report, country-level data was collected by going back to the Country Chapters and collecting data to enable comparisons between Norway’s performance and that of the Nordic Plus Group of countries and that of the DAC donors as a whole (in both instances, minus Norway).

The results of the re-tabulation are included in Statistical Annex 2 of the present report in the form of a spreadsheet for each of the indicators that can be broken down by donor; that is, indicators 3 through 10. The values for Norway are presented alongside those for all other Nordic-Plus donors and for all other DAC donors, in the same set of countries. Simple un-weighted averages have been used as these seem more relevant as well as simpler to undertake without working directly on the cleaned financial data held by the DAC Secretariat.

The bar charts that are used in the text of this report are based on the averages calculated in rows 16 and 27 of the spreadsheets in Annex 2. The numbers for the individual countries are used to inform the discussion. For the purposes of analysis, the raw numbers are combined with the insights that can be derived from the Country Chapters themselves. However, while the Country Chapters may help to explain why Norway performs better in one country than another, they are of little help in explaining why Norway’s performance in a particular country differs from the performance of other donors in that same country. Explanations of that sort would require the collection and use of Norway-specific data on aid effectiveness in each recipient country.

Making sense of the results

The data need to be treated with some caution. They were subject to a number of queries when first submitted as part of the Survey process, and the DAC Secretariat has had to invest considerable time in cleaning the data. Indeed, the Country Chapters on the OECD web-site are in many cases still labelled as “preliminary”. The reader should also note that the simple averages presented in Annex 2 of the current report differ in some instances from those provided for Norway in Statistical Appendix C of the Survey’s Overview Report. This is for a number of reasons including sample size, data cleaning and rounding. Nevertheless, the data presented and used in the current report provide a reasonable basis for assessing and comparing Norway’s progress on implementing its aid effectiveness commitments.

A stronger reason for exercising caution in drawing conclusions and recommendations from the data relates to the nature of the Survey process. The Paris Declaration Monitoring Survey is intended to be a practical tool to advance understanding and promote the implementation of aid effectiveness commitments at a country level. One implication of this is that while the Joint Venture on Monitoring the Paris Declaration provided a number of definitions for the purposes of data collection, partner authorities and donors were invited to interpret these in ways that made sense for their particular country. This inevitably has a negative impact on the comparability of data amongst countries. For the 2008 Survey, the Joint Venture provided further clarification and directed countries to follow the guidance more closely. However, this in turn means that results generated in one country for the 2008 Survey may not be directly comparable with results generated in the same country for the 2006 Survey. These caveats do not make the data meaningless, but do require that the results be interpreted carefully. 

The structure of the report

Section two of this report examines the countries that reported on Norwegian aid in the 2008 and 2006 Surveys, outlining what sorts of countries they are and the extent to which they differ from the wider group of recipient countries participating in the Surveys. Section three deals with each of the donor-related monitoring indicators in turn, from indicator 3 to indicator 10.

In each case the analysis begins with a consideration of the type of conclusions that can be drawn from the data, taking account of the robustness of the indicators and their comparability amongst countries and over time. The analysis then considers, for each indicator, two sets of issues: first, Norway’s performance in the 2008 Survey, including in comparison to the Nordic-Plus group and the DAC group of donors; and second, Norway’s progress or slippage from 2006 to 2008, including in comparison with the Nordic-Plus and DAC groups of donors. For each set of issues comments are provided both on average performance and on the range of Norway’s performance across its various programme countries.

Section four presents some conclusions, setting out Norway’s performance across the range of indicators. Annex 1 contains a tabular summary of Norway’s performance and progress on aid effectiveness, highlighting countries of possible concern for each indicator. Annex 2 contains the detailed data and analysis, indicator by indicator.
2. Norway’s partner countries

In the 2006 Survey, 13 countries reported on Norwegian aid, with these countries accounting for around 40% of Norway’s country programmed aid. In the 2008 Survey, 19 countries reported on Norwegian aid with this aid amounting to 47% of Norway’s country programmed aid.
 Of these 19, ten had reported on Norwegian aid in the 2006 Survey, with nine countries reporting on Norwegian aid for the first time in 2008 (see figure 1 – countries in bold are those that are, because of their low income levels, eligible for World Bank International Development Association lending). The analysis in this report focuses on those countries that reported on Norwegian aid for the 2008 Survey, with particular attention given to those that reported on Norwegian aid for both the 2008 and 2006 Surveys.

Figure 1: Countries reporting on Norwegian aid in 2006 and 2008, and IDA-eligibility (in bold)


[image: image1]
Country Contexts

As our comparison is between the performance of Norway in its partner countries and the performance of other donors in the same group of countries it is not necessary in our analysis to take account of differences between Norway’s partner countries and the wider group of countries participating in the Survey. Nevertheless, such information provides useful background and serves as a reminder of the fact that considering other donors’ performance in Norway’s partner countries does not provide a comprehensive assessment of those donors’ performance overall.

Income levels

Of the 19 countries reporting Norwegian aid in the 2008 survey 15 are eligible for IDA funding from the World Bank; all but two of these fifteen countries (Nicaragua and Sudan) are also categorised as Low Income Countries by the World Bank. All of the ten countries reporting Norwegian aid in both rounds of the Survey are IDA-eligible, along with five of the nine countries reporting Norwegian aid for the first time in the 2008 Survey. Norway continues to focus its aid on least developed and low income countries, to a greater extent than does the average DAC donor.
 In such countries, where aid constitutes a large component of Government resources, aid effectiveness is crucial.

The widening of participation in the 2008 Survey means that an increased proportion of countries participating in the Survey overall – 11 out of 54 (1 in 5), as opposed to 4 out of 34 (1 in 9) –  and of countries reporting Norwegian aid, are not IDA-eligible. In such countries, where aid constitutes a somewhat smaller share of Government resources, there may be less impetus behind the aid effectiveness agenda.

Country-owned policies and systems

The scores that countries receive for all 12 of the Paris indicators are the joint result of recipient and donor country efforts. However, some indicators measure primarily what countries do with donor support or hindrance, whereas others mostly reflect what donors do with help or hindrance from country authorities. The former – what the Overview report refers to as “country-owned policy processes and systems” – include: the quality of a country’s development strategy (indicator 1); the quality of a country’s systems for public financial management and procurement (2a and 2b); a country’s ability to manage aid for results (11); and, the practice of mutual accountability (12).

There was a small difference as regards the quality of development strategies between those countries reporting Norwegian aid and the wider sample of countries in the 2006 Survey. The modal score in each case was C – “intermediate” – with no countries receiving E (“very weak”) or A (“very strong”) ratings. Norway’s partner countries were however more likely to merit a rating of B than were the countries in the wider sample (20% vs. 12.5%). In the 2008 Survey there was slightly more difference between Norway’s partner countries and the wider sample, with 33.3% of Norway’s partner countries meriting a B as opposed to 20% from the wider sample. Of those countries reporting Norwegian aid in 2008 only the Central African Republic and Sudan received a D, while Ethiopia, Tanzania, Uganda, Vietnam and Zambia received a B.
For the 2006 Survey, Norway’s partner countries received the same modal score (3.5) for the quality of their systems for Public Financial Management (indicator 2a) as did the wider sample of countries. This represents an intermediate status between “moderately weak” and “moderately strong”. For the 2008 Survey too, there is little discernible difference between the quality of PFM systems in Norway’s partner countries and in the wider sample of countries. From Norway’s partner countries, Ethiopia, Nicaragua, Tanzania, Uganda and Vietnam perform relatively well, with scores of 4, while the Central African Republic and Sudan are clear low-performing outliers with scores of 2. No data were collected for the 2006 Survey on the quality of countries’ systems for procurement (indicator 2b). For 2008, data was not collected for enough countries to enable meaningful comparisons between Norway’s partner countries and the wider sample of countries.

As regards countries’ ability to manage for results (indicator 11), the 2006 Survey shows only a small difference between Norway’s partner countries and the wider sample. The modal score for both is C (“intermediate”), although Norway’s partners are slightly more likely to merit the higher score of B and slightly less likely to merit the lower score of D. This pattern continues in 2008 with Mozambique, Tanzania and Uganda leading the way with ratings of B.

Finally, as regards indicator 12 – whether there is a mechanism in place for mutual assessment of aid effectiveness – for 2006, around a half (6/13) of Norway’s partner countries were able to answer “Yes” as opposed to around a third (12/34) of the wider sample. By 2008 eight out of 19 of Norway’s partner countries answered “Yes” (nearly half) as opposed to only 14 out 54 countries (nearly a third) in the Survey as a whole.
The overall implication from this quick review of country context for Norway’s partner countries is that they – the countries included in our analysis below – differ slightly from the wider sample of countries. Norway’s partners are a little more likely to be low-income countries where aid effectiveness issues are more important and have greater impetus; this is more the case in 2006 than in 2008. This feature of Norway’s partner countries is reflected particularly in terms of the state of play on indicator 12, on mutual accountability, but also to a lesser extent for indicator 1 (operational development strategy).

3. Norway’s performance and progress

Norway’s performance in the first round of monitoring was highly creditable, with Norwegian aid performing better than that of the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors on most of the indicators of aid effectiveness. The one exception was indicator 9, the proportion of aid to the government sector that makes use of programme-based approaches. The data for 2007 show that Norway continues to fall behind on indicator 9 and that its lead has been eroded and even reversed on some indicators. Overall, Norway continues to perform relatively well on aid effectiveness, but there is no room for complacency. Indeed, if the comparison is between Norway’s performance in its 2005 partner countries and its performance in all of its 2007 partner countries (ie those that did not participate in the first Survey as well as those that did), then there is some cause for concern.
 And, in terms of meeting the 2010 targets, Norway – as is the case with all other donors – has a considerable way to go.

Indicator 3 (budget realism)

Indicator 3 is intended to give an insight into the extent to which aid flows are aligned with national priorities. The indicator measures the proportion of aid that is reported in government budgets, taking account of both the under and over-reporting of aid.
 Put differently, this indicator is a measure of budget realism. The overall target for this indicator is to halve the proportion of aid that is not reported on budget, with at least 85% accurately reported. The 2008 Survey reported marginal progress overall, from 42% to 48%.

In 2007, on average, 41% of aid provided by Norway was reported on budget, compared to 54% in 2005. This put Norway on a par with the Nordic plus group of donors at 43% and the wider group of DAC donors at 42% (see figure 2). Norway’s apparent slippage from 2005 to 2007, both on its own terms and in comparison with other donors, reflects the fact that in a number of countries that participated in the 2008 Survey for the first time no Norwegian aid was reported on budget; such countries include the Central African Republic, Indonesia and Ukraine. This can be verified by looking at data series 2007b, which includes only those countries that participated in both rounds of the Survey. On this measure, Norway’s performance has improved, in common with that of the other donor groups. This reflects significant progress in Malawi, Nicaragua, Uganda and Zambia that more than cancels out deteriorating performance in countries including Bangladesh, Ethiopia and Vietnam. 

Figure 2: Percentage of aid reported on budget
 (aid reported as % of aid disbursed)
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In Vietnam, the performance of Norwegian aid in 2007 is broadly in line with that of other donors suggesting that the issue is that of the capacity and willingness of the government to include aid in the budget. In Bangladesh and Ethiopia
, Norwegian aid is much less likely to be reported on budget than is that of other donors. The Country Chapters offer little in terms of explanation of in-country variations in donor performance, but it will be important to work out why Norwegian aid performs particularly badly in these countries.
A different perspective on alignment is provided by looking at aid reported on budget as a percentage of scheduled (rather than actual) disbursements. From this perspective, Norway’s performance in 2007 looks slightly better than the agreed measure for indicator 3 suggests, on its own terms and in comparison with the Nordic Plus group of donors (see figure 3). No matter which measure of budget realism is considered, the overall message is clear; Norway, as is the case with most other donors, has a long way to go to ensure that its aid is comprehensively and accurately reported on budget.

Figure 3: Percentage of aid reported on budget (aid reported as % of aid scheduled)
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Indicator 4 (coordinated technical assistance for capacity development)

Indicator 4 measures the proportion of technical cooperation that is provided in a coordinated manner in support of the recipient country’s capacity development objectives. The overall target is that 50% of technical cooperation should meet this criterion. The 2008 Survey reports good progress from 48% in 2005 to 60% in 2007. However, the data for this indicator are highly dependent on the ways in which countries have interpreted the criteria. This makes comparisons amongst recipient countries problematic. Changes to the guidance provided by the Joint Venture make comparisons between 2005 and 2007 problematic as well.

As far as Norway is concerned, the data show an apparent reversal from 2005 to 2007 (see figure 4). If the data are to be believed, in 2005 Norway performed considerably better than the two donor groups, but by 2007 Norway’s performance was considerably worse than that of both the Nordic Plus and the DAC groups and fell below the target of 50%, falling from 66% in 2005 to 41% in 2007. If the analysis is restricted to those countries that participated in the first as well as the second round of monitoring, Norway’s performance looks worse still.

Figure 4: Percentage of technical assistance coordinated through country programmes
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At a country level, there is a consistent pattern of poor performance by Norway on this indicator for 2007, with Norway’s performance well below that of the other donor groups in countries including Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Malawi, Nicaragua and Uganda and – from those aid recipients participating for the first time in 2008 – in Indonesia and Kosovo. By contrast, a relatively high proportion of Norwegian aid is recorded as being provided in a coordinated manner through country programmes in Kenya, Mozambique, Madagascar and Sudan. In Kenya, Madagascar and Sudan, Norwegian aid is more likely to be provided in a programme-based manner than is the aid of other donors, suggesting that programme based aid is better in terms of capacity development and/or that programme based aid is more likely to be categorised as being provided in a manner that makes sense for capacity development.

The data appear to show a clear pattern of poor and deteriorating performance by Norwegian aid. Indicator 4 is not a robust indicator, but it will be important for Norway to understand why the data show this pattern and to take steps to address the issues, be they real ones of uncoordinated technical assistance, or, as seems more likely, ones that are the result of changes to the guidance and interpretation of criteria. That said, Norway should not allow problems with the indicator to divert its attention from the real challenge that faces all donors: to provide technical assistance in a manner that really does lead to capacity development in line with recipient countries’ needs.

Indicators 5a and 5b (use of country systems for PFM and procurement)

Indicator 5a measures the percentage of aid to the government sector that makes use of the recipient country’s systems – budget execution, financial reporting and auditing – for Public Financial Management (PFM). This indicator is one of the more robust. The target for indicator 5a varies by recipient country, depending on the quality of that country’s PFM systems as measured by indicator 2a; countries with higher quality PFM systems have more ambitious targets for indicator 5a. Overall, from 2005 to 2007 there was a marginal increase in the use of country PFM systems, from 40% to 45%.

As the Overview Report makes clear, there is very little correlation between the quality of a country’s PFM systems and the use that donors make of them. This suggests that donor preferences, level of interest in systems alignment or organisational incentives for changing practices determine the use that particular donors make of country PFM systems. As such, it is no surprise to see the Nordic Plus group and Norway in particular ahead of the DAC donors as a whole in this respect (see figure 5). In 2007, 45% of Norway’s aid made use of country PFM systems, down from 55% in 2005. This compared with 39% and 34% for the Nordic Plus and DAC group of donors respectively in 2007, continuing the pattern of Norwegian leadership in this regard that was seen for 2005. It should be noted that Norway’s performance overall – including countries that participated for the first time in the 2008 Survey – deteriorated.

Figure 5: Percentage of aid to government sector that uses country PFM systems
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There is however considerable variation amongst Norway’s partner countries. In Kenya and Uganda in particular Norway’s performance is worse than that of the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors. In addition, as was the case in 2005, a smaller proportion of Norwegian aid, compared to that of other countries, uses country PFM systems in Mozambique and Tanzania. As the Booth report noted last time around, it would be worth investigating whether there are good reasons for this. Also worth further investigation is the leap in use of country PFM systems in Ethiopia, from 0% in 2005 to 100% in 2007. The Booth report suggested that Norway’s low use of country systems in Ethiopia may be due to low use of Programme Based Aid. The fact that use of Programme Based Aid only increased to 2% in 2007, while use of country PFM systems increased from zero to 100% suggests that another explanation is needed.

Indicator 5b measures the percentage of aid to the government sector that uses country procurement systems. As with indicator 5a, country level targets for the use of procurement systems depend on the quality of countries’ procurement systems. But, as the quality of countries’ procurement systems was not assessed for the 2006 Survey, no country-level targets for their use have been set.
The data for 2007 show 50% of Norway’s aid making use of country procurement systems (see figure 6). While this a fall from the 68% achieved in 2005, it nevertheless puts Norway ahead of the Nordic Plus group (43%) and the DAC group of donors (37%), continuing the pattern seen in 2005. The data – compare data series “2007” and “2007b” –also show that for Norway and for the two other donor groups, the percentage of aid using country procurement systems in 2007 is dragged down considerably by their performance in countries participating in the Survey for the first time.

Figure 6: Percentage of aid to government sector that uses country procurement system
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There is considerable variation amongst Norway’s partner countries with notably high use of country procurement systems in comparison to other donors in countries including Ethiopia, Malawi, Vietnam and Zambia and notably low use in Kenya in particular. As the Booth report noted, in 2005 Norway, Denmark and Finland opted to completely bypass Kenya’s procurement systems because of concerns about procurement regulations and practices (ODI/Booth, 2007, p.10). This was in contrast to the position taken by other donors including the UK and the Netherlands who made good use of Kenya’s procurement systems, despite their shared concerns about corruption and malpractice. The data for 2007 show that Denmark and particularly Finland made use of Kenya’s procurement systems, leaving Norway increasingly isolated. Further consideration should perhaps be given to the question of whether complete avoidance of Kenya’s procurement systems is justified.

Indicator 6 (use of parallel PIUs)

Indicator 6 is a headcount of parallel Project Implementation Units. It is not a particularly robust indicator because different donors have preferred different interpretations of the criteria and country coordinators have been unable to negotiate or impose standard definitions. In some cases, donors seem to have been more concerned to minimize the number of parallel PIUs attributable to them rather than engage in a frank assessment and discussion of the prevalence of parallel PIUs and the desirability (or otherwise) of reducing their number. The target is to reduce the stock of parallel PIUs by two-thirds.

One would expect the number of parallel PIUs that a donor has to be shaped by the scale of its operations. As such it is no surprise to see Norway with fewer parallel PIUs (0.5 per country in 2007, up from 0.2 per country in 2005) than either the Nordic Plus or DAC groups of donors (see figure 7). Nevertheless, the contrast between Norway and the other groups of donors – particularly the DAC group of donors – is striking, reflecting Norway’s deep-seated commitment to strengthening country ownership and use of country systems. But, there is no room for complacency. Assuming that the reporting for 2007 is accurate, while parallel PIUs in Kenya and Nicaragua had been closed down since 2005, five new parallel PIUs had been established in Tanzania and two in Vietnam. It will be important to find out why it was felt necessary to establish these new parallel PIUs, in two countries where the total number of parallel PIUs had been cut by a half.

Figure 7: Number of parallel Project Implementation Units per country
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Indicator 7 (in-year predictability of aid)

If aid is unpredictable, it is difficult for partner countries to plan and to implement their plans effectively. Indicator 7 measures the in-year predictability of aid, comparing the volume of aid recorded in government accounts with the volume of aid scheduled for disbursement. The 2008 Survey shows an overall improvement in in-year predictability of aid from 41% in 2005 to 46% in 2007. This falls well short of the target of 71% by 2010, a halving of the proportion of aid not recorded in the fiscal year it was scheduled for disbursement. 

In 2007, 42% of aid scheduled by Norway for disbursement was recorded in government accounts for the same fiscal year, compared with 37% for the Nordic Plus group and 39% for the DAC group of donors (see figure 8). This represents a narrowing of the gap that was apparent in 2005 between the Norway (and the Nordic Plus group) and the DAC group of donors, when Norway’s score for aid predictability was 55%. Data series 2007b demonstrates that Norway’s slippage is due in large part to the inclusion in the latter survey of a number of countries where the in-year predictability of Norway’s aid is low. These countries include the Central African Republic, Indonesia and Nepal.

Figure 8: In-year predictability of aid (aid recorded as % of aid scheduled)
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Focusing on those countries that participated in the first round of monitoring as well as the second, Norway registers impressive performance and progress in Tanzania, Uganda and Zambia. On the other hand, Norway’s performance is disappointing in Bangladesh, Kenya and Nicaragua, with Kenya in particular standing out as a country where none of the aid scheduled by Norway for disbursement in 2007 was recorded in government accounts. It is unclear whether this reflects the widespread violence and political turmoil that began at the end of 2007.

The agreed measure of in-year predictability conflates two issues: first whether scheduled disbursements become actual disbursements; second, whether disbursements are recorded in government accounts. This makes it difficult to determine the cause of any shortfalls on indicator 7. A second, more straightforward measure of predictability compares aid scheduled by donors for disbursement, with aid actually disbursed by donors (see figure 9).

In 2005, Norway’s performance on this measure was worse than that of the other Nordic Plus donors, with 82% of scheduled disbursements of Norwegian aid actually disbursed compared to 88% for the Nordic Plus. By 2007, this situation was reversed with Norway disbursing 84% of its scheduled aid, compared with 74% for the Nordic Plus group as a whole. Good progress was made by Norway in Kenya, Malawi and Tanzania, although there was some slippage in Bangladesh and Nicaragua. The fact that Norway’s performance in Kenya on this measure is good, suggests that its poor performance on the agreed measure for indicator 7 is due to problems on the government side rather than in terms of Norway’s ability to disburse aid in a predictable manner.

Figure 9: In-year predictability of aid (aid disbursed as % of aid scheduled)
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Indicator 8 (aid untying)

Indicator eight reports on the percentage of donors’ aid that is untied. The 2008 Monitoring Survey, using data for 2006, reports an overall increase in the percentage of aid that is untied from 75% to 88%. For those countries reporting on Norwegian aid in 2007, 100% of Norway’s aid and 99% of that of the Nordic Plus group of donors is untied. For Norway, this is an improvement on the 97% untying achieved in 2005. As was the case in the first round of monitoring, the DAC group of donors lags behind with 80% of their aid to this same group of partner countries untied. The Booth report identified a problem with the tying of Norwegian aid in Bangladesh; by 2007 this issue had been addressed.

Figure 10: Percentage of aid that is untied
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Indicator 9 (use of programme-based approaches)

Indicator 9 measures the percentage of aid that is provided in the context of programme-based approaches. The target for 2010 is 66%; at a global level the data show a marginal increase from 43% in 2005 to 46% in 2007.

As with indicator 4 on coordinated capacity development, data for indicator 9 do not provide a good basis for analysis. In large part this is because the criteria provided by the Joint Venture to determine whether a donor’s aid qualifies as “programme-based” were interpreted in different ways by various donors in various partner countries. To put it simply, data showing that a low proportion of aid is provided in the context of programme-based approaches may reflect either: a) an exceptionally limited effort to harmonise procedures with other donors, or b) an exceptionally honest and rigorous classification of aid in terms of whether it is part of a “programme based approach”.

Norway’s performance on this indicator is unusually poor, in both 2005 (36%) and 2007 (34%), in comparison with both the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors (see figure 11). It seems likely that this is the result of problems with the collection of comparable data, with Norwegian respondents applying a stricter definition of “programme based approaches”. However, in the case of Bangladesh – one of the countries where Norway’s performance seems poor – this is because Norway acts as a silent donor in respect to a large education programme, channelling its funds though another donor. These funds are reported by the other donor with the effect that the proportion of Norwegian aid that is provided through PBAs appears to have reduced. It will be useful for Norway to investigate further its apparently poor performance on this indicator, particularly in Ethiopia and Uganda, either to see whether there are real obstacles to the provision of a greater proportion of Norwegian aid through programme-based approaches, or to ensure that the data collection process in the next round of monitoring produces a more accurate picture of donors’ performance.
Figure 11: Percentage of aid using programme-based approaches
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Indicators 10a and 10b (joint missions and joint analytic work)

Indicator 10a measures the proportion of donor missions that are conducted jointly. The target is that by 2010 40% of donor missions will be conducted jointly. The 2008 Survey shows a marginal improvement from 18% of missions conducted in 2005 being joint, to 20% in 2007.

For Norway the data show a startling reversal between 2005 and 2007, with a decrease in the percentage of missions conducted jointly from 70% to 32% (see figure 12). This would, in contrast to the situation that the data showed for 2005, mean that Norway’s performance in 2007 was significantly worse than both the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors. The country level data show that in a number of countries – including Ethiopia, Malawi and Uganda – there have been major reductions in the proportion of Norway’s missions that are joint. In absolute terms the total number of missions involving Norway, across all its partner countries, increased from 58 to 107, with the total number of joint missions falling from 41 to 32. Of the 49 additional missions, Madagascar, Mozambique and Nepal account for 9, 12 and 11 of the missions respectively. It is important to note that while overall the number of Norwegian missions increased (as well as the percentage that were not joint), in particular countries – for instance, Malawi – there was a reduction in the number of missions overall even though there was a reduction too in the percentage of joint missions. A recipient country may well prefer to have two uncoordinated missions than eight coordinated missions.

Figure 12: Percentage of donor missions conducted jointly
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Indicator 10b measures the proportion of country analytic work that is conducted jointly. The target is that by 2010, 66% of country analytic work will be joint. The 2008 Survey shows no progress on this indicator overall with 42% of country analytic work conducted jointly in both 2005 and 2007.

The data suggest that Norway – with 67% of country analytic work conducted jointly, down from 75% in 2005 – is some way ahead of the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors with 57% and 54% respectively (see figure 13). For Norway and for the two donor groups, there was significant progress for those countries participating in both rounds of monitoring. There was good progress and performance for Norway in Ethiopia and Nicaragua, but slippage in Malawi and Mozambique. However, it is important to note that a large percentage shift in the proportion of country analytic work being conducted jointly can be the result of small changes in the absolute numbers of pieces of work being conducted jointly.

Figure 13: Proportion of country analytic work conducted jointly
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4. Conclusions
The data for 2007 show that while Norway’s performance on aid effectiveness remains relatively good compared to that of the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors, there is no room for complacency. Indeed, the data suggest that while on most indicators the performance of Norwegian aid continues to exceed that of the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors, on a number of indicators Norway’s performance has deteriorated.

Figure 14: A summary of Norway’s performance compared to that of other donor groups
On indicator 3, budget realism, Norway’s performance is similar to that of the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors.

On indicator 4, coordinated technical assistance for capacity development, Norway’s performance is worse than that of the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors

On indicator 5a, use of country PFM systems, Norway’s performance is better than the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors

On indicator 5b, use of country procurement systems, Norway’s performance is significantly better than the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors

On indicator 6, use (avoidance) of parallel PIUs, Norway’s performance is significantly better than that of the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors

On indicator 7, predictability, Norway’s performance is better than that of the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors

On indicator 8, untying, Norway’s performance exceeds that of the DAC group of donors and is the same (100%) as the Nordic Plus group of donors

On indicator 9, use of programme-based approaches, Norway’s performance is poor as compared with that of the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors

On indicator 10a, joint missions, Norway’s performance is poor compared with the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors

On indicator 10b, joint analysis, Norway’s performance is significantly better than that of the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors

On indicators 5a and 5b (use of country systems), 6 (use of parallel PIUs), 7 (in-year predictability) 8 (aid untying) and 10b (joint analysis), the data for 2007 show that Norway performs better than the Nordic Plus and DAC groups of donors. On indicator 3 (budget realism), Norway’s performance is on a par with that of the other donor groups. However, with the exception of indicator 8, Norway’s performance in absolute terms on these indicators has deteriorated from 2005 to 2007. For many of these indicators this is because of the widening of the Survey to include a number of countries that had not participated in the first round of monitoring. Indicator 6 (use of parallel PIUs) is the exception; Norway’s performance on this indicator has fallen, even if only those countries participating in both rounds of monitoring are included.

On indicators 4 (coordinated technical assistance for capacity development), 9 (use of programme-based approaches) and 10a (joint missions), the data suggest not only that Norway’s performance has deteriorated, but also that Norway’s performance falls short of that of the other donor groups.

These findings need to be interpreted with care. First, a significant portion of the slippage in Norway’s performance can be attributed to the inclusion in the 2008 Survey of new countries, participating for the first time, where aid effectiveness has not been high on the agenda.
 Second, some of the apparently poor performance – particularly on indicators 4 and 9 – may be due to changes in the ways in which data has been collected. However, some of the slippage in Norway’s performance – perhaps particularly in relation to indicators 3, 6 and 7 – is likely to reflect real challenges with aid effectiveness on the ground. Continued progress will require Norway to look in detail, at country level, at the obstacles to enhanced aid effectiveness.
Annex 1: Summary of Norway’s performance and progress

	Indicator
	Indicator and data validity
	Global progress towards target
	Norway’s performance and progress
	Countries of possible concern

	Indicator 3 (budget realism)
	Reasonable, although does neglect any gap between scheduled and actual disbursements.
	Marginal. From 42% to 48%, with target of 85%.
	Similar to Nordic Plus and DAC donors. Better than DAC donors for countries participating for the second time. Slippage on its own terms and relative to other donor groups.
	Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Vietnam.

	Indicator 4 (coordinated technical assistance for capacity development)
	Weak. Criteria open to interpretation. Guidance changed.
	Good. From 48% to 60%, with target of 50%.
	Worse than Nordic Plus and DAC donors. Significant deterioration in performance of Norway’s aid, in its own terms and relative to other donor groups.
	Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Indonesia, Kosovo, Malawi, Nicaragua, Uganda.

	Indicator 5a (use of country PFM systems)
	Good.
	Marginal. From 40 to 45%, with indicative 2010 target of 80%.
	Better than Nordic Plus and DAC donors. 2007 performance constrained by countries participating for the first time.
	Kenya, Mozambique, Tanzania, Uganda.

	Indicator 5b (use of country procurement systems)
	Good.
	Marginal. From 39% to 43%, with indicative target of 80%
	Significantly better than Nordic Plus and DAC donors. 2007 performance constrained by countries participating for the first time.
	Kenya.

	Indicator 6 (use of parallel PIUs)
	Weak. Criteria open to interpretation. Guidance changed.
	Steady. Stock reduced from 1817 to 1601 with 2010 target of 611 (two-thirds reduction).
	Significantly better than Nordic Plus and DAC donors, but the gap between Norway and these donor groups is narrowing.
	Tanzania, Vietnam.

	Indicator 7 (in-year predictability of aid)
	Reasonable, although does conflate two issues.
	Marginal. From 41% to 46% with 2010 target of 71% (halving of gap).
	Better than Nordic Plus and DAC donors, although gap with DAC donors is narrowing in part due to poor performance of Norwegian aid in some countries that participated for the first time in the 2008 Survey.
	Bangladesh, Central African Republic, Kenya (especially), Indonesia, Nicaragua, Nepal.

	Indicator 8 (aid untying)
	Good, assuming accurate reporting.
	Good. From 75% to 88%, with a target of “continued progress”.
	100% untied. Performance exceeds that of the DAC group of donors.
	None.

	Indicator 9 (use of programme-based approaches)
	Weak. Criteria open to interpretation. Guidance changed.
	Marginal. From 43% to 46%, with 2010 target of 66%.
	Poor performance compared with Nordic Plus and DAC donors in 2007 as in 2005.
	Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Uganda.

	Indicator 10a (joint missions)
	Reasonable, although criteria do have room for some interpretation and large % changes can be due to small changes in the absolute numbers of missions.
	Marginal. From 18% to 20%, with 2010 target of 40%.
	Poor, compared with Nordic Plus and DAC donors, with sharp deterioration from 2005 on own terms and in comparison with other donors.
	Ethiopia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mozambique, Nepal, Uganda.

	Indicator 10b (joint analysis work)
	See indicator 10a
	None. 42% in 2005 and 2007, with 2010 target of 66%.
	Significantly better than Nordic Plus and DAC donors, maintaining gap from 2005.
	Malawi, Mozambique.
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� It is important to note that bilateral aid constitutes only 45% of Norwegian development assistance, with only 18% of Norway’s total aid programmed at field-level by its embassies (OECD DAC Peer Review of Norway, 2008, pp.33-4). A comprehensive assessment of the effectiveness of Norway’s aid would also need to cover aid that is channelled through multilateral organisations, global funds and NGOs.


� In 2007 a similar report, for Norway and Denmark, was produced by David Booth of ODI.


� OECD DAC, 2008, Peer Review of Norway, p.55


� In section 3 below, our analysis considers two groups of partner countries: those that participated in both rounds of the Survey and those that participated for the first time in 2008. Figure 1, by contrast, categorises countries in terms of their reporting of Norwegian aid. A diagram showing countries’ participation in the two rounds of the Survey would differ only slightly; similarly, analysing the data on the basis of countries’ reporting of Norwegian aid in one or both years, rather than on their participation in the survey, would make little difference to our findings. Afghanistan and Albania did participate in both rounds, although they only reported on Norwegian aid in 2006. Conversely, while Burundi participated in both rounds of the Survey, they only reported on Norwegian aid in 2008.





� OECD DAC Peer Review of Norway, 2008, p.35.


� More detailed information about these aspects of country context is provided in the “background information” work-sheet of Annex 2.


� Our analysis seeks to take account of the widened participation in the 2008 Survey by making use of information about both: a) changes in Norway’s performance as a whole; and b) changes in Norway’s performance in countries that participated in both rounds of the Survey (data series 2007b in the charts). This should allow one to see the extent to which changes in Norway’s performance are simply the result of a change in the sorts of countries reporting Norwegian aid.


� One effect of this method of measurement is that a recipient country can have 100% of aid reported on budget if the over-reporting of some donors’ aid is cancelled out by the under-reporting of other donors’ aid. 


� The 2006 Survey reported data for 2005. The 2008 Survey reported data for 2007. The data series labelled 2007b relates to the performance in 2007 of those countries that participated also in the first round of monitoring. That is, it factors out those countries participating for the first time in 2008.


� The data in the Ethiopia Country Chapter has yet to be finalised by the OECD. As such, investigation as to the reasons for Norway’s apparently poor performance should wait for confirmation of the facts.


� This resonates with the suggestion made in the recent Peer Review of Norway’s development assistance that there is a tension between a desire to focus on a small number of countries in a manner that is in line with aid effectiveness principles and the pressure to increase the number of countries that are provided with Norwegian aid (OECD DAC Peer Review, 2008, p.11).
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