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FINAL REPORT
 Joint responses to corruption –feedback from the field

I. [image: image1.jpg]Background:
The Anti-Corruption Task Team (ACTT) of the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the OECD recently agreed to examine the opportunities and constraints for improving joint donor responses to various corruption situations in partner countries.  This concept was first discussed at Ministerial level in 2006 when Ministers expressed a desire to move towards more effective collective responses to governance issues, particularly corruption. In 2007, Ministers of Development Cooperation and Heads of Agencies reiterated their commitments to a collective action agenda and specifically agreed to support the development of common response principles for donor action on corruption to avoid the problem of sending mixed messages to partner governments when responding to corruption.

Joint donor approaches are relevant to various corruption situations: stagnating and deteriorating and even in situations where governance may be currently improving but where donors need to anticipate their reactions to a range of future governance scenarios. Joint responses enable donors to make greater collective use of their experience and knowledge in fighting corruption; they can foster greater donor harmonization. Furthermore, joint donor approaches to corruption should be accompanied by reinforced action on the “supply side” , so that donors can demonstrate that efforts are being made to recover stolen assets and to curb the supply of bribes from OECD countries.
II. Pilot countries:

Based on the assumption that field-based donor staff are best placed to assess the desirability and feasibility of developing the joint responses to corruption on the ground, the ACTT gathered feedback from 6 partner countries (see side bar) where discussions were conducted with the main donors working on governance and anti-corruption on the ground.  The field contact points chosen represent a random set of DAC field-based colleagues both from bilateral and multilateral agencies who kindly volunteered to provide inputs to the project and lead discussions which will inform the development of DAC common response principles or guidance. 
III.  Feedback from Pilot Countries
1. Common baselines and a set of indicators as pre-condition

It clearly comes out of the reports that joint responses must be based on  a common understanding of the causes of corruption, which is extremely hard to obtain in certain contexts given the lack of reliable data. Moreover, donors use different governance and corruption indicators and assessments to inform their programming decisions.  The reports therefore insist on the need to agree ex-ante on a set of clear indicators and benchmarks on corruption – preferably relying on already existing work - in order to regularly assess setbacks and achievements. This implies setting up periodical donors consultations in countries where donors working on governance do not already meet systematically.
“…a minimum set of indicators should be common to all partners.” (Cameroon)

“…it would be useful for partners to be able to determine on a quarterly basis if the country situation is deteriorating.”(Cameroon)

“…establishing clear indicators that can be monitored and used as a starting point for donor efforts in this area.”(Honduras)
“ It is important to understand that it is not easy getting reliable information quickly and consequently looking at trends instead of daily changes may be more feasible and better.”(Cameroon)

2. Joint donor anti-corruption assessments

To complement the use of existing data and indicators, joint country-specific anti-corruption assessments would provide a solid basis for devising a common response to corruption. These assessments should be fact-based and avoid making generalist statements. Specifically, donors should liaise with contact points to reduce [the] number of individual assessments.
‘’Donors could carry out a stakeholder analysis, outlining entry points, blockages, and possible prospects for change.’’(Sierra Leone)

“[…] Donor harmonization has to take place on a country basis so that donors can tailor their anti-corruption efforts to the specific circumstances and take concrete and concerted action.” (Peru)

“A joint donor assessment of the situation would likely provide the most solid basis for then moving to a common response.”(Cameroon)

3. Building on existing work and aligning with partners’ priorities
Donors should build on existing country initiatives and processes, instead of creating new frameworks. Donors’ general objective should always be to reduce the number of donor-led assessments and to support capacity for developing national governance data in countries. 

Any new set of internationally agreed joint response principles should take the Paris Declaration on aid effectiveness as a basis and align with already existing donor initiatives, frameworks and processes as well as with national programmes while avoiding interference with other international standards already in place (e.g: UNCAC or OECD Convention against bribery). In cases where harmonization schemes are already in place and where there is strong political support and ownership from national stakeholders (e.g Zambia), governance assessments should be nationally-led. 
“…donors and governments have already initiated such processes in-country and it would be most effective to build on these frameworks, rather than starting new initiatives. The question is more how to build on the existing work done so far.”(Sierra Leone)


“Joint donor responses and support on fighting corruption should also facilitate greater alignment with national programmes and with the initiatives of national stakeholders and reduce the transaction costs.”(Cameroon)

4. Joint preventive approaches

Joint responses to corruption could also be envisaged as a preventive measure. This would strengthen donor harmonization on the ground at times when relationships with the government are stable and not strained by tensions or the need to respond fast.
“…preventive coordinated measures and anticipation of how donors may respond to future downturns in governance and corruption are very important.”(Cameroon)
“Implementing joint anti-corruption efforts with the national authorities calls for a systemic approach, which is extremely complex and requires long-term commitment.” (Peru)

5. Obstacles to Harmonization

While coordination is often time-consuming and difficult to attain both from a logistical and a political point of views, reaching consensus on a joint position is the most challenging aspect of donor harmonization. Donors work on different cycles and have different priorities. Finally, donors volunteering to take the lead for an harmonized approach on corruption risk compromising their relationship with the partner country. 
“…who is willing to take on the responsibility to be lead and risk the good relations to the partner country?”(Tanzania)

“From a communication perspective it might be problematic to openly discuss corruption issues with all donors, since it’s not high on the agenda for all donors.”(Tanzania)

6. Avoid too general principles
 Too general principles, as often designed by headquarters in an attempt to cover all partner countries, run the risk to be too vague for specific country situations and can be just as easily subscribed to as circumvented. Suggestions on how to tailor and implement the principles for joint donor approaches to anti-corruption would be helpful.
“…that HQs don’t always take the view of their field representatives, preferring to have a common approach/strategy to all countries.”(Cameroon)
“……if the OECD DAC Principles are formulated too general, it will be a problem to implement them in the Tanzanian context with its specific problems and effects.”(Tanzania)

7. Continuous dialogue on various levels 
To accompany possible joint approaches, donors must engage (as much as the context allows) in a continuous dialogue with the partner country, taking into account a multiplicity of stakeholders including local government representatives and civil society. The role of civil society in particular is essential to monitor and evaluate governance while ensuring broad participation and the inclusion of existing data (including alternative, non government-generated indicators and data).

Furthermore, collaborating donors need to place their efforts in the broader governance agenda and reflect on how to mainstream good governance in various sectors.
‘’Harmonisation must also be achieved at a more local level, based on open and continuous dialogue with local government authorities and civil society actors. ‘’ (Honduras)
“How can donors support greater demand for accountability and anti-corruption from Sierra Leonean citizens?”(Sierra Leone)

 “Transparency and corruption need to be addressed as a cross-cutting issue in international cooperation, with more discussion and consensus among donors on how to carry out coordinated action to promote good governance in the different sectors supported by the donors, such as education, health, infrastructure and environment.”(Honduras)

8. Donor credibility
In order to be credible, joint responses must go hand in hand with efforts to improve donors’ own practices and accountability. Donors should work on their internal integrity, anti-corruption mechanisms and be transparent. Finally, this must be matched by action by OECD countries at the global level.

“International cooperation agencies must practice what they preach, by strengthening internal transparency and anti-corruption mechanisms and extending them as widely as possible. Successful experiences of internal transparency and anti-corruption action taken by donors should be disseminated, with a view to replication.”(Honduras)
“Donors must take joint action, taking into account the international dimension of the problem of corruption, and identify cooperation mechanisms at the international level” (Honduras)
IV. Suggested Joint Response Principles
The following examples of common response principles were explicitely supported in some of the pilot reports:

· Adopt transparent and honest processes for dialogue at the country level (e.g: use existing multi-donor dialogue mechanisms  and invite the government, civil society and private sector to discuss and assess the corruption situation)

· Follow a co-ordinated “whole- of-government’’ approach when responding to corruption. (e.g: connect with colleagues from diplomatic, development and finance ministries.) 

· Strive for collective international positions on corruption agreed across all donor countries (e.g: messages could be messages delivered through EU political dialogue mechanisms)

· Sustain a continuous dialogue with partner countries on the likely donor responses to various governance scenarios (e.g: establish an ongoing, transparent dialogue with donors and all local stakeholders so that partners are aware of how donors may be constrained to respond in cases of higher corruption risk.)

· Promote and enforce anti-corruption efforts in aid-funded programmes.
V. Conclusion: 

Whereas only the field contact points in Zambia felt that joint response principles wouldn’t add much value - as donors in Zambia are already well harmonized  and aligned behind nationally-owned strategies–other donors who participated in this pilot on the ground strongly supported the idea of developing common response principles for donor action on corruption. 
The main bottleneck identified in pilot reports is twofold: (i) the difficulty to have donors agree on a set of reliable indicators and benchmarks which can serve as a basis for joint action and (ii) using common principles which are tailored enough to reflect country specificities. 
Based on these assumptions, a country-by-country approach should be envisaged for the development of common response principles, provided donors came to a clear understanding of the local situation (using existing indicators and assessments). Principles should not be too general and would need to be integrated and discussed in the context of existing strategies and frameworks to address corruption and improve governance in the recipient country. Moreover, such responses could be envisaged as preventive measures to improve harmonization on the ground and ensure coherence amongst donors regardless of positive or negative trends.

This effort should be complemented by additional research and analysis of how individual donor responses to corruption are being formulated in practice, taking into account how their respective aid architectures affect the decision making process (e.g is the decision to freeze aid funds to fight corruption being taken on the basis of an assessment made by filed based donors or at Headquarter level? Do embassies play any role in formulating such responses?) This background paper to be developed in 2008 by the ACTT and a team of consultants will contribute to the formulation of joint response principles (and their possible piloting in selected countries) and will complement the present report.
















‘’If the OECD DAC Principles are formulated too general, it will be a problem to implement them in the Tanzanian context with its specific problems and effects’’.



































‘’Harmonisation must also be achieved at a more local level, based on open and continuous dialogue with local government authorities and civil society actors. ‘’





PILOTS


Cameroon (lead donor: UNDP)


Honduras (lead donor : Sweden/Germany)


Peru (lead donor : Germany)


Sierra Leone (lead donor : DFID)


Tanzania (lead donor : Sweden)


Zambia (lead donor : UNDP)


























It is essential to ‘’establish clear indicators that can be monitored and used as a starting point for donor efforts in this area.”





























POLITICAL COMMITMENT





In 2007, Ministers of Development Cooperation and Heads of Agencies agreed to support the development of common response principles for donor action on corruption.























































































































“Donor harmonization has to take place on a country basis so that donors can tailor their anti-corruption efforts to the specific circumstances and take concrete and concerted action.”






































“…donors and governments have already initiated such processes in-country and it would be most effective to build on these frameworks, rather than starting new initiatives. The question is more how to build on the existing work done so far.”















































“Donors must take joint action, taking into account the international dimension of the problem of corruption, and identify cooperation mechanisms at the international level’’.





























EXAMPLE OF 


JOINT RESPONSE








Follow a co-ordinated “whole- of-government’’ approach when responding to corruption








EXAMPLE OF 


JOINT RESPONSE





Sustain a continuous dialogue with partner countries on the likely donor responses to various governance scenarios


























MAIN OBSTACLES TO 


JOINT RESPONSES TO CORRUPTION





(i) Difficulty to agree on reliable indicators and benchmarks which can serve as a basis for joint action 





(ii) Using common principles which are tailored enough to reflect country specificities.
































“Preventive coordinated measures and anticipation of how donors may respond to future downturns in governance and corruption are very important.”





























‘’Who is willing to take on the responsibility to be lead and risk the good relations to the partner country?”








NEXT STEPS





A country-by-country approach should be envisaged for the development of common response principles, provided donors came to a clear understanding of the local situation (using existing indicators and assessments). 
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