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1) Overview
The ‘Seoul International Workshop: Implementation strategies for effective development co-operation’
was hosted by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Korea and the UNDP Seoul Policy Centre,
with significant substantive and financial support from the UNDP-OECD Global Partnership Joint
Support team.
Representatives from approximately thirty governments, civil society and international organizations
met in Seoul on 18-19 November 2013 to share experiences and challenges in implementing the Global
Partnership principles of effective development co-operation in their countries. It was agreed that the
meeting will evolve into an annual platform that adds value by promoting quality in global partnerships
for stronger effectiveness in development cooperation.
Participants included five Global Partnership Steering Committee members, three Ministers (from
Honduras, Republic of Korea and South-Sudan) and a range of decision makers from line Ministries in
developing countries, traditional and ‘emerging’ donors, multilateral development banks, international
organisations, private sector and civil society organisations.
With two years since the Fourth High-Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness and less than six months to the
first High Level Meeting of the Global Partnership to be held in Mexico in April 2014, the workshop
provided a useful opportunity to take stock of how development co-operation is changing at country
level and served as a significant landmark on the road to Mexico.
Plenary sessions and breakout groups over the two days covered progress and challenges in
implementing the Busan commitments at the country-level, links to a post-2015 global development
framework, provider responses and actions in implementing the Busan commitments and emerging
issues for the first High Level Meeting of the Global Partnership.
The objectives of the workshop were to:
Take stock of progress made by developing countries in implementing the Global Partnership for
Effective Development Cooperation (GPEDC);
Review progress and assess challenges for development partners and other stakeholders to
build-up GPEDC’s niche and business model for stronger results;
Identify specific linkages between the GPEDC and implementation of the post-2015
development agenda ahead of time.
2)

Discussion Highlights

Progress and challenges of the GPEDC implementation
There was broad consensus that the GPEDC agenda assisted governments to coordinate their
international aid better, which has encouraged changes in behavior and informed partnership strategies
and policies.
GPEDC influenced country-level partnership frameworks
These commitments were reflected in a number of policy documents adopted by a number of countries
in the past two years. For example, Cambodia is developing a national strategy for development
cooperation and partnership. The strategy combines the elements of the “unfinished business” from the
Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda for Action with focus on inclusive partnership and use of new
opportunities such as better engagement of the private sector. In Afghanistan the Tokyo Mutual
Accountability Framework endorsed in 2012 became an important national instrument that changed the
nature of partnership between the Government and its partners. As one of the first outcomes, the Aid
Management Policy was approved this year. As an addition a guidance note on “On-budget financing”

was developed in collaboration with a number of donors to ensure better reflection of development
assistance in the national budget. Partners committed to ensure 50% of their aid is on budget. Somalia
piloted the New Deal on fragile countries, as their overarching framework for development cooperation.
The Somali Compact endorsed by the Government and the development partners this year is largely
based on the New Deal principles. At the same time, South Sudan reported challenges in the
implementation of the New Deal, stating among other things, the reluctance of the partners to use
country systems and adhering to country priorities. The representative of the South Sudan, nevertheless
highlighted the usefulness of the fragility assessments.
GPEDC Monitoring Process helped promoting dialogue and revealing challenges
Countries also highlighted that the GPEDC monitoring process has also helped in promoting dialogue on
Busan commitments at the country level. The “country focused and global light” framework was piloted
this year with the final report expected to be released before the High Level Meeting in Mexico. 50
countries opted to participate in this voluntary exercise. In Peru the monitoring process was managed
by the Peruvian Agency of International Cooperation. Its representative described the methodology as
“inclusive, participatory, in some cases implementing the agreements by consensus; self-evaluation,
self-declaration and analysis”. The monitoring was also an opportunity for an inclusive dialogue with
different development stakeholders. It was noted that while there is much evidence that the GPEDC
really matters, there is a need to keep focus on the unfinished business from the Paris Declaration.
Similarly, the point was raised that while whole the aid effectiveness process had run for ten years, the
inclusive partnership approach is only two-years old and thus should be given time to settle.
The challenges highlighted by the country representatives included aid predictability, the use of country
systems, coordination among donors and coherence between assistance received from traditional
donors and the providers of South-South cooperation.
Development partners are committed to GPEDC but the pace of change is slow
On behalf of the Multilateral Development Banks (MDBs), Asian Development Bank reiterated MDBs’
commitment to the GPEDC agenda and their involvement on the themes of private sector, middle
income countries, and knowledge sharing in preparation to the High Level Meeting in Mexico. DFID
shared details of the Busan implementation report that they are preparing for the High Level Meeting.
EC proposed a report on five priorities for their post-Busan action plan including: (i) reducing
fragmentation; (ii) reducing transaction costs; (iii) measuring results; (iv) addressing fragility; and (v)
improving transparency. KOICA informed that it is focusing on promoting use of partner country systems
and aid predictability in their future assistance.
A shift in attitude towards transparency has been observed by most of the development partners. At the
same time, the broad recognition of importance of transparency still needs to trickle down to the
country level and be translated into regular and accurate reporting. The boost of transparency came
from the donor countries’ internal constituencies. Financial austerity and reducing aid budgets
strengthened the scrutiny of development assistance highlighting the need to show spending and
results.
Some donors noted that capacity constraints from their side should also be taken into account. It is
difficult to communicate the broad commitments of the GPEDC to the staff and make necessary
adjustments in business processes. The reforms are often complicated and require broad consensus
between different ministries.
Partner countries noted that at the country level there seems to be donors’ disengagement from the aid
effectiveness agenda and there is limited awareness of Busan and the GPEDC among donor agencies’
staff at the country level.
Implementation is more inclusive but stronger involvement of CSOs is needed
Despite strong GPEDC focus on inclusiveness, it was highlighted that there is a need for stronger
involvement of CSOs in national planning, budgeting and oversight processes. There are examples where

involvement of CSOs in different processed leads to greater effectiveness and better accountability.
These include the use of CSOs as public watchdogs at district level in Kyrgyzstan or involvement of the
CSOs in a reform of public implementation systems (Cameroun, Kenya, Zambia and Mali). Even though
there are some positive examples, the overall experience of CSO inclusion has been mixed so far with
inclusiveness being at the discretion of governments.
CPDE stated that “Inclusive development should focus on empowerment, access to information,
participation of constituencies and be human rights based”.
Country owenership, effective institutions and use of country systems
Use of country systems is not correlated to their improvement
There is recognition that country systems are central to effective institutions. For this reason, since 2005
Paris Declaration, the aid effectiveness agenda included commitments for the partner countries to
strengthen and for donors to use country systems. Use of country systems is about accountability,
transparency and predictability. The research conducted by the Collaborative Africa Budget Reform
Initiative showed gradual growth in the use of country systems. Nevertheless, the improvement in use
of the country systems is often unrelated to the improvement of the quality of these systems. In some
instances the joint assessments advocated by the Busan agenda result in increased use of country
systems. For example, according to some participants, the improvement of the CPIA score may result in
development partners’ decisions to increase proportion of budget support that automatically enhances
the use of country systems. The countries that are most aid dependent had the least increases in the use
of country systems.
Whereas the fiduciary risks associated with the use of country systems are well known, there is also
mounting evidence that bypassing country systems can lead to negative outcomes. Participants agreed
that the use of country systems is not an end in itself. The importance of country systems for domestic
accountability in partner countries was also highlighted during the discussion.
The Busan spirit of “country heavy, global light” can be applied to the assessment of the country systems
Joint assessment of the country systems is an important outcome agreed upon in Busan. However, it is
also important to agree on how to conduct assessment of the quality of the country systems. The CABRI
study used the World Bank Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) methodology in its study.
In some cases improvement in CPIA score showed the increasing support for budget support and hence
the increased use of country systems. However, some participants highlighted the subjective nature of
the CPIA methodology and highlighted that the assessment criteria ultimately need to be customized to
the country circumstances. The partner countries’ own policies and negotiations conducted at the
country level should have influence on the use of country system.
Defining the criteria for assessment at national level also allows addressing some country-specific
qualitative features of the country systems. Some participants highlighted the importance to look at
how the systems are being used. This needs to be done at the country level, as the data collected
globally has significant limitations for qualitative analysis of this kind.
In the same spirit, some participants questioned the standard definition of “country systems” referring
exclusively to state institutions, suggesting that the definition may also include civil society and the
private sector. This may include a broader number of national actors (and thus national systems)
beyond the government.
Predictability of development funding
Continuous use of aid management tools makes aid more predictable
The link between predictability and transparency in aid relationships was highlighted during the
discussion of the working group. Participants shared that the common way to improve aid predictability
and facilitate putting aid on budget was to collect data on aid data (including indicative projections). A

number of countries adopted various aid management tools. For example, Tajiikistan has an online Aid
Information Management System that provides access to comprehensive aid data online. The data has
been collected since 2002 and it migrated to an online platform in 2011. The online system simplified
data collection. The country is now working on predictability of donor funding, working with strategic
documents for donors. It is difficult to collect full information on donor commitments in future years,
but comprehensive project level analysis makes the process easier.
Similarly, Morocco shared its experience of the ‘SIG-CDM’ - an automated information management
system designed to improve efficiency and coordination of donor activities in Morocco. The system
established with help and finance from the UNDP is a system to know the allocation of development
assistance by sector and by region.
Some counties put forth their spending plans and ask their partners to feed financial predictions for the
next years. This allows the government planners to measure the predictability in the mid-term.
Participants observed that over the years data is becoming more precise and more coherent.
Nevertheless, the projections for future years continue to be relatively low.
Fragile states experience lower levels of predictability
Participants also discussed the challenge of predictability in the context of the fragile states. Some
countries described that the lack of predictability made it difficult to design and cost national plans. In
one such case government took action by planning the next budget based on previous level of
disbursement for each DP, analyzing the trends of disbursement in each period and making projections.
Some innovative practices include the case of Burundi that has established a taskforce including the
Government and private sector. In case a project does not receive funding, the taskforce produces a
follow up report aiming at mobilizing resources for a project. This mechanism helps address
predictability in a systematic way.
Aid predictability depends on the nature of partnership
Some countries reported despite obvious commitment expressed by the HQ, the bottlenecks were
identified at the level of the country offices that often don’t know about corporate efforts on
transparency/predictability and relevant international commitments.
In addition, some countries reported challenges with predictability of assistance from providers of
South-South cooperation, although other countries highlighted that there are some good practices in
this respect as well.
Strengthening results orientation and mutual accountability
There is a tradeoff between indicators that are easy to measure and the indicators that measure the
right issues
Bangladesh made a presentation on the basis of its results based mutual accountability framework. It
indicated that it had had to make tradeoffs between indicators that are easy to measure and indicators
that measure the right issues. It was discussed that results frameworks must not lose sight of the end
objectives of our work, the actual development impact, even when it is not easy to capture in
measurable indicators.
Countries also face institutional issues and coordination challenges in managing their results and mutual
accountability frameworks
Various participants highlighted that the leadership of central ministries (such as Ministries of Finance or
Ministries of Planning or other central ministries responsible for development) is important in creating
and managing results and accountability frameworks. At the same time participants also highlighted
difficulties in engaging line ministries around the same agenda. This issue applies to partner countries as
well as donor countries.

Coordination can also be a challenge as different categories of partners require different approaches.
Bangladesh counts China among the members of the “Local Consultative Group”, its aid coordination
mechanism. China attends meetings and shares information to a certain extent. The representative from
China underlined that, whereas China cannot be expected to have the same working methods as a
traditional donor, it is willing to engage in a constructive dialogue on effective development.
It is important that the mutual accountability frameworks open dialogue to different national
stakeholders. Participants highlighted the need for CSO involvement in the accountability processes.
Bangladesh promotes such engagement CSOs in the aid coordination forum where possible. The
upcoming launch of an AIMS in Bangladesh will also make it easier for CSOs to fulfill their oversight role,
as they will have easy access to aid information. Switzerland highlighted that they have a CSO advisory
committee to parliament, which helps the civil society to fulfill its oversight role in matters of
development cooperation.
Lacking “enforceability” in global mutual accountability
It was highlighted that mutual accountability is defined as a combination of “responsiveness”,
“accountability” and “enforceability”. It was noted that in the current global development effectiveness
debate the enforceability is missing.
In this regards, participants discussed that even the hardest issues such as corruption could only be
addressed through “soft” means of dialogue.
Strengthening Inclusiveness in Partnership Dialogue
There is a mixed picture on civil society engagement
Some countries, such as the Philippines shared their experience of institutionalized mechanisms of
engagement of the civil society in the public sector management through the Philippines Development
Forum. At the same time it was also noted that not all governments want to see CSOs involved and civil
society see increasingly shrinking space for its participation. It was emphasized that inclusiveness should
be part of the wider development context. Even though the mechanisms have been in place for many
years, the momentum for implementation has been given recently. Fundamentally, Busan gave an
impetus for broader engagement at national level.
Participants also noted that the CSOs have proven their worth as development partners – but
development partners and governments at the national level must be able to see them like that. Civil
society brings important evidence on development impact that it essential for discussing development
issues. These inputs are important to inform the policy choices. Participants noted that legal framework
for CSO participation can foster its effective involvement.
Business associations are important partners for private sector engagement
In order for the private sector to be effectively engaged in the dialogue on development cooperation, it
also needed to be organized. Tanzania Private Sector Foundation is as examples of such association that
the government uses for discussing most policy issues. It was noted that in Tanzania, after the Busan
Forum, the Government paid particular attention to engagement of the private sector, for example, in
development of its revenue policy. Challenges involve trust and transparency – as the public trust in the
private sector is usually lacking.
Similarly an example of partnership between the parliament and the private sector was given. In the
past in Tanzania, the Parliament would create fiscal policy without addressing the private sector, under
assumption of what is right for the private sector and what is right for the government. Currently a
mechanism has been established for consultations on next year’s fiscal policy.

Perspectives of Providers of Development Cooperation
Evidence shows active reform of providers of development cooperation post-Busan
Representatives of the EU, KOICA and Finland presented various reforms undertaken at headquarters
level to implement Busan principles. DFID focused on the corporate priorities for the High Level Meeting
of the Global Partnership in Mexico.
Some of the presenters highlighted that importance of capacity from the side of providers of
development cooperation. The reform is often burdening, takes time and ministries have limited
capacity to carry them out. It is not easy to create consensus around the need for these reforms.
Busan with its focus on whole-of-Government approach made it clear that these reforms need to be
there for the long haul. Priorities that came forward for reform included results management,
ownership, inclusiveness, predictability, country systems, programme based approaches and
transparency. Some development partners highlighted that the reforms were driven by internal agenda
(e.g. the drive for transparency was focused on donor country IT systems) rather that compliance with
demands of the partner countries.
But reforms influenced by domestic considerations more than demands by partner countries
The discussants confirmed that the reforms at HQ level often do not seem to trickle down to the country
level. At country level, the trend is increasing disengagement of the donor agencies from the aid and
development effectiveness agenda and local offices have limited awareness of Busan requirements.
Information sharing, transparency, timeliness, predictability, pooled funding and sector wide
approaches are particularly challenging. In Nigeria, for instance, donors also continue to bypass the
central government by negotiating directly with states.
While recipient countries exerted efforts to strengthen country systems, attempts to make donors use
them have so far been unsuccessful in many cases. It is still unclear what recipient countries must do for
donors to use their systems.
However, it was also noted that there are elements of the Busan agenda that are making significant
difference at country level. The New Deal proved a useful roadmap in Somalia to move from total
fragmentation and absence of government ownership to a Compact with the donors on priorities,
financing mechanism, localized aid effectiveness principles and aid coordination mechanism. Now
theory needs to be put into practice and that will no doubt be challenging. Discussions on the
governance structure of the financing and coordination mechanism, for example, have been ongoing for
months.
Implications for the Low Income Countries
Development Finance and Aid Assessment methodology could be useful to put aid into context
UNDP Asia Pacific Regional presented its experience conducting a Development Finance and Aid
Assessment (DFAA) in Papua New Guinea. In terms of development finance Papua New Guinea
considered four key policy shifts: a shift from a development cooperation focus to economic
cooperation; reduction of reliance on aid; becoming a development cooperation provider in the longterm; making the Development Finance and Aid Policy a tool for PNG’s foreign policy.
The DFAA provided useful analysis of potential development finance sources to inform the multi-year
budgeting to start from 2014 along with the Annual Budget Strategy Paper. PNG was seeking a high level
of country ownership and Development Finance and Aid Assessment gave the government a new way of
looking at funding its resource gap, through diversification of its development partnership base using its
Development Finance and Aid Policy.
In general, it will be critical for LICs to have a better understanding of the scope of development finance
in their countries and in their regions, how such flows are managed, the governance arrangements, and
their short, medium, and long-term development policy implications.

The participants appreciated that other developing countries could learn direction from this, and noted
that the private sector gave a concrete way to development financing. Busan encouraged aid for
commerce and trade –and it was asked how we can we reinforce the national private sector and also
investment from other countries. There were calls for further guidance on how aid can be used as a
catalyst for the private sector in different context, particularly in the low income countries. It was
particularly emphasized that the national private sector should also be a stakeholder, along with the
providers of the foreign direct investment.
Implications for the Middle Income Countries
The category of “middle income country” is inadequate
Participants agreed that the category of the “middle income country” does not do justice to a variety of
circumstances within this category –regarding size, poverty level etc. In the absence of consensus on the
alternatives, it was suggested to make wider use of the sub-categories of lower MICs and higher MICs.
One alternative suggestion was to categorize countries according to the level of their aid dependency –
low aid dependent countries vs. highly aid dependent. Another consideration suggested during the
discussion was that one single indicator should not be used for country categorization. It is better to use
an index that takes into account income, institutions, human and natural resources. Participants also
discussed the role of development cooperation in supporting countries addressing the “middle income
trap”. It was highlighted that further research was needed in this area.
It was also recommended to consider an institutional perspective of “effective state” – whether MICs
are more capable to deliver development.
Some participants also recommended considering opportunity costs, because the MICs as category can
be used to justify more aid for the LICs. The discussion on the MICs is evolving due to perception that it
brings about imbalance. Concerning re-categorization, it was suggested to look beyond the High Level
Meeting.
Partnership for Effective Inclusive Development in Post 2015
Revisiting MDG8
Participants highlighted that the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) completely changed the way
development cooperation coalesced around a globally shared development agenda. MDGs provided the
first overarching global framework that achieved political consensus and incentivized funds. Acceptance
of the global goal 8 on development partnership came over time and picked up stronger traction after
2005 when MDGs started getting better mainstreamed. It was therefore noted that the implementation
has been relatively limited. In contrast, for post-2015 many partners are getting coordinated. This is a
big improvement and opportunity. They also want to be ready ahead of time. E.g., AsDB is undertaking a
mid-term review of its corporate strategy which includes thinking on post-2015. It has also undertaken
an assessment of perspectives from the region on development challenges and future priorities in
partnership with the ESCAP and UNDP (the Regional MDG Report 2012/13 “Asia Pacific Aspirations:
Perspectives for a Post-2015 Development Agenda”).
Participants emphasized the need to concentrate efforts of different development partners for post2015 through coordination and collaboration rather than competition. Partners can progressively
coordinate planning and programming cycles. Concentration of efforts could change macro indicators
like mortality, learning achievements or jobs.
The meeting was fundamentally about re-visiting MDG 8 – global partnership for development – and
thinking in advance about its post-2015 successor. In contrast with MDGs 1 – 7, MDG 8 was vaguely
articulated and incompletely monitored. The GP will aim to change this for post-2015.

Country categorization will be important for the new partnership framework
The new framework will need to address the issue of country categorization that appears to be highly
inadequate. Currently, both groups, MICs and LICs, feel excluded from ODA dialogue but are impacted
by their being so classified. Such classifications are partial and do not take into account deprivations that
persist despite average income. Categorizing by ODA to GDP ratios reveals the extent of influence and
the materiality of applying traditional Paris principles.
The world has money; how can it be harnessed better towards development?
A big question asked by the participants is how to harness available funds towards development? The
Global Partnership has a niche through its focus on collaborations and effectiveness.
Governments can benefit from ways to mobilize more domestic fiscal revenues and seek additional
funding from innovative sources, while many continue to press for ODA. Concrete support for domestic
resource mobilization under parliamentary scrutiny will improve accountability and ease aid
dependency.
Some of the funds can come from philanthropy and private capital apart from development banks –
major pension funds, sovereign wealth funds, insurance funds, remittances, private corporations, and
investors from middle-income countries.
At present much of this takes the form of stand-alone interventions, some even of high quality, but not
well-integrated with national development – which needs to change.
Financial instruments will need to be designed and assessed from a development lens to could convert
disparate funds with different maturities / durations for longer-term development (guarantees, bonds,
broking, leverage).
Facilitating such flows towards development and reducing transactions costs could translate to higher
development results.
Management of all resources should be improved for development results.
It is important to engage meaningfully with the private sector and address the quality of growth by
supporting open dialogue between the private sector and governments. The potential of the for-profit
sector has been inadequately tapped and businesses (unlike CSOs) have been on the sidelines so far.
Structured dialogue with private sector can reveal opportunities, including how growth can be done
differently through incentives/disincentives for inclusion and environment.
Specific private sector skills can be applied to development – logistics expertise of DHL in disaster
management. Efficiency gains in health services by private health providers participating in national
health schemes; this can relieve overstretched public providers who can concentrate their efforts on the
poorest and those excluded from such schemes. Coordinating environmental regulation across borders
to provide a level playing field – oil companies. More inclusive and jobs-rich growth reduces the size of
the development challenges by enabling individuals to gain more access to education and health
opportunities; more incomes in people’s hands strengthens domestic demand which will further
support growth. More revenue-generating growth reduces aid dependency and provides resources to
expand basic services, invest in social and economic infrastructure and finance social protection. More
environmentally responsible growth protects natural resources and delivers a spectrum of benefits like
health, food security.

Questions for further discussion on post-2015 development agenda:
How to engage with new partners on an equal basis?
How to establish differentiated responsibilities for shared global aims?
On finance, while the world had money, how could wider sources be tapped and channeled to
development – private, public, including thematic funds like climate finance?
Fragility – credible tools for fragility assessment.
To improve monitoring, how can lessons from the MDG experience (weak monitoring of Goal 8) feed
into improved indicators and data?
Knowledge and experience sharing – how can this be improved and documented better?
How can the GP support post-2015 processes, by complementing UN’s work where there might be
hesitation in the formal processes (e.g., better indicators for ODA, new finance sources including climate
finance, technology transfer, market access, debt sustainability).
Providers of development cooperation (OECD, MDBs) – what can they identify take into account in
reviewing their strategies for post-2015?

3) Conclusions/recommendations
Workshop provided timely opportunity to formulate the messages on implementation of GPEDC.
“Informed impatience”; “need to rekindle”; would be fair characteristics of the general mood. All in all
the glass seems “half full” (confidence building through dialogue, data collection, exchange of practices,
recognizing ‘unfinished business’). Government of Korea’s pledge to organize annual stocktaking
welcomed to keep commitment and momentum.
1. Alignment with other processes.
Busan should continue to focus on the “how to”: effectiveness, transparency, accountability as keys for
any development interaction, two way street. For transparency reasons a map of related processes
would be helpful to avoid duplication and to recognize potential synergies. MDG 8 stocktaking should
inform Busan and vice-versa.
2. Busan indicators should be quantified where possible.
Process commitment requires keeping track as the basis for an action plan to address bottlenecks, gaps
and inconsistencies. This is not about naming and shaming, this is about taking the two way
commitment serious and building confidence.
3. Data collection and statistical capacity building should get more attention.
These technical processes are underway, yet not sufficiently recognized as an essential precondition for
progress, both on process and on substance.
4. Strengthening country systems remains of overarching importance.
This has a technical side (capacity building) and a political side (true ownership and accountability at the
recipient’s side and trust in transfering resources for results at the donor’s side).
Encouraging a practice of joint assessments of fiduciary risks and related action to address weaknesses
is key as a complement to joint programming.
This should accelerate transfer of funds through regular budgets, with regular parliamentary oversight,
strenghtening the involvement of parliaments. This is essential for capacity building and for
strengthening the basis for domestic resource mobilization that by definition will have to rely on sound
financial management systems.
Yet there is concern that the indicators are not specific enough to recognize potential tension between
development results in the short run and country system capacity in the longer run. This may in
particular apply to fragile countries. The “fragility assessment” should provide flexibility for immediate
action and at the same provide direction for reducing dependency.

5. Fragmentation is negatively affecting the Busan principles.
A minimum level of scale and concentration of resources and management are essential to put the
principles in practice. There is some evidence that the Busan process has a positive impact. Whether this
is a structural trend will have to be verified.
6. South South and triangular cooperation add new dimensions and perhaps challenges to
development assistance beyond direct aid, in particular in the context of Middle Income Countries.
Aid should be seen in the context of broader economic development through investments, trade and
knowledge exchange. Measuring effectiveness of cooperation should not be confined to the classic
understanding of aid. South-south and triangular cooperation as well as cooperation with and between
countries in East Europe and Central Asia have many positive sides that could be highlighted more; and
also might raise questions about development and domestic revenues impact that might have to be
addressed in true partnership between equal partners. These dimensions are therefore to be addressed
in Mexico alongside the Busan agenda. This should include the issue of standard income per capita
criteria for categorization between countries, which neither takes into account economic growth
realities nor social challenges of countries regardless their ‘status’ in our outdated way of defining the
world and imposing ‘graduation’ degrees on millions of people still left behind. It might be worth
considering to differentiate the “aid effectiveness” agenda according to the degree of institutional
capacities that exist in MICs.
7. As natural contributors to shaping domestic and international debate CSO’s benefit from increased
transparency of data and decision processes.
Their role in the Busan process is recognized. Yet some reservation is warranted as to suggestions to
formalize their role or to scrutinize their representativeness in order to avoid compromising the
existential bottom-up, independent, nature of their role.
8. The level of in-country commitment of International Financial Institutions deserves explicit
attention and assessment.
Translating macro-economic policies into human development results is well known to be a key
challenge in many countries. Effective development cooperation is therefore impacted by the level of
engagement that IFI’s display in country practice. This is important information for recipient
governments as well as bilateral partners and other multilateral organizations to take into account.
9. The role of the private sector should be recognized as indispensable to generate growth and
employment.
Aid providers and recipients should therefore seek alignment of the type and processes of aid delivery
to economic and labour market requirements and opportunities. Creating healthy conditions for
business and trade in a productive economy will serve as a potential multiplier from growth and jobs.
Conversely engaging the private sector will create space to promote social dialogue and social standards
and commitment to environmentally sustainable production as part of the broader development
agenda. Such interaction seems more fundamental than focusing at corporate social responsibility
initiatives that tend to be more limited in their impact on structural development.
10.The Busan “business model” could benefit from better connecting between High Level commitment
and in-country implementation.
The Government of Korea’s offer to host an annual stocktaking meeting offers a welcome opportunity
to take stock regularly as change processes need patience and perseverance for success. However at the
‘intermediary’ level there should be more opportunities to link country practice with the High Level
discussion. This could be done through regional peer review or through an information/ombuds
function organized around the secretariat for the annual meetings. In addition there should be
provisions to meet the need for more permanent communication, including on the work of the Global
Partnership Steering Committee to all stakeholders, both at political and at technical levels, possibly
through a UNDP role in countries concerned.
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