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Summary. - This note suppests that the most important feature distinguishing I'rweit.,' aid in the Q 
197's f rogm earlier progrmnines%%as the proliferition of donors and prujects. This donor and ;Z 

pri-ject bitild.tp, s.hich continues into tile 1980s, is having a negative imntpact in the t ii ir 

,overnment instittlions of develolping nationts. Instead kit' irkinv it) estabhlish t iinprehenise. 
and cmisistent nati nal develupment objecti%e;.:id policies, gLIernemt otl'ici% are 'orced it, ;. 

,Iu on pIleasing, donors by apli)prving projecth that Ittirror the curtet developotent hu. 'ii 

ol each dollor. I urilther, elTorts to inplement the aree nonher of discrete. dnor-fil ll. d 
ptojecti, each t i s o\ specific objectives and repotting reqttireinwnts, use tip tar iwt c thiint.wit ts 
atnd effort tht, is appropriate.. I'rject consolidation is needed, hut this iitnlikel. tll 0.,r ,i 
a Sinilficant scalie be.cttse it' tile Ltnpetitiv\e :t1ittire of donor interacti't:is. Secodtd.bes soto lioti,, 
inchde a greater emphasis on institt,tion-btilding aitd ne% iprojects expr i.tletnded t 
I'acilitatv impllementation ofetxi.slit., project portftolios. 
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1. INTROUICTION 

Since the early 1970s, the ecunontic per-
lorniance of Sttt-Saharan African countries has 
been ' bendisappointing. In per capita termts, agricuil-
tural production has fallen; there has evetn been 
a handftil &, countries where tot-tl fainting out-
put has decreased. The foreign (Ion -r community 
has argued that low prodticer pricI, excessive 
reliance oit inefficient parastatals and over-
valued currencies have been tle printary reasons 
for these failures.' The validity of these criti-
cisins cannot be disputed and indeed, if policy 
changes are not made, there is very little that 
foreign aid can do to promote development in 

these countries, 
Ilowever, there is another factor partially 

responsible for Africa's poor development per­
formance that has not received tite attention 
it deserves. The purpose of this article is toshow hassistancze. 
show hio\ foreign donors are contributing to 
ithe breakdown of institutions in the sub-
continent attd to suggest what retiedial actionsi needed.ae 
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In the first two licCdeLCS of fureign assistance 

(the 1950s and 1960s), most aid took the fort 

of programne suppOrt? 1 here were two bal 
types of programme support commonly offere. 

he first involved large infrastructure invest­
inents, such as the building of muajor roads antiirrigation works. The second main prograanit 
iity worovie endralasuportt

activity was to provide general support to a 
specific sector, such as agriculture. Frequentli 
thi involve a large grant or loan toa centrat 
ministry. This Would usually include hard 

currency, cnmodities, a team of expatriatt 
technicians, and training, both in the recipient 
country and abroad. The technical team usually 
included econontc planners, and it was theit 
job to work with government authorities to 

determine how the foreign aid could be he.:utilized. 

During the I 960s, donors engaged tn research 
to find alternative approaches to dcvelopnmenI'htse research findings, coup~lk
assistanc
 
with greater pressure ott donor agencies tc
 
ensure that their outlavs %.-re achievini intende .
 
resutlts, led to tore specit'tc gtitlelinc ' con­
cerning project objcctive and inechianisms t.
 
achieve these objectives. Becaiuse of this reqir.


for greater detail, donors vtcreasingly 
favoured project to programtte assistance stic! 
that by the beginning of tilt 107%h, the furntc; 

dotnor oii.became the primary type ,, , I'day, 

S. 1' I *I: 46 

4 

http:bitild.tp


the vast majority of aid is disbursed in project 
*form. 

As compared with programme assistance, 
project aid entails a more specific statement of 
objectives and means to attain these objectives, 
It invites more precise monitoring and evalua- 
tion, than was possible earlier, and through 
these ' mechanisms, it permits greater donor 
control over the uses of aid monies. Finally, 
because there is a more detailed specification 
on how tilemoney is to be spent than was true 
earlier, there have been serious delays in getting 
approval to spend aid monies. 

3. DONXOR 1PROLI F IRATION 

At the end of the Second World War, the 
United States was the only country in a position 
to afford concessional aid. In the immediate 
post-war years, most of this went to rebuild 
Europe. At the same time, the United States 
was the major financier of the organizations 
coming out of the Bretton Woods Agreement, 
most notably the World Bank and the ilter-
national Monetary Fund (IMF).. 
As economic reconstruction progressed, 
tilenumber of countries offering development 
assistance increased. l)uring the 1960s, there 
was also an expansion in multilateral assistance 
agencies. The oil price increase of the 1970s 
led to yet another group of multilateral and 
bilateral donors, and during that decade, mni-
bers of the Iastern Bloc also increased their 
foreign aid activities. Table I indicates that 

Table 1,Numb'r oq'organi-ations providing sign~licanlt 
anounts of developmcnt assistance to 'frican 

Coun~trieVs. 1980But 

Number 

Bilateral Donors 
07CD countries 19 
OPEC countries tU 

Other countries 13 
"ftnal 42 

t ukiiateral donors 
L'Ntiliatcrd 16 
O, 1
UN-az'ftiliatd
OPtC-affiliated 
 9 

25 


:Voit-goterninetalorgani-ations 

Total1 15 
Overall total 82 

Sourc: OrJ1i1Jidal 1or I ct0nuniC C0tpcr.tlion .1tl 
l¢\'eloptttent (01 CD). Derelopment C'ooperation,
1980 Reriew' tPr%: 1981. 

taken together, there are now more than 80 
multilateral andtl bilatletd lon'tis offering 
development assistance to Alrican countries. 

Of course, there are some similarities among 
these groups in terms of what tile)- are interested 
inproviding assistance for, But each group has 
its own charter, each wants its own projects, 
and each group has its own reporting require­
ments. 

4. BURDENS IMPOSED ON DEVELOPING 
CO UNT RI ES 

The expansion of project lending and the 
proliteration of donors have imposed heavy 
burdens on developing nations. 'fhe purpose 
here is to describe these burdens and show 
how they have contributed to institutional 
destruction. 

Quite obviously, it takes time to keel) track 
of tileinterests of 82 different donors. Each 
donor has its own development goals and each 
has its own project preparation requirements. 
lach sends its own project preparation teams 
out, and each expects to meet with senior govern­
ment officials. 

Ways must lie found to transport these pro­
ject preparation teams to the field, and these 
teams normally expect to be accompanied by 
a national government official. During project 
negotiations, tle government is asked to make a 
resource commitment to the project. This will 
ordinarily include housing for expatriates and 
counterpart staff. Also, it is customary for the 
recipient government to be asked to provide a 
project coordinator whose job it is to serve as 
liaison between the project and the donor.4 

donors want far more than liaison. The 

larger donors demand quarterly and annual 
reports on project progress. They also require 
mid-tern and ex-post evaluations. There is 
much talk of getting recipient countries to 
appreciate the value of monitoring and evalua­
tion, but to date these activities have been 
tailored to serve the reporting requirements of 
donors. 

Usually, the recipient country agrees to pro­
vide more staff and supporting services to a 
project than it actually does. There are reasons
for this. Let us consider a typical situation 
facing a Southern African nation. Because of 
thle oil price increase and because it followed 
inappropriate economic policies in the 1970s, 
it is facing a balance-of-payments crisis. It needs 
the support of the IMF and in additi'Jn, it needs 
all the hard currency resulting Iron foreign aid 
it call get. To obtain IMF support, the country 
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must agree to hold down its recurrent expendi- donors rather than learning ontures, Hut staff for donor projects must be paid through trial 
their own 

for out of the recurrent budget. Ilence, the IMF 
and error what policies theyshould he promoting. Because of donor insis­agreement limits thestaff and supporting services tencethe government 	 on continual, extensive projectcan provide to development vision 	 super­and review, andprojects. The 	 because donorsrecipient government wants IMF 	 often

underwritesupport but it also wants 	 most of the development budget,donor support,'romises are 	 the staff of government agenciesmade to both the Fund and donors more 	 will becomeanswerable to donor 'clients'that it cannot 	 than to thekeep. Recurrent expenditures do senior policy officials in their own organizations.rise, and not all the staff promised is delivered. It can be argued that 'institutional destruc-"The Fund and donors make new demands whichgovernment accepts, and 	
tion' is too harsh a term to use: that by follow­then defaults again.These outcomes 	 ing donor dictates, governments will be able toare extremely easy to pre-diet; the countries simply have 	
improve upon their own performances. There isno alternatives, an element of truth in this, but two importantDonor staff know thesehut 	 things will happen,they cannot act as if they expect thel caveats should be kept in)mind:tooccur because: 	 donors have frequently recommended and1.they are paid ,,, ~~ moies supervised very poorly-conceived develop­to plan and disb ,rse monies ment initiatives;servisedtves;


through development projects; // - you do not really learn how to do it until2. they could not get their projects through
their own agency's approval process if they 	

you have the power to make your owndecisions.made realistic estimates of the recipient.
countries' abilities to make resource coni­
mitments to projects.The results of this charade are that the 5. E'VIDI'NCEgovernment officials of developing countriesget experience in 'stringing along' the IMF and The points made above canaid donors. 	 be vividly illus-Donors end ip assuming a greater trated by examplesshare of project costs 	 drawn from Sub-Saharp.flthan had been planned African countries.and development projects end up being largely 	

Consider first Malawi, acountry that has adapted quite well to the pro­implemented by expatriates. 'hen and if ject-specific demands of a wide array of donors.project counterparts are provided, they are Accordingusually 	 to T1 , 1981too junior to assule major project 	 Innual Report ijn)ei;'hqwnt'nt.lS.Asistatce,to .lhahwi, prepared bymanagement responsibilities within the life- tileResident Representativetime of the project. As a consequence, 	 of the Unitedthe Nations Developmenthoped-for 'capacity-building' 	 P'rogtriniine (UNDII,does not occur, Malawi was 'benefiting' fromand the hypocritical cycle repeats itself. 188 projects 
Front the standpoint of the recipient govern-

supported by 50 different donors. 'rhe Ministryof Agriculturement, 	 alone was 'managing' 44 donor­expatriate project management leads toanother unfortunate 	 financed projects.result. The expatriates, Recognizingknowing their salaries are ultimately being 
that it cannot effectively


manage such a large number of proiects, Malawi
paid by donors, becone a'swerable to donorsrather than 	 allows expatriatesto tihe government of the develop-	 to take line positions ingovernmenting country. As a consequence, lines ofauthority 
at all levels. In most cases, .he 

are further 
salaries of these officials are supplemented byblurred, and institutional destruc- foreign donors.tion occurs. 

Precise estimates of the number of expatri-Consider how the burdens described above ates thatcontribute to institutional destruction. Because 
have been brought in to 'assist' withthe implementationof the need 	 of these projects are notfor foreign currencies, both the possible from available information. flowever,central banks and finance ministries of develop-ing countries will put pressure on other govern-

it does appear that in 1981, more than 800 
meat organizations to attract foreign assistance, 

man-years of expatriate assistance was provided,
'Ibis incans that instead of taking 

It is reasonable to assume that the expatriatesthe time to have achieved considerabledevelop their own policies and trying to imple- technical com­
ment petence in their fields of expertise. It is furtherthem, these other government authorities reasonable towill foctis primarily on satisfying the demands 

assnme thatf in virttally everytechnical area,of foreign donors. In short, they will end up 	
the number of technically-coal­

petent expatriates dwarfscatering to the views and dellands of foreign 	 nunmber of' 
the corresponding

lalawians. Of coturse, tilentu1mer'al 
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imbalance does not mean that Malawi is con-
trolled by its expatriate cadre. It does mean, 
however, that when a large donor visits to review 
project progress, the majority of technical 
Iquestioons It asks will he responded to and fol-
lowed up on by expatriates, 

Relative to other developing countries, 
Malawi has developed a fairly good system to 
'cope' with foreign donors. This is true in the 
sense that it provides them with the reports 
they demand for monitoring on-going projects 
and the statistical data required for new pro-
ject proposals. Ilowever, if one asks whether 
Malawi's capacities to run its own affairs and 
establish its own policies have been increased 
by the donor onslaught. the answer is far less 
certain. Indeed, it appears more likely that 
donior and project proliferation have diverted 
tihe attention of the Malawi authorities from
attempting to determnine their own policies to 

simply trying to please their donors. 
Lesotho is another country where donor 

pressure. have led to questionable results. In 
Lesotho, both politicians and the citizenry 
view agriculture as a marginal occupation. This 
is because the climate and land do not favour 
agriculture. Perhaps more importantly, it is 
because more than 70% of rural income comes 
from work in the mines of South Africa. Never-
theless, donors have for more than a decade 
been pushing for increases in agricultural pro-
duction. 

Donors putabout S10 million annually into
agriculture; the Ministry of Agriculture's recur-
rent budget for agriculture is about S10 millioin. 

\With such investments and total agricultural 
output valued at only S60 million, one would 
expect to see significant production increases 
occurring. In fact, agricultural production has 
been declining over the last five years, suggesting 
that this massive investment in agriculture is 
not paying off. Things look even worse when 
one recognizes that much of the production is 
for subsistence and would occur without govern-
ment support. 

For 1981, the UNDII Resident Representative 
counted 61 separate donors financing projects
in Lesotho. The total donor-financed project 
count for the country was 321. For a country 
of the size of Lesotho to have to deal with so 
many donors and projects can only contribute 
to institutional disarray sIrrom a size and income standpoint, Zambia'-

is larger than either Lesotho or ,lalawi. Con-
sequently, one would think it has a greater 
capacity to;'handle donors and projects. Ilow-
ever, Zani~ia has historically relied on the 
Copper Belt for its Income, and the country 

A 

has little capability to serve the needs of rural 
areas. 

In 1980, tie UNI)l Resident Recpresentative 
courted 69' separate donors and 614 donor­
financed projects, most of which are directed 
to the rural areas. Despite the fact that the 
Planning Unit in the Ministry of AgricLulture 
and Water Development has at leat five donor 
projt -ts helping it handle its portfolio of more 
than, 1 -1, nrojects, it is all it can do to assemble 
aggregate fin.'cial data on planned and actual 
project disbursements. Once again, mancging 
the multiplicity of donors and projects leaves 
little time for the Ministry to develop its own 
strategies. And like most Sub-Saharan African 
countries, Zambia is constrained by agreements
with the INF when it comes to hitingadditional
 
staff to manage its massive project ,brtfolio.
 

6. BROADER CONSIDIERATIIONS 

It is dangerous to attempt to generalize from 
a sample of three countries. Ilowever, from my 
own experience and discussi,|ns with other 
development professionals, it appears that tile 
donor/project proliferation phenomenon and 
associated burdens is not linited to a few 
countries in Sub-Saharan Africa. Indeed, it can 
be hypothesized that the most important dif­
ference between development assistance in the 
1970s and earlier decades was not the emphasis 
on the rural poor and 'Participatory" approaches
but instead the 'imstitutional destruction' 
effects of donor and ploject proliferation. 

It may also be hypothesized that the institu­
tions of Asian and Latin American countries 
can better withstand the 'donor rush' because 
in the past they were beneficiaries of institution­
building development assistance. By the time 
development assistance had reached Africa. the 
wave of enthusiasm for institution-building was 
on the wane so that today, there is virtually no 
institutional base available to cope with the 
outpouring of project initiatives, 

Upon visiting virtually any developing 
country nowadays, one hears that the major
donors and the recipient governments are 
disturbed by the slow rate at which aid monies 
are being disbursed: in donor headquarters, one 
frequently hears concerns expressed over the 
build-up in tile pipeline, ie. the difference be­tween comm~itted and disbursed monies, These 

concerns seem somewhat paradoxical at a 
time when aggregate developlent asistance 
monies in real terms are trending downward, A 
possible explanation is that with the growth in 
donors and project detail, there has been a 

t 
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concomitant build-up red whichin tape has Despite these reservations, the longer-runslowed disbursement. solution would appear to be an effort on the 
part of donors and recipient countries to engage
in a dialogue that results in a consolidation of7, PROBLEM ALLEVIATIlON existing project portfolios. For reasons cited 
above and others, this will notWhile the above might be interesting specula- but such stelps be easy to do,are needed, In terms of new pro­tions, they are of little value when it comes to jects, efforts'hould be undertaken to get donors(deterining what canl bc done to alleviate te to co-finance them. Ilere again, the reasonsproblem. Because of severe economic crises cited above and institutional jealousies amongfaced by a number of developing countries, the donors will make the task difficult, but uch
 

problem , will partially resolve itself over the
 For thcnext few years. That is, large donors are coming immediate future, project proli­
to see that without direct balance-of-payments feration will continue, but there is one approach
support, very few project initiatives have any 


steps should be taken. 

that wil help ameliorate the problem. There is
chance of being sustained when aid monies

terminate. This is of course a separate issue no reason a donor could not design a project to'from the one being highlighted in paper, a country inthis aid implementing its existing
but if a greater p.ortion of development aid is project portfolio. The project design team could

provided as direct balance-of-paynents support, be instructed to review projects that have objec­a smaller portion will remain for project,ptivespro- adfn consistent with those of the donor agency,oteek htaeitreigwt
 
liferation, But the move to provide balance-of-
 and find bottlenecks that are interfering with
 
paymentseffective
the problem, and will implementation of these projects.it not be a factor in The new project would be designed to eliminatecountries that are not in serious balance-of-pay- these bottlenecks. In countries facing severementsstraits balance-of-payments constraints,The first thing that should the neededbe done is to get assistance mightthe major donors consist almost entirelytalking about the problem. balance-of-payments of 
As indicated earlier, support, but it need notwhile donors are trying to be presented or justified on that basis. Rather,
promoteit could
rote ewplurt otheprbm i so. t thg the chancesbe presented as a project to increasethat the existing project portfolio

they would rather not hear 
 about. But tiehe sisitneproblem is now too rserious and obvious to eeoihas its intended developjient impact.
ignore, For several reasons, it cannot be expected
tht getting discussions underway will lead to 
immediate results. Firstly, it will take time for 
large donor agencies to wind down the project 8. SUMMARY
generation momentum that has built up over
the last decade. Secondly, projects tend to be The purpose of this paper has been to de­'expatriate technician intensive', and witil scribe how the donor and project proliferationworldwide unemployment rates as high as that has occurred in recent years is imposingthey are, any attempt to 'bring the boys home' severe burdens on Sub-Saharan African coun­will meet resistance in donor nations. tries. The paper documents how these burdeni
Thirdly, donors will be reluctant 
to give tip are leading to irstitutional destruction in theseon the pro ect approach because it gives them countries. It is hypothesized that this problemthe feeling they have greater control over how is not unique to Sub.Saharan African countries.Monies are spent than is the when morecase Several suggestions are made concerning whatgeneral support is provided. might be done to alleviate this problem. 
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ive¢ 
dtvelopment assistance will be disetIsed shortly . 
a'iency. but its contribution to the eIIe.t nes of, 

4. For more on the reporting afnd evaluation burdens 
im posed ol developing countries. see Robert Bterg. 
"he uigen t problems of I.l)C.s controlling their min 
'a.te¢the lone run moniltor-: future of donor planilin. 

ing' and evalualion'. a paper presented ita,IDeelop­

p)
 

inle : CommiiteeC' meelin' of thle OIECL)Assista n 
on aid eIf'eti venes. held i I'arison 26 MIarch, 1980. 

5. 'I'he eelinv- is probhalIy accurate. bu t greaterr C'" n. 
ittil cities not mneaindevelo pme iCl i ies ill he sp.,nt 
inia that is better 'r or tileway ein tile standpoint 
recipient country's development prwIlects. 


