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The Urgent Problen of LDCs Controllins Their
Own Fate: The Lonz Run Future of Donor
Planning, Honitoring and Evaluation

, Over the last six months I have had the opportunity

of consulting with niné developing country governments on how
they view their problem of planning monitoring and evaluation.
iy most recent visits in 4Africa have aided my thinking on -
these problems immeasurably (1). S

N I believe that the very success of the growth of
donor assistance has led to an overall irrational system
of development. Each donor tries to sct intelligently in . - = =}
its planning, implementation and evaluation efforts. IR -
Donors as a group have been more sophisticated ond "rational®™ -~ - .-
in their procedures in recent years, But what is intelligent = - §
individually is chaos cumulatively. Together, donors are o
- preventing many governments from facing desperate problems.

By this I mean that donors commend the attention and -time
of key govermment officials to assist in numerous visits,
design teams, monitoring checkups, and evaluations and that
- the few people in a position in governments to do more basic
thinking are literally picked to death.

. This has been a problem for. some time. But the -
seriousness of the problem has grown tremendously of late due
to the fact that LDC planners are pot now faced with the
usual luxury of choosing between new proposals, but due To
the need +to finance necessary, but increasingly expensive
imports (particularly fuels), LDC plammers face a crisis in.
determining what must be cut from existing develcopment :
activities. The existing OPEC aid, officially reported at
about $4 bildion a year, is quite inadequate to finance the
extra $30-360 billion in additional energy costs alone faced
each year by the LDCs (2)., And it is too soon to see if:and
when the promises made by OPEC members in Caracas will S
- materialize,  Debt limits are being approached in several
countries (3). Key pecple must meke hard choices, if
+hey have time to think. '

(1) Earlier I visited in the iiiddle East znd in South and
Southeastern Lisiz. 4in Australian scholzr has supplemented
information on some of these countries znd provided L
valuable data on four Latin America countries.

(2) These estimates are subject to great error. Saudi irabisa'ls
alid was alone estinmated to be {110 billion/vecr in the’
February 27 International Herald Tritune. The key point,
however, is that this aid has not usually gone to the
"most seriously aflected" countries.

(3) & recent U.S. private investment bank predicts LIC
borrowings of ;200 billion over 1920-82; the same
amcunat LDCs borrowed over the last 5 years.
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To analyze the complexity of the task faced by
LDC planners, let us consider the following. There zare
now sone 33 bilateral donors, some of whom are themselves
recipients. A recent list of multilaterai funds numbers
well over 60, There are 120 U.S, private and voluntary :
organizations registered with AID, An additional 336 U.S. SRR
HGO0s are listed in a receat registry of non-profit organizations R
with overseas development programs. (4 colleague in the .
OECD Development Training Centre estimates the total number
of NGOs in the OECD countries to be over 4,000 with a large
number in the overseas development field). To my knowledge
Third World PVOs have not yet been counted. VWhat is even
more confusing is the fact that many organizations pursue
mliiple systenms. There is no one United Nations system .
-for budgeting, planning, monitoring and evaluation. Rather,
each constituent part of the U.N, has its own system and .
sone of these parts also have severzal systems, e.g., FAO = —
pursues 3 different evaluation systems, Similarly, the
various aid branches of the U.S. Govermment pursue a
multiplicity of criteria and management systems (1).

Seen from the side of a typical LDC, the plethora of
systems and demands fnon central authorities is staggering.
UNDP resident representatives tote up the number of donors
and projects involving their countries. Sri Lanks curyently
is assisted by 74 doncrs. Kenyaz is assisted by 41 govermment
donors and a2 huge number oI NGOs, SRR

It is common for Minigtries of Plgnn_ng to state thao
‘the burden imposed by donors prevents them from doing the
most simple kinds of anszlyses, Ilany govermments know what
they want to do, but do not have the time or resources to _
act as they desire, Donor finance tends to distert rather .
than reinforcde government planning. A high offic¢ial in a
West African government said that while his government had
certain minimal criteria for accepting a project, the
availability of donor financing could override 211 other
criteria. - He and his colleagues in nany other countries
worry that they are overcommitting themselves drastically
beyond their capability to finance the recurrent costs of
development, I'any LDCs do not now adequately relate their -
investment and recurrent budgets. The Permonent Secretary
of Planning in an Easzt African country told me a dollar
in education or hezlth investuent budget leads to 7 - 48 in -
recurrent costs over the medium tern, yet he can't now
really relate his hudgets due to the press of other business.
He notes hels not sure his country can afford the projects
they'lare now getting.

(1) An important added feature of donor prograns, rationel
in itself, vet cumuletively irrational, is the donor
vpenchant to "end=-run® normcl governmenta1 entities :
by setting up special authorities to run donor-assisted
nrodects. These authorities almost llterclly clutter
the pubiic administration 1Qndscape cf many ccuntrles.
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' - Many govermments have systems of monitoring and
desire systems of evaluation {or have them), but find these
systems are undsrcut by donors. This undercutting -takes
pPlace both because key people are diverted to fulfill the
short-term demands of numerous donors, and through the
ignorance of donors cbout the LICs! own systems.

~ _For example, in most of the countries I have visited
in the last six months we have discovered evalustion -
operations of the host countrv which were previously - :
unimown to our AID Missions, This is no adverse reflection -
on our resident missions, Jjust a comment that previocusly
there has been no reason for our missions to know of the . _
‘ranitoring and evalustion of governments, In visiting ocne
of our largest missions this summer, I was told that the
government had nc monitoring ang evaluation system and that
it was needless to even inguire, Subsequently, further
inquiries and the help of an outside scholar provided me
with the syctem, including the forms which that particular
L3C government uses to monitor its development programs.
A5 & result of that same trip, AID and the Vorld Bank have
started to pay serious attention to the major and highly .
gggfessional eveluation activities of the Covernment of -

e
<L v

4n added problem is that we often don't respect
government systems at the local level, either. During ny
recent trip to Africa I discovered that we and the Worid -

Bank are both assisting 2 major integrated rural development. = . =

project, We znd the Bank pursue independent annual -
evaluations, The development authority has an evaluation
staff of 110 and is surveying regularly 2,700 families for
socio—economic impact, The Banlt and we are not integrating
our_ evaluation efforts into the LIC roject authority's
evaluation efforts. Purthermore, the ifdnistry of P ing’
of the govermment conducts regular monitoring and certain
evaluation exercises on key projects in the country, including
tiie integrated rural develovpment project, No donor has o
sought to Integrate that information into its owm thinking.
Nor have donors fed their own evaluation results to that

-

“ey ministry in an effort to help advise central policy (1).

In this chaotic situation, will the donors be =ble
to coordinate their zctivities so that a unifora budgeting,
design, monitoring and evaluation svstem becomes standard

bractice for all mnjor donors? This is unlilkelv. We must
Face the fact that donor coordination has foiled even during
simpler tines when there was greater political unity among

-

(1)} For a mos% interesting discussion of current local project
systems in East Africa, see "renaging Inforustion for
Rural Development: Lessons from Eastern Africod
by Guido Deboeck and Bill Linsey, "orld Bank,

Hovember 1979, '




the donors. The growing diversity of donors and their growing - .. -
sophistication (but never in the same areas!), makes the B
probability of donor coordination almost non-existent. DAC is oo
the major source of attempted coordination, - (A large number e
of donors are not in any kind of coordinstion mechanism). . P
Yet, in almost 20 years of OECD meetings there has been ST
a notable lack of progress in geoining true coordination among - =~ =
the Western governmental donors. But DAC does have an AT
important role in sensitizing govermments tc important issues,

- The sclution lies not in the donors getting. their A
collective acts together, but in each developing country - L
getting its individual act together, Here an important - - o
distinction needs to be made: +this paper is concermed with | -
the ability of the center to manage the totality of LDC
development resources (development budgets, recurrent budgets,
trade credits, private borrowings and private investments).
It is of importance to note that this is a2 different gquestion
than whether a country has the capability at all levels to

fully manage development resources. Some nave both @
capabilities (2 judgmexnt AID has made with regerd to its o
assistance %o Israel); some are fully capable at the center

and strong at the local level (e.g., India, where AID is . -
fairly well zlong the path of relying upon Indian feasibility
enalyses, monitoring, and soon, evaluations); there have . =
been cases of more weakness at the center than at the periphery.
(Sukarno's Indonesia); while many govermuents are slightly

or much stronger at the center than the periphery (an - SR
underlying assumption of many "basic human needs™ progrems).(1).

(1) It is perhsps worth taking a slight pause from the flow
of these points to stress why the above distinctions are
. important. Too many development solutions have been
' predicated on a fairly simplistic notion of defining
fthe" problem and "the” sdluticn., Given the wide variety
of country situctions, almost by definition 2 variety of
solutions are needed, The Brandt Commission commendably
covers a wide variety of solutions, with somewhat of a '
tilt to non-project assistance. Unfortunately, it did
not cover constraints to more efficient use of project
asglstence, ncr problems of absorptive capacity. While -
it did discuss the problems of donor-recipient relationships,
. it did so_only within the context of the power relationships.
' within multilateral donors. Finally, the Brandt Commission -
was concerned fer more with the efficiency of donors
(hence its recommendation of an external monitoring body
to "improve the effectiveness of the UN and other o
internotional institutions®") thzn with the effectiveness
of LDC public admindstrations. While no commission can
be expected to cover all questions in its analysis and
recomnendations, it is useful +o consider the kinds of
supplementing recommendations to Brandt which-can help to
assure 2 nore rational use of existing and potentizl
Tesources,
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But these aore difficult times waen even well-esteblished
centers are extremely strained in asny countries. The ik
centers must be particularly strong to manage extraordinary

central vproblems as well as an increasingly complex develbpment_;'_i

portfolio. ~ The question of the moment is how we donors can
help zccelerate the development of the institutional S
capability of governmments o manage at the central level

the totali®ty of their development resources.

_ The typical donor response is to do this through
projects. AID occasionally now supports, and has in the
past provided support, throcugh projects to a number of
Finistries of Planning and special monitoring offices.
This may be an approprizte response in the most backward
counttries, but in a large number of countries project aid
to the center is now inappropriate. IHost countries I've
visited or have lmowledge about have already pretty weli -
defined the systems they need and want. New project aid .
to the center risks importing experts who, te honor the
title of "expert", will recommend new systems when LDCs -
often can't even operate the systems they have, let alone
the systems they want. Several LDC govermments told me-
that the main constrzint facing them in bettering their
budget-monitoring-~evaluation svstems is lack of trained
manpower and lacik of budget for these operations. They
would strongly prefer hiring people (local cr foreign)
willing to owe their loyalty and services to the local
government. They also wish to place people in special
training settings or import on-the-job trainers. '

£11 donors have a stake in remedying these problems .
and it is appropriate for 21l donors to contribute to the
sclutions since, unwittingly, =11 donors are part of the
problem, L '

o . .

One solution might be to recognize thot there is a
cost to adminstering doncr assistance., The proper overhead
cost involves the central governnerntls cost of cnalyzing
the feasibility and budget implications of donor-supported
proposals and the monitoring and evaluation of such assisted
activities. Beyond this, and most important now, are the
opportunity costs, i.e., wher the centrzl governnent must
cope with 2 muitiplicity of donor demands, it often lacks
an adeguate opportunity te anzlyze, monitor and evaluate
other activities, including major policy questiors. These
opportunity costs are so higa in some countries {(e.z.,
Tenzania) that extermal studies are being halted while
governments cope with their vudzet emergencies, In other
countries, goverrments sioply can!t afford to pay attention
©to muchh 0of what is now hoppening internslly while they
worry about ne:xt weelk!'s fuel pill.
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It should becemz legiiizmote for donors to help
defray these direct and opportunity costs. In fact,
it would be healthy for donors to help pcy such costs
since we would all be more inclined to pay attention
to host-country systenms, It is proposed that the question
of the adequacy of 1LDC budget anglysis, rroject reviews,
monitoring and evaluation become part of the regular agenda
of consulfative groups or UNDP-led donor groups (1). In
many couniries it might well be constructive for consultative
groups To propose o barﬂain whereby in return for donor
contributions to defray these direct and opportunity costs, :
1DC governments would commit themsclves to regular, progressive
improvement of their central budgeting, esnalysis, monitoring
and evaluation processes. The payment could take the form.
of a set-aside of an appronrlate fraction (probably no more .
than one-half of one percent) of zll donor aid
which would be paid off the top of each donor agreement to
the Ministry of Plamning (or egquivalent function) for use
vy that ministry and other parts of the govermment for the
functions noted. 4 more sophisticated variant of this
payment scheme would be. z regressive fee scale which would
nore accurately reflect the faect that, proportionately, -
smail assistance pack=ges cost more t¢ administer than,large'
packages.

. Not all countries woculd need this kind of assistance.
For exsmple, India has sufficient manpower and svstems in -
blace s0 that all that is probably needed is for donors to
fully respect those systems and benefit from them. But :
almost all other LDCs need assistance to gdequ vely handle
these centrzl functions.

Agang there is some urgency to this. The adjustnents
necessary in LDCs will require many people of high caliber:
giving uninterrupted thought to these questions. Donors
must switch from becoming part of the problem to investing
in the solution.

The generzl issve and this proposed approach are
raised at . this meeting oI the Developnent ’‘ssistance
Committee since DiC has recognized the generzl problem,

(1) I well recognize that only half of bilatercl zid
is comnected with consultative groups.
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but with nore traditional proposed solutions(1). But, of
course, it will be important for major donors to agree that
payment to governments to support their central overhead e
costs be an eligible cost for financing under all agreecments.,
At the moment there is rio particular reason to believe that
such & proposal will get easily adopted. Governments could
assure the removal of one possible stumbling block, however,
by seeing to it that there is no najor internal legzl or .
legislative prohibition to this kind of finsncing., A4
discussion on the general feasibility of the provosal, or
course, would be most welcome, ,

It is also proposed that discussion take piace
at the local level, by governments with their main donors.
DAC Members could be key in supporting such discussions,
if nothing else, to make sure the general problem is openly
on the international agenda., As background for both DAC
and field discussions and in order to better plan the role
ané necessary extent of donor evaluation activities, it is
suggested that donors try to become more familier with the
current and desired future host-country planning, budgeting,
nonitoring and evaluation systems. The aim should be to
reinforce and, where necessary, supplement valid systems
rather than (as in too meny cases currently) implicitly
undercut such systenms. '

(1) The following is from DAC's 1979 Review: Development
Cooperztion, published November 1979: ‘Given the
imporvance of strengthening recipients! administrative _
capecity, DAC Members have agieed to examine more closely
with recipients the administrative implications of e

~developient programmes in general and resulting needs
for tecknical and financial assistance ... Specific
proposals for action include: direct training for
adainistrators end counterpart persomnel, the setting
up of administrative training facilities, the provision
of administrative nanagement advice, and the provision
of financial support for the hiring of consultants to

do the research and data collection required for the
preparation of development initiatives. In the informal
meeting with senior officials from developing countries,
participants mentioned that the most appropriate role
for donors lay in the provision of short~term technical.
expertise and training for recipient country nationals,
Assistance could also be provided through the setting up
of training programmes, especially to train trainers to
work at secondary and tertiary levels of develeoping -
countries! administrations. Since experience Has

and Taat. thnis
the eifectiveness

L:enibers. nesve uiitie

as_In meny cases reduce
assistance, several D.

Thelr Technical assistance to permit the finoncing of
third country experts", (pp. 106~7, emphasis added)
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In the meantime, there are several standard or
more conventional approaches which can be used in the
conduct of evaluations. A progression of steps for
evaluation during implementation can be seen:

01d way: Donor evaluates and sends a Copy
to host country.

"Progressive! Current Practice: Donor leads
evaluation and host country is invited to
participate in the s and attend the
donor=chaired review (1¥

MNext step: LDC leads the evaluation and.donor
takes a supplementing role.

Ultimate step: LDC carries out competent
evaluation and sends donor a copy. Donor
reserves right for independent or joint
evaluation during and after project "lifew,

Wetll never get far down this iist until o a¢rl“ e
charp break is made with past practice. of course, nore
than donor evalusztions are at stake in the questions raised
in this note; but to the extent we evaluators can support
rather than.unm1ttingly erode LDC public administration,:
wgfbggome more valuable to LDCs and to the general development
effo

(1) Current official AID suidance.,




