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 CEPF/DC18/4 

Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund 

Eighteenth Meeting of the Donor Council 
Grant Court Hotel 

Nagoya, Japan 
26 October 2010 

10:30 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. 
 

Executive Director Report 

For Information Only: 

The Executive Director will highlight key developments since the Seventeenth Meeting of the Donor 
Council on 23 April 2010.  For information, a report highlighting the following activities since that date is 
attached: 

 Follow up to decisions made during the Seventeenth Meeting of CEPF Donor Council 
 Partnership Highlights 
 Featured New Grants 
 Highlights from the Field 
 Approved Grants (1 April 2010 – 30 June 2010) 

A financial summary is also included. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Revenue Cumulative
Grants and Contributions $213,386,650
Gain (Loss) on Foreign Exchange 445,271
Interest Earned 2,010,639

Total Revenue 215,842,561

Expenses

Grants 126,281,783
Ecosystem Profile Preparation 7,550,020
External Evaluation, Compliance Audit & Special Projects 464,590
Operations 21,772,991

Total Expenses 156,069,384

Difference $59,773,177

FUND BALANCE AT THE END OF THE PERIOD CONSISTING OF:
Cash Net of Amount Due to/from CI $40,180,490
Accounts Receivable 36,990,229
Grants Payable (17,397,543)
Fund balance at end of the period * $59,773,177

* As presented at the 17th meeting of the Donor Council. The Balance is fully earmarked.

Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund
Summary Fund Statement (preliminary)

As of June 30, 2010



Cumulative
Revenue Total Total

Grants and Contributions 3,000,000           213,386,650           
Gain (Loss) on Foreign Exchange (1,442,735)         445,271                  
Interest Earned 53,817                2,010,639               

Total Revenue 1,611,082           215,842,561           
Expenses

Grants:
Atlantic Forest (377,878)            10,015,144             
Cape Floristic Region (25,220)              7,615,942               
Caribbean Islands 13,188                13,188                    
Caucasus (50,351)              8,447,904               
Eastern Arc Mountains & Coastal Forests (49,366)              7,063,867               
Eastern Himalayas 450,918              4,996,673               
Guinean Forests of West Africa -                         8,266,611               
Indo-Burma 4,267,141           6,168,790               
Madagascar and Indian Ocean Islands 1,403,620           5,573,422               
Mountains of Southwest China -                         6,535,418               
Northern Mesoamerica (144,260)            7,079,638               
The Philippines -                         6,970,399               
Polynesia-Micronesia 1,580,275           3,735,289               
Southern Mesoamerica (346)                   6,738,907               
Succulent Karoo 1,362,693           9,248,778               
Sundaland -                         9,901,465               
Tropical Andes -                         8,314,972               
Tumbes-Chocó-Magdalena 1,302,196           6,255,574               
Western Ghats & Sri Lanka 2,714,802           3,339,802               

12,447,410         126,281,783           

Ecosystem Profile Preparation 31,995                7,550,020               
Use of Interest:  External Evaluations, Audit and Special Projects 119,937              464,590                  
Operations 2,187,534           21,772,991             

2,339,466           29,787,601             

Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund
Summary Fund Statement (preliminary)

As of June 30, 2010

2,339,466           29,787,601             

Total Expenses 14,786,875         156,069,384           

Excess of Revenue over Expenses (13,175,794)       59,773,177             
Fund balance at beginning of the year 72,948,970         
Fund balance at end of the period 59,773,177         

FUND BALANCE AT THE END OF THE CURRENT PERIOD CONSISTING OF:
Cash Net of Amount Due to/from CI 40,180,490             
Accounts Receivable 36,990,229             
Grants Payable (17,397,543)            
Fund balance at end of the period * 59,773,177             

* As presented at the 17th meeting of the Donor Council. The Balance is fully earmarked.



Spending Category:  Grants

Funding Region
Funding 
Phase I

Funding 
Phase II

Total
Grants

Available 
Resources *

%

Atlantic Forest 7,615,144 2,400,000 10,015,144 10,400,000 96%

Cape Floristic Region 5,966,237 1,649,705 7,615,942 7,649,705 100%

Caribbean Islands 13,188 13,188 6,500,000 0%

Caucasus 8,447,904 8,447,904 8,500,000 99%

Eastern Arc Mountains & Coastal Forests 7,063,867 7,063,867 7,000,000 101%

Eastern Himalayas 4,996,673 4,996,673 5,000,000 100%

Guinean Forests of West Africa 6,167,257 2,099,354 8,266,611 8,299,354 100%

Indo-Burma 6,168,790 6,168,790 9,500,000 65%

Madagascar and Indian Ocean Islands 4,169,802 1,403,620 5,573,422 5,850,000 95%

Mountains of Southwest China 6,535,418 6,535,418 6,500,000 101%

Northern Mesoamerica 7,079,638 7,079,638 7,300,000 97%

The Philippines 6,970,399 6,970,399 7,000,000 100%

Polynesia-Micronesia 3,735,289 3,735,289 7,000,000 53%

Southern Mesoamerica 5,410,526 1,328,381 6,738,907 7,128,381 95%

Succulent Karoo 7,839,778 1,409,000 9,248,778 9,409,000 98%

Sundaland 9,901,465 9,901,465 10,000,000 99%

Tropical Andes 6,129,972 2,185,000 8,314,972 8,335,000 100%

Tumbes-Chocó-Magdalena 4,951,709 1,303,865 6,255,574 6,950,000 90%

Western Ghats & Sri Lanka 3,339,802 3,339,802 4,500,000 74%

Consolidation (unallocated) 5,078,560

Total Ecosystem Grants 99,245,789 27,035,994 126,281,783 147,900,000 85%

* Available resources = balance remaining on approved portfolios

CEPF Summary Fund Statement
Grant Summary (preliminary)

Inception through June 30, 2010



Footnotes:

Phase II Grant Portfolio Snapshot (preliminary)
As of June 30, 2010
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Footnotes:
*Local Definition:

- Legally registered in a country within the hotspot.
- Has an independent board of directors or
    similar type of independent governing body.

CEPF Fund Balance Detail (preliminary)
As ofJune 30, 2010

(in millions)
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FOLLOW UP TO DECISIONS MADE DURING THE SIXTEENTH MEETING OF CEPF 

DONOR COUNCIL 

During the Sixteenth Meeting of CEPF Donor Council on 23 April 2010, the Donor Council made three 
key decisions and instructed the Secretariat to follow up on them: 

a) To use the results of David Olson’s evaluation and share the results of the successes of CEPF.  
The Secretariat was instructed to develop communication materials with the results of the 
evaluation; 

b) After discussing the budget allocation for the Regional Implementation Team of Maputaland-
Pondoland-Albany, the Donor Council instructed the Secretariat to increase the financial 
allocation; and 

c) To review the TORs and Selection process of the Regional Implementation Teams. 

Based on the discussion of the meeting and the decisions made by the Donor Council, the Secretariat has 
followed up with these decisions in the following way: 

a) Produced a summary of the evaluation document to be distributed.  In addition to the printed 
version of the summary of the evaluation, David Olson’s findings have been included in multiple 
presentations that have been given by CEPF staff and donor partners.  See the presentations 
section below. 

b) The budget allocation for the Maputaland-Pondoland-Albany Regional Implementation Team 
was adjusted and based on the decision of the Donor Council, Wildlands Trust was selected.  A 
more detailed explanation of the follow up is described below. 

c) The Secretariat has carried out an assessment of the performance of the Regional Implementation 
Teams and has suggested a revision of both the Terms of Reference as well as the Selection 
Process. The results of this process as well as the new version of the TOR and the Selection 
process are included for the Donor Council to approve in the document CEPF/DC18/5. 

PARTNERSHIP HIGHLIGHTS 

10
th

 Anniversary Activities Move Forward 

Activities and plans in observance of CEPF’s 10th anniversary continued throughout the spring and 
summer.  
 

- In May at the GEF Assembly in Punta del Este, Uruguay, CEPF presented a panel session on 
“Enabling Civil Society to Participate in and Influence the Conservation of Ecosystems.” Panel 
participants included Jorge Cabrera, Executive Director, Fundación Kukulkan and former 
environment minister, Guatemala; Tommy Garnett, regional director, Environmental Foundation 
for Africa and chair, Environmental Forum for Action, Sierra Leone; Maka Bitsadze, national 
coordinator for Georgia, CEPF/WWF Caucasus; and Nina Marshall, managing director, CEPF. 
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- CEPF and AFD planned a launch event set for 29 September 2010 at AFD headquarters in Paris 
for the Mediterranean Basin Ecosystem Profile. (More details follow in the “Progress on New 
Priorities” section.) 
 

- Preparations were ongoing for CEPF’s participation at the 10th Conference of the Parties for the 
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) in Nagoya, Japan, in October.  
 

 The Fund will present a side event on 25 October 2010 titled “The Role of Critical 
Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF): Contributions to the 2010 Targets.” It will be held 
from 13:15 – 14:45 at Nagoya City University. Participants including donor 
countries/organizations and recipient countries/organizations will discuss the 
achievement and future roles of CEPF in implementing CBD. Speakers will include 
Andy Rosenberg, senior vice president of Conservation International’s Science & 
Knowledge Unit, who will present the findings of a new Science & Knowledge report on 
CEPF’s contributions to the 2010 biodiversity targets. A representative of the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs of Japan will address CEPF and the Satoyama Initiative. Other 
participants include CEPF Executive Director Patricia Zurita, Denise Rambaldi of CEPF 
grantee Associação Mico-Leão-Dourado in Brazil, and Kamal Raj Rai of CEPF grantee 
Namsaling Community Development Centre. Additional participants are to be confirmed. 
 

 CEPF will launch its 10th anniversary book with a reception 26 October 2010 at 7 p.m. at 
the Grant Court Hotel.   

 

 Throughout the COP CEPF will maintain a booth, which is booth S-48, near the 
Government of Japan booth(s) and the United Nations Environment Programme, just 
outside the Congress Center (venue for COP 10). 

 
Working Group Meeting Held in July 

Members of the Working Group met 16 July 2010 to discuss the plan for proceeding with the 
development of an ecosystem profile on the Eastern Afromontane Hotspot. The Secretariat asked for 
guidance regarding its recommendation that CEPF profile the entirety of the hotspot despite the large 
area, large number of countries involved and overall complexity and estimated cost of profiling the 
hotspot. The Secretariat also offered options for profiling just a portion of the hotspot. The Working 
Group, however, recommended profiling the entire hotspot, and adjusting the timeline and budget as 
necessary. They also encouraged pursuit of co-financing for the profile to help offset the anticipated 
relatively high cost for the profile. The Working Group also discussed several pending changes to 
operational procedures related to the amount of funding available for regional implementation teams, 
procurement procedures and adding an inquiry about the presence of indigenous people to the letter of 
inquiry form for grant applicants.  
 
Mid-Term Assessment Held in Indo-Burma 

The mid-term assessment for Indo-Burma was held the week of 26 July 2010. Workshops, attended by 29 
grantees, were held in Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos. Overall, there were 92 attendees, including media 
from the region and Japan. (See media clips included in this packet.) During the workshop, each grantee 
made a presentation on their project. The assessment had the following aims: undertake a participatory 
assessment of progress, provide an opportunity to strengthen cross-project links, identify synergies, and 
evaluate gaps in the CEPF portfolio and opportunities for the next funding round. 
 

http://www.micoleao.org.br/
http://www.ncdcilam.org/
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AFD sent local program officers in Cambodia and Vietnam. JICA was represented at the Laos workshop. 
In each workshop, the GEF focal points were represented. A new call for proposals in Indo-Burma was 
released on 16 August 2010. This call focuses on policy and biodiversity mainstreaming. 
 

Presentations in Support of Partnership, Fundraising 

Jennifer Morris, senior vice president in charge of CI’s Ecosystem Finance Division, gave a presentation 
providing an overview of CEPF to the CI Board of Directors on 10 July 2010. The response was very 
favorable to the program and the results of the recent independent evaluation. 
 
On 21 July 2010, CEPF Grant Director Jack Tordoff visited Tokyo. Together with Yasu Hibi from 
Conservation International’s Tokyo office, Jack visited the Ministry of Finance, where he met the new 
team at the Development Policy Division in the International Bureau to introduce CEPF, and brief them 
on planned communication activities at the CBD COP in Nagoya. Present at the meeting were Kenji 
Okamura, the director of the division, plus several of his colleagues, including Momoko Nitta (deputy 
director) and Daiho Fujii (director of the coordination Office for Development Policy). Also present were 
Daiji Kawaguchi and Hajime Yoshino from the Global Biodiversity Strategy Office of the Ministry of 
Environment.  In the evening, Mr. Tordoff gave a presentation at the Public Information Center of the 
World Bank’s Tokyo Office, introducing CEPF and showcasing its grant portfolios in Asia. The 
presentation was open to the public, and the audience included representatives of Japanese NGOs, 
academics and journalists. Kazushige Taniguchi, the World Bank special representative for Japan, also 
attended. 
 
On 23- 24 August 2010 CEPF Grant Director John Watkin travelled to Fujiyoshida, Yamanashi, Japan to 
represent CEPF at the inception meeting for the International Partnership Satoyama Initiative (IPSI). This 
meeting was organized by Ministry of the Environment of Japan and the United Nations University 
Institute of Advanced Studies in collaboration with the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological 
Diversity. More than 30 representatives from conservation and development organizations as well as the 
Government of Japan attended. Participants included UNESCO, GEF UNDP Small Grants Programme 
and International Model Forest Network. Mr. Watkin presented an introduction to CEPF as well as 
contributing to the development of the draft operational framework. IPSI will be launched during a side 
event at the COP10 of the CBD which is provisionally scheduled to take place on 19 October 2010. CEPF 
has been proposed by the Government of Japan as a mechanism to implement the Satoyama Initiative.  
 
Mr. Watkin also attended a conference in Marseille, France on 1-3 September 2010 that was organized by 
Eurosite. This network strives to exchange, enhance and promote expertise in the management of sites for 
nature throughout Europe. It is comprised of 96 member organizations from 26 European countries. The 
conference aimed to refine parallels between marine protected areas and Natura 2000 sites for improved 
management and conservation planning. Mr. Watkin provided a summary of CEPF and the methods 
employed in developing the ecosystem profile for the Mediterranean Basin Hotspot, and presented a 
timeline to the launch of CEPF’s investment in the Mediterranean Basin. He also described potential 
opportunities for collaboration on projects that have a marine component during CEPF’s five-year 
investment. The event provided a networking opportunity that served to raise awareness of CEPF among 
key partners in the region.   
 
Ms. Morris also represented CEPF during a CI presentation to the leadership of the Caribbean 
Development Bank on 8 September 2010 in Barbados. Ms. Morris gave an overview of CEPF and the 
Caribbean Islands Ecosystem Profile, and answered questions on the profile and investment process 
following the presentation. The Caribbean Development Bank representatives expressed interest in CEPF 
and mentioned the possibility of financial contributions to elements of the Caribbean Islands initiative 
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that support human well-being, reinforcement of local stakeholders, and capacity building. They also 
suggested possible collaboration on a public launch event similar to the one planned for the 
Mediterranean Basin profile, and they may also support promoting the profile to their networks. The 
Secretariat will follow up with the Development Bank to continue the discussion.  
 

Progress on New Priorities 

Maputaland-Pondoland-Albany 

The Donor Council approved on a no-objection basis the ecosystem profile for Maputaland-Pondoland-
Albany in April, and the Secretariat proceeded with the process for selecting a regional implementation 
team.  
 
Wildlands Conservation Trust of Hilton, Kwazulu Natal, South Africa submitted a proposal to serve as 
the regional implementation team (RIT).  The CEPF Secretariat evaluated the proposal and presented the 
proposal and evaluation to the Working Group on 18 June 2010. Following Wildlands’ satisfactory 
response to a few questions posed by the Working Group, they recommended that the Donor Council 
approve award of the RIT grant to Wildlands. The Secretariat forwarded the recommendation to the 
Donor Council on 8 July 2010 for two-week no-objection review. The Donor Council made no 
objections. CEPF and Wildlands executed a five-year grant agreement effective 1 September 2010 in the 
amount of $700,000. 
 
Roelie Kloppers, a South African anthropologist with several years of direct conservation experience in 
the hotspot, will serve as the team leader. CEPF Secretariat personnel will conduct training for the entire 
RIT team in South Africa during the first week of October. We are expecting an open call for proposals 
during the final quarter of 2010 and the first grants to be awarded in early 2011. 
 
 
Mediterranean Basin 

The deadline for the Donor Council’s electronic no-objection approval of the ecosystem profile for the 
Mediterranean Basin was close of business 10 September 2010. An event launching the profile is 
scheduled for 29 September 2010, hosted by AFD at their headquarters in Paris. Designed to raise 
awareness in France and with others in the European Union and Mediterranean region, the day will 
include a technical session for a small group of potential NGO partners operating in the region; a 
presentation on the profile followed by a question-and-answer session with the general public; 
opportunities for media interviews; and a reception. A press release and supporting materials will be 
provided to the media in advance of the event. The Secretariat, AFD and CI’s Center for Conservation 
and Government are coordinating closely to maximize the opportunity with the NGO and donor 
communities as well as the general public. 
 

FEATURED NEW GRANT 

CEPF awarded 22 new grants during the fourth quarter of fiscal year 2010 (through June 30), bringing the 
global portfolio to $126 million.  
 
These grants include support to Save Cambodia’s Wildlife for a project that seeks to strengthen grassroots 
networks and provide support for conservation and sustainable use of riverine ecosystems along the Sesan 
and Srepok rivers. These two rivers, together with sections of the Mekong mainstream and the Sekong 
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(another major Mekong tributary), represent the best remaining examples of lowland riverine ecosystems 
in the Indochina Region. These rivers are known to be important for many globally threatened species, 
and the ecosystem goods and services they provide make a major contribution to the livelihoods of the 
tens of thousands of (mainly indigenous) people who live along them, particularly in terms of fisheries, 
collection of non-fish products, irrigation and nutrient deposition. However, the values of these riverine 
ecosystems are under severe threat from a combination of pressures arising from the local level (such as 
unsustainable fishing practices and poor integration of conservation priorities into local land-use and 
development planning) and pressures arising from the national and international levels (existing and 
planned hydropower developments along both rivers).  
 
The project aims to raise awareness of the various threats among local communities through a 
comprehensive outreach program of outreach, and then assist the communities in taking practical actions 
to respond to these threats. Those actions may include local action, such as introducing more sustainable 
fishing practices or recognizing key wildlife habitats in Commune Development Plans. They may also 
include broader steps, such ensuring that the livelihood needs of local communities and biodiversity 
values of riverine ecosystems are taken account of during environmental assessment of dam 
developments. The project will also help to secure core populations of several CEPF priority species, 
including Siamese crocodile (Crocodylus siamensis) and Asian giant softshell turtle (Pelochelys cantorii). 
 

FROM THE FIELD 

Indo-Burma 

In Vietnam, local NGO Center for People and Nature Reconciliation (PanNature) demonstrated how civil 
society can make effective use of the media to influence decision makers where biodiversity is being 
threatened by unregulated development. During the reporting period, PanNature organized a series of 
journalistic study tours to protected areas in the Northern Highlands Limestone priority corridor, where 
conservation efforts are being undermined by mining, logging, infrastructure development and other 
incompatible developments. The resulting media coverage on the Internet and in national newspapers led 
to direct interventions by the prime minister’s office in several cases. For instance, after the project 
focused media attention on the issue of wolfram mining within Phia Oac-Phia Den Nature Reserve, the 
prime minister wrote directly to the concerned local authorities, who subsequently suspended the 
operation and showed a stronger commitment to conservation of this site. The intense media coverage of 
this issue also informed debates in the National Assembly in May 2010 about revisions to the mining law. 
 
Western Ghats 

In India, small grantee Balu Hegde has been working to promote the designation of four unprotected 
forest blocks in Karnataka’s Uttara Kannada district as conservation reserves, a new category of protected 
area that provides for co-management with local communities. The four forest blocks form critical links 
in the matrix of habitats linking protected areas in the north of the district to ones in the south, facilitating 
the movement of tiger and other threatened species. Recently, Balu received the good news that the Forest 
Department has declared three of these sites as conservation reserves: Aghanashini (15,000 hectares); 
Bedthi (6,500 hectares); and Dandeli Hornbill (6,200 hectares). This achievement is all the more 
remarkable because Balu is a local resident who used a grant of under $10,000 to engage the technical 
support he needed to generate the evidence to support the conservation reserve proposals. 
 
 
Cape Floristic 
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The staff of the Cape West Coast Biosphere Reserve, operating with a $150,000 consolidation grant, has 
been working with several municipalities, large corporations and private landowners to stitch together a 
meaningful corridor on South Africa’s southwest coast.  Recently, the team has marked success by 
securing stewardship agreements on a combined 1,485 hectares of endangered sand fynbos and granite 
strandveld vegetation habitats.  Agreements have been finalized with property developers in St. Helena 
Views and Kruispad, and with the Hopefield Wind Farm, all in the Western Cape Province. 
 
Succulent Karoo 

Conservation International South Africa, operating with a $350,000 consolidation grant in the 
Namaqualand region, has signed a memorandum of understanding with South Africa National Parks on 
the use of Anatolian sheep dogs as a form of holistic predator management by farmers adjacent to 
Namakwa National Park.  The dogs are independent enough to herd sheep over remote and dry 
landscapes, while being aggressive and alert enough to ward off leopards, cheetahs and other predators.  
CI and SANParks have agreed on issues of acquiring and caring for the breeding dogs and developing a 
marketing strategy to encourage use of the dogs by farmers, as opposed to snares to catch and kill 
predators. A first litter of eight puppies has been distributed. 
 
Guinean Forest 

Flora and Fauna International, operating with a $250,000 consolidation grant in the Nimba forest of 
Guinea, on Liberia’s northern border, has established a cane rat breeding farm as one of several steps to 
promote alternatives to bushmeat hunting, trade and consumption. People in the region hunt rare hoofed 
animals and primates for cultural and economic reasons. FFI is conducting work to understand people’s 
motivations for consumption of these animals and their willingness to accept alternative sources of 
protein. The cane rat farm is one of two that will serve as markets and environmental information centers. 
 
Atlantic Forest 

CEPF was instrumental in funding a success claimed by Conservation International Brasil and many of its 
partners operating in Brazil’s Atlantic Rainforest. Due in part to CEPF’s $665,000 consolidation grant, 
which continues an effort sustained over the past several years, on June 11, Brazil's president signed a 
decree creating four new protected areas and expanding a national park in the Central Biodiversity 
Corridor in the Atlantic Forest biodiversity hotspot.  The declaration increases the area under protection 
by 65,070 hectares in total. The new protected areas are: Boa Nova National Park (12,065 hectares), 
Wildlife Refuges of Boa Nova (15,024 hectares), Serra das Lontras National Park (11,336 hectares) and 
Cariri National Park (19,264 hectares). In addition, the Descobrimento National Park was expanded by 
7,381 hectares (now covering 18,934 hectares). 
 
Eastern Himalayas 

Aaranyak, a scientific member association based in Northeast India, completed a two-year, $90,000 effort 
in May 2010 in which it handed over a comprehensive geographic information system database on the 
Manas Tiger Reserve. The Reserve falls within the larger biosphere along the north bank of the 
Brahmaputra River, bordering Bhutan. Aaranyak conducted the first comprehensive analysis of habitat 
stratification, land use, and distribution of species in an area that is home to tiger, elephant, rhino, sambar, 
gaur, Himalayan black bear, Asiatic buffalo, golden langur, and capped langur. Aaranyak presented the 
database to local government officials and the autonomous Bodoland Territorial Council in the presence 
of managers of Manas Tiger Reserve, officials of Royal Manas National Park (Bhutan), and 
representatives of local NGOs, media and border patrol/army of India. 
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Tumbes-Chocó-Magdalena 

The government of Colombia’s Department of Science, Technology and Innovation has officially issued 
its support for the Center for Investigation and Studies in Biodiversity and Genetic Research (Ciebreg) as 
part of a broader support for the country’s system of scientific research. CEPF’s support to Ciebreg has 
sought to promote financial and institutional sustainability of a hotspot-wide conservation monitoring 
system in order to integrate biodiversity conservation into development plans and policies. It grant has 
promoted mechanisms for data sharing and financing, development and implementation of information 
management protocols and procedures, and collaboration between Ecuadorian and 
Colombian organizations and agencies for monitoring.  The Government of Colombia’s recent 
endorsement of Ciebreg is important to ensure that CEPF’s consolidation of this monitoring effort after its 
support ends. 
 
Eastern Arc and Coastal Forests of Tanzania and Kenya 

The Tanzanian government achieved a critical conservation milestone in July by gazetting 956 hectare 
Derema Forest Reserve in the East Usambara Mountains. The gazettement links the 1,010-hectare 
Kambai Forest Reserve with the 8,380 hectare Amani Nature Reserve to its south, creating a 10,326-
hectare contiguous protected area. The East Usambara Mountains contain the highest number of 
threatened animal species in the Eastern Arc Mountains, known as the “Galapagos of Africa” in reference 
to the high levels of endemism. Linking these two reserves through the gazettement of the Derema 
corridor maintains the connectivity of the forest in the long-term, which is vital for forest-dependent 
species and maintaining ecological processes that can stave off extinction. CEPF supported the 
gazettement process, as did the Tanzanian and Finnish governments, the World Bank, the Global 
Conservation Fund and CI. WWF Tanzania managed the process and CEPF played a key role facilitating 
the effort. 

Southern Mesoamerica 

In Southeast Nicaragua, the Government of Nicaragua officially delivered to the Rama and Kriol formal 
title of 407,000 hectares of their ancestral territory. When CEPF first entered this region in 2002, the 
Rama territory, with their primary forests which is part of the entire Mesoamerica Biological Corridor, 
was being overrun by colonizers with no governmental presence. The indigenous governing council 
lacked the most basic infrastructure or equipment to manage a large territory.  Forest fires and agricultural 
encroachment went unabated. With CEPF’s financing and assistance from local partners, the Rama built 
their capacity to govern themselves. All the technical studies required for this declaration were funded, 
including a detailed and time consuming census of the large territory. With formal title in hand, the Rama 
now have legal standing to conserve their land. CEPF’s consolidation portfolio seeks to continue to build 
local Rama and Kriol capacity for their self-governance in ways that are compatible with the conservation 
of their important forest remnants. 

CEPF grantees have been aiming to support the Rama and Kriol’s management of their land. Leaders 
from seven communities have been receiving training in sustainable development and conservation.  
Furthermore, 36 members from the community have been participating in formal training exercises. 
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Approved Grants 

April 1, 2010 – June 30, 2010 

 
 
Caribbean Islands Hotspot 

 

Strategic Direction 5. Provide emergency support to Haitian civil society to mitigate the impacts of 

the 2010 earthquake 

 
Stakeholder Consultation and Planning for Post-Earthquake Environmental Support for the 

Haitian NGO Sector 
Prepare the CEPF full proposal for post-earthquake reconstruction of the Haitian environmental sector. 
This small grant supports consultations with Haitian nongovernmental organizations, governmental 
officials and donors; visits to priority key biodiversity areas; and completion of the CEPF final proposal. 
Funding: $13,188 
Grant Term: 6/1/2010 - 7/31/2010 
Grantee: BirdLife International 
 
 
Indo-Burma Hotspot 

 

Indochina Region 

 

Strategic Direction 1. Safeguard priority globally threatened species in Indochina by mitigating 

major threats 

 
Raising the Profile of the Saola 

Research, leverage funds for, and publish a report on the enigmatic Saola, its history, predicament, and 
the efforts underway to protect it, as well as an executive summary for use in the popular press in Saola 
range states and a basis for a book that will help build international concern and funding for conservation 
of this highly threatened flagship species. 
Funding: $20,000 

Grant Term: 7/1/2010 - 12/31/2012 

Grantee: Lore of the Land  
Notes:              Awarded by Regional Implementation Team 

Reducing Exploitation of Trade-Threatened Mammals in their Cambodian Strongholds 

Improve the enabling environment for otter conservation by building local support, developing a region-
wide taskforce and filling key gaps in knowledge of otter ecology and distribution. Mitigate key threats to 
pangolins in the Central Cardamom Mountains and improve survival of confiscated animals. Conserve 
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bear populations in the Central Cardamoms by more effectively linking monitoring data to protection 
activities. 
Funding: $122,148 
Grant Term: 7/1/2010 - 6/30/2013 
Grantee: Conservation International 
 

Safeguarding the Saola within the Species' Priority Landscape in Vietnam 

Secure core populations of saola, the flagship species of the Indo-Burma Hotspot, by addressing pressing 
immediate threats and putting in place a solid foundation for the long-term conservation of the species in 
terms of funding, knowledge and protected area capacity. Understand resource use patterns among local, 
forest-dependent communities and develop culturally appropriate economic alternatives to hunting within 
saola core areas. 
Funding: $242,674 
Grant Term: 5/1/2010 - 6/30/2012 
Grantee: World Wide Fund for Nature 
 
Searching for the Last Kouprey  

Analyze all survey reports, camera trap photos of cattle and data from the range of the Kouprey, 
especially in Cambodia, to assess whether overlooked traces of the species' persistence exist and to 
identify places where survey effort has been insufficient for certainty that Kouprey no longer occur, in 
order to guide follow-up surveys. 
Funding: $19,310 

Grant Term: 4/13/2010 - 10/13/2010 

Grantee: Global Wildlife Conservation  
Notes:              Awarded by Regional Implementation Team 

Strengthening capacity for wildlife product identification in Indochina 

Adapt and translate for Lao PDR, Cambodia and Thailand, a recently published English and Vietnamese 
language identification guide to commonly traded wildlife products, and build on the existing guide to 
develop a web-based service for providing rapid species identification services to law enforcement 
agencies in Vietnam, thus improving the identification and regulation of the trade in wildlife. 
Funding: $19,763 

Grant Term: 4/15/2010 - 4/15/2012 

Grantee: Wildlife Conservation Society 

Notes:              Awarded by Regional Implementation Team 

 
Strategic Direction 2. Develop innovative, locally led approaches to site-based conservation at 28 

key biodiversity areas 

 
Strengthening Community Conservation of Priority Sites Within the Ba Be / Na Hang Limestone 

Forest Complex, Northern Vietnam 

Implement conservation actions at five priority sites in the Northern Highlands Limestone corridor, aimed 
at supporting conservation at the local level, influencing development projects, and targeting technical 
and financial support towards global conservation priorities. Establish a catalytic platform on which 
future conservation interventions can be developed, and contribute to on-going policy dialogue on 
collaborative natural resource management within protected areas. 
Funding: $151,831 
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Grant Term: 6/1/2010 - 5/31/2012 
Grantee: People Resources and Conservation Foundation 
 
 

Strategic Direction 3. Engage key actors in reconciling biodiversity conservation and development 

objectives, with a particular emphasis on the Northern Limestone Highlands and Mekong River 

and its major tributaries 

 
Co-management of Freshwater Biodiversity in the Sekong Basin 

Demonstrate to policy makers the importance of healthy freshwater ecosystems to local communities in 
the Sekong Basin of Lao PDR by fostering the development of community groups to protect critical 
freshwater habitats. Feed village-level experience into relevant policy processes, through policy briefs, 
technical reports, press releases, district and provincial level dialogues, and meetings of the Sekong Basin 
Advisory Group. 
Funding: $200,000 
Grant Term: 6/1/2010 - 5/31/2012 
Grantee: World Wide Fund for Nature 
 

Community Empowerment for Biodiversity Conservation along Sesan and Srepok Rivers of 

Mekong Basin 

Strengthen grassroots networks and support for conservation and sustainable use of riverine ecosystems 
along the Sesan and Srepok Rivers. Raise awareness of locally originated threats (such as overfishing) 
and help communities respond to remotely originated threats (such as hydropower development). Achieve 
sustainability by integrating conservation measures into Commune Development Plans, and establishing 
civil society networks spanning multiple levels. 
Funding: $108,330 
Grant Term: 7/1/2010 - 4/30/2013 
Grantee: Save Cambodia's Wildlife 
 

Conservation of Aquatic Resources in Northern Vietnam through Promotion of Community Co-

Management  

Contribute to preventing the decline in aquatic resources of the Gam River in Tuyen Quang northern 
province, by encouraging local people to phase out destructive fishing tools, promoting a co-management 
model for riverine aquatic resources in a pilot village, and documenting and disseminating experience to 
promote wider application among fishing communities in the Northern Highlands Limestone corridor. 
Funding: $48,700 
Grant Term: 5/1/2010 - 4/30/2012 
Grantee: Center for Water Resources Conservation and Development 
 

Integrated Eld's Deer Project, Piloting Integrated Spatial Development Planning as a Tool for 

Reconciling Conservation and Development Objectives for Forests in Lao PDR 

Pilot Integrated Spatial Development Planning as a tool for reconciling conservation and development 
objectives for forests in Lao PDR. Test the approach in seven villages in the core zone of the Eld's Deer 
Sanctuary in Savannakhet province. Initiate community co-management, including direct incentives for 
conservation. Evaluate, document and disseminate experience with the approach, to promote replication 
in other areas. 
Funding: $225,000 
Grant Term: 5/1/2010 - 4/30/2013 
Grantee: World Wide Fund for Nature 
 

Integrating Bengal Florican Conservation in Community Forest Management  
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Conserve the Critically Endangered Bengal Florican in Stung/Prasat Balang Important Bird Area in 
Kampong Thom Province, Cambodia, by integrating conservation objectives into community forest 
management plan, continuing the process of legalizing community forestry, enhancing the capacity of the 
local community for outreach, and carrying out wildlife survey focused on Bengal Florican and other 
waterbirds. 
Funding: $9,990 

Grant Term: 6/1/2010 - 6/1/2011 

Grantee: Action for Development 
Notes:              Awarded by Regional Implementation Team 

Protecting the Biological Diversity of the Mekong River 

Support and strengthen networks of civil society groups working to protect rivers and help them to 
engage in a coordinated manner to keep the mainstream of the Mekong River free flowing. Undertake 
high-quality research to inform policymakers about the environmental and social impacts of proposed 
dams and raise public awareness about the values of a free-flowing Mekong River. 
Funding: $180,000 
Grant Term: 4/1/2010 - 3/31/2013 
Grantee: International Rivers Network 
 
 
Polynesia-Micronesia Hotspot 

 
Strategic Direction 1. Prevent, control, and eradicate invasive species in key biodiversity areas 

 
Conserving the Biodiversity of the Pohnpei Watershed Forest Reserve by Managing Invasive 

Weeds 

On the island of Pohnpei, support the removal of five invasive plant species from the Pohnpei Watershed 
Forest Reserve and improve the management of the Pohnpei Central Forest, a key biodiversity area that is 
home to nine globally threatened species. Promote awareness and education of these threats through 
community conservation officers to prevent the reintroduction of invasive species of plants and animals 
onto the island. 
Funding: $184,329 
Grant Term: 4/1/2010 - 3/31/2013 
Grantee: Conservation Society of Pohnpei 
 
 
Strategic Direction 2. Strengthen the conservation status and management of 60 key biodiversity 

areas 

 

Conservation in the Cooks: Setting Priorities, Building Capacities 

Establish conservation priorities through the identification of important bird areas and refinement of key 
biodiversity areas throughout the Cook Islands group. Build the capacity of local partner organization to 
undertake these processes, and develop a fundraising strategy for Te Ipukarea Society to address key 
conservation gaps in the overall knowledge of sites and threatened species. 
Funding: $151,949 
Grant Term: 4/1/2010 - 3/31/2012 
Grantee: BirdLife International 
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Makatea, un site majeur pour l'avéfaune endémique 

Conduct assessment on Makatea Island to confirm if it is rat free and propose to use the island as a site for 
the conservation of endangered bird species like the Polynesia Imperial pigeon and the Makatea ground-
dove. SOP Manu will implement biosecurity measures necessary to protect Makatea against any rat 
invasions.  
Funding:         $17,657 

Grant Term:     5/1/2010 - 10/31/2011 

Grantee:           Socété d'Ornithologie de Polynésie Manu 

Notes:              Awarded by Regional Implementation Team 

Morane, Tenararo et Vahanga, ou la nécessite de protéger un patrimoine naturel unique  

Protect rat free atolls of Morane, Tenararo and Vahanga proposed for protected areas or sites for 
endangered species such as the Polynesian ground-dove and the Tuamotu sandpipers. Key outcomes to 
achieve will be the literature review of the sites, stakeholder meetings and buy-ins, developing 
appropriate legal regulations to manage the islands, securing support from all relevant landowners and 
set-up a Site Support Group to manage the protected atolls. 
Funding: $17,883 

Grant Term: 4/1/2010 - 12/31/2011 

Grantee: Conservation et Restauration des Iles de Polynésie Fa'a' API 
Notes:              Awarded by Regional Implementation Team 

 
Strategic Direction 3. Build awareness and participation of local leaders and community members 

in the implementation of protection and recovery plans for threatened species 

 

Strengthening Information for Regional Assessments of the Conservation Status and Distribution 

of Biodiversity in the Pacific Islands 

Support IUCN Oceania and partners to undertake biodiversity assessments targeting reptiles, freshwater 
fish and partulidae land snails.  These data will be compared with information on local livelihoods and 
rural economies enabling conservation programs to be developed that include sustainable management of 
the resources to safeguard human livelihoods and improve well-being.   
Funding: $151,169 
Grant Term: 7/1/2010 - 12/31/2011 
Grantee: International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources 
 

Threatened Endemic Plants of Palau 

Undertake a comprehensive Red List assessment of the endemic plant species of Palau. This process will 
build awareness among the leaders of the local communities about the island nations' rare and endemic 
plant species, and will provide training in field surveys for local botanists and valuable information for 
protected area identification and management. 
Funding: $36,050 
Grant Term: 5/1/2010 - 4/30/2012 
Grantee: University of Adelaide  
 
 

Tumbes-Chocó-Magdalena Hotspot 

 

Chocó-Manabi Conservation Corridor 
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Strategic Direction 4. Reinforce and sustain the conservation gains achieved as a 

result of CEPF investment in the initial 5-year investment period for the region 

 
Consolidating a Model for the Payment of Environmental Services in Nasa - Paez Indigenous 

Communities of Morales in Colombia 

Establish and consolidate a payment for environmental services (PES) scheme based on the generation 
and utilization of water resources in the buffer zone of Munchique National Park.  Three components are 
supported:  Position the initiative as a model for supporting PES in indigenous territories, build 
community capacity to promote local management of the scheme, and establish a PES investment fund 
for local conservation activities.   
Funding: $200,000 
Grant Term: 7/1/2010 - 6/30/2012 
Grantee: Fundación Centro para la Investigación en Sistemas Sostenibles de Producción  
                          Agropecuaria  
 
Consolidating Management of Cotacachi-Cayapas and Manglares Cayapas Mataje Ecological 

Reserves in Northwest Ecuador 

Build financial and social sustainability of the two largest protected areas in the bi-national conservation 
corridor of the hotspot.  Specific components include promoting financial sustainability through payments 
for ecosystem services and donor outreach; supporting environmental education, tourism, and outreach to 
local communities; strengthening the capacity of local management committees to engage in reserve 
management; and strengthen park management patrolling and border demarcation. 
Funding: $325,000 
Grant Term: 7/1/2010 - 6/30/2012 
Grantee: Universidad San Francisco de Quito 
 
 

Western Ghats & Sri Lanka Hotspot 

 

Western Ghats Region 

 
Strategic Direction 1. Enable action by diverse communities and partnerships to ensure 

conservation of key biodiversity areas and enhance connectivity in the corridors 

 
Communities and Critical Corridors: Maintaining Landscape Connectivity in the Southern 

Western Ghats through Collaborative Approaches 

Take advantage of recent legislative changes to secure community rights to forest resources and establish 
new models of community-based conservation areas covering 30,000 ha. Facilitate the formal 
establishment of these areas, and strengthen the local institutions necessary to manage them. Develop 
participatory resource use, management and monitoring plans for the areas, as well as alternative 
livelihood options for local people. 
Funding: $199,980 
Grant Term: 7/1/2010 - 6/30/2013 
Grantee: World Wide Fund for Nature - India 
 

 



Asahi shinbun（Newspaper) 2010.4.8 

CEPF Media Clip  

Biodiversity fund asked  GOJ for their support.     
 
Patricia Zurita,the executive director of CEPF  visited Japan and  met with  the Japanese 
ministry officials and asked for financial support. 
 
CEPF was founded by 6 parties including  CI,WB,GOJ in 2000 and each of them contrib-
utes US$ 5million every year.   
 
This fund is used to help NGO and citizen’s group conduct conservation activities in Hot 
spot area, which has the richest but most threatened reservoirs of plant and animal life on Earth. 
 
She says that the deforestation rate in the area  with CEPF support decreased by half com-
pared to the average nationwide deforestation rate. 
 
GOJ has suspended the funding. 
She also said “We had lots of remarkable effects from the fund. To prevent further degra-
dation of biodiversity and improve this situation, Japanese-government participation is 
critical. We would like to gain public understanding and ask the Japanese government for 
continued cooperation.” 



Tokyo shinbun（Newspaper) 2010年5月10日 

CEPF Media Clip  

GOJ decided to release 2.3billion yens 
to  conserve  critical  biodiversity  ur-
gently .  
-GOJ’s policy toward COP10- 
 4 areas such as Caribbean sea area 
 
GOJ decided to  release  US$25million 
(2.3billion yens) as the urgent measures 
to  conserve critical biodiversity, in par-
ticular, Indonesia, Caribbean sea, south-
east Africa and Mediterranean sea. 
 
GOJ is going to promote SATOYAMA 
initiatives as the chair of COP10. 
(SATOYAMA initiatives realize socie-
ties in harmony with nature by managing 
and using biological resources sustaina-
bly and thus properly maintaining biodi-
versity  in  an  mountainous  area  and 
coastal area.) 
 
This fund is run by CEPF and around 500 
million yens is released through WB. 
It will be announced at SABSTA starting 
May 10 in Kenya. 
 
There are 34 Hot spots all over the world 
and Japan has one of them. It has the 
richest  reservoirs of plant and animal life 
on Earth but most threatened because of  
resort  development  and  infrastructure 
improvement. 
 
CEPF is planning to conduct conserva-
tion activities over 5 years in each area 
and will  promote SATOYAMA initia-
tives. 



CEPF Media Clip  
 Chunichi shinbun (newspaper) 2010.5.10 

GOJ decided to release 2.3billion yen 
to  conserve  critical  biodiversity  ur-
gently.  
-4 areas such as Mediterranean coast - 
 
GOJ decided to  release  US$25million 
(2.3billion yens) as the urgent measures 
and is going to promote SATOYAMA 
initiatives as the chair of COP10. 
 
(SATOYAMA initiatives realize socie-
ties in harmony with nature by managing 
and using biological resources sustaina-
bly and thus properly maintaining biodi-
versity  in  an  mountainous  area  and 
coastal area.) 
 
 
This fund is  run by CEPF and around 
500 million yens is released through WB. 
It will be announced at SABSTA starting 
May 10 in Kenya. 
 
There are 34 Hot spots all over the world 
and Japan has one of them. It has the 
richest  reservoirs of plant and animal life 
on Earth but most threatened because of  
resort  development  and  infrastructure 
improvement. 
 
CEPF is planning to conduct conserva-
tional activities over 5 years in each area 
and will  promote SATOYAMA initia-
tives. 
 
Also,  they  are  introducing  the  idea 
“SATOUMI (UMI means sea.)” to fish-
ermen in Caribbean and Mediterranean 
sea to aim at protecting marine resource 
and realizing  sustainable fishing . 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Chugoku sihinbun(newspaper) 2010年5月23日 

CEPF Media Clip  

Japan decided to release 2.2billion yens to  protect biodiversity before COP10. 
 
GOJ decided to release US$25million (2.25billion yens) in the international fund which work on conservation 
activities in the richest  but most threatened reservoirs of plant and animal life on Earth, so-called “Hot Spot”.  
This fund is used for conservation activities in developing countries which include Hot Spot. 
 
GOJ is showing their willingness to cooperate with protecting biodiversity in developing countries as the chair 
of CP10. 
 
The fund, CEPF is provided as grant aid for the conservation activities in Hot spot area, which has 
the richest but most threatened reservoirs of plant and animal life on Earth. The experts from WB and CI are 
cooperating with the  activities. 
 
GOJ offered almost the same amount of contribution in 2002 ant this is the 2nd time. This fund will be released 
over a period of years based on the activities.. 
 
 



Shizuoka shinbun (Newspaper) 2010.5.26 

CEPF Media Clip  

Japan decided to release 2.25billion yens to  
protect biodiversity. –”Hot Spot” fund- 
 
GOJ decided to release US$25million (2.25billion 
yens) in the international fund which work on con-
servation activities to protect biodiversity at so-
called “Hot Spot”.  
 
This fund is used for conservation activities 
in developing countries which include Hot 
Spot. 
 
GOJ is showing their willingness to cooperate with 
protecting biodiversity in developing countries as 
the chair of CP10. 
 
This fund, CEPF was founded by CI,WB 
and others in August, 2000 and is provided 
as grant aid for the conservation activities in 
Hot spot area, which has the richest but most 
threatened reservoirs of plant and animal life on 
Earth. The experts from WB and CI are cooperat-
ing with the  conservation activities. 
 
There are 34 Hot spots all over the world. It has 
the richest biodiversity but most threatened and  
emergency protection is needed.  
 
 



CEPF Media Clip  
Kobe shinbun (Newspaper) 2010.6.6 

GOJ decided to release 2.2billion yen in the conserva-
tion fund.   
34 areas in the world are registered as Hot Spot. 
 
Hot spot has the richest  but most threatened reservoirs of 
plant and animal life on Earth and urgent protection meas-
ures need to be taken. 
 
GOJ offered almost the same amount of contribution in 
2002 ant this is the 2nd time. This fund will be released 
over a period of years based on the activities.. 
 
CEPF related officials say that the Japanese contributions 
to CEPF would be an important step toward COP10, which 
is required international efforts. 
 
At the  left figure, it explains HOT SPOT in details.   
 
 



Asahi shinbun (newspaper) 2010.7.2 

CEPF Media Clip  

Biodiversity 
GOJ decided to release 2.2billion yens in 
the conservation fund.   The contribution 
were resumed.  GOJ offered a leading role. 
 
 
GOJ decided to release around US$25 million  
(around 2.2 billion yens) in CEPF over 5 years 
from this fiscal year.GOJ is going to assume a 
leading role as the chair of COP10  
 
GOJ offered 25 million US$ at the first stage 
from 2000-2005,however, suspended the fol-
lowing release from  2007.  
 
CEPF was founded by 5 parties including  
CI,GOJ in 2000 and is provided as grant 
aid for the conservation activities in Hot 
spot area, which has the richest but most 
threatened reservoirs of plant and animal life 
on Earth. 
 
 At the 2nd stage of CEPF which started 
in 2007, 5 parties (all of the founding   
members but GOJ  and French Develop-
ment Agency is added ) already started 
to contribute from US$ 12million to US$ 
25million each over the 5 years. 
 
Ms. Patricia Zurita, the executive direc-
tor of CEPF said, 
” Japanese government is working for 
CEPF from the early period, which could 
promote the participation of French De-
velopment Agency. The role of Japanese 
government is important.” 



ホーム COP10 Viva地球 ビバちきゅうアクション エコらむ エコイベント わが社の

中日環境net エコらむ より道 わき道 COP10 関口威人
《ベトナム・レポート１》「世界一美しいサ...

【より道 わき道 COP10 関口威人】

《ベトナム・レポート１》「世界一美しいサル」の危機

2010年07月29日

  湿気を含んだ空気は、まだそれほど熱を帯びていません。東の空が白み、うっそうとした森も
徐々に明るくなっていきました。 
 ここはベトナム中部の都市ダナン。急速な経済発展を見せつけるように巨大なリゾート施設が立
ち並ぶ海岸部から、マッシュルームのような格好で突き出す「ソントラ半島」にやって来ました。
長くベトナム軍が軍事拠点として管理していたこの半島には、約30平方キロメートル以上の森がほ
ぼ自然のまま残され、希少な動物たちが生息しています。その野生種の一つが、「世界一美しいサ
ル」とも言われるドゥクラングール。 
 この森の現状をはじめとしたベトナムの生物多様性について、２回にわたってレポートします。

 

  今回、私がベトナムを訪れたのは「クリティカル・エコシステム・パートナーシップ・ファンド
（CEPF）」という国際的な基金から支援を受けた生物多様性保全プロジェクトを取材するためで
す。CEPFはアメリカに本部を置くNGO「コンサベーション・インターナショナル（CI）」や世界
銀行などによって2000年に設立され、これまでに約50カ国、1500以上のNGOや市民団体の活動が
支援されてきました。日本政府は発足時に国として唯一参加。2005年までの第１期に2500万ドル
の資金を拠出しました。2007年からの第２期は拠出を見送っていましたが、COP10が日本で開か
れる今年度は拠出を再開する方針を決めています。

 つまり日本とも無縁ではないということで、この７月下旬、ベトナムでの活動を視察するCIジャ
パンスタッフの田多浩美さんらに同行したのです。

COP10の開催に向けて中部エリアの地球環境に対する取り
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8/3/2010http://eco.chunichi.co.jp/column/column12/2010/07/post-5.html



  
 ベトナム・ソントラ半島の森でドゥクラングールを観察するタン博士（手前）ら

 
 現地で合流したのはCEPF運営事務局のジャック・トルドフさんをはじめ、バードライフ・イン
ターナショナル（BI）、世界自然保護基金（WWF）など世界的な環境NGOのスタッフら。CEPF
は小規模な活動の支援に際しては地域に精通した団体とパートナーを組みます。資金提供する
CEPFに対し、BIやWWFが間に立って、現地の市民団体らのプロジェクトがスムーズに進むよう調
整するのです。

 アルファベットの記号ばかりではあまり面白くないですね。ではサルの話に戻りましょう。“世界
一”のサルはいずこ？ 

 「少し遠いけれど、あそこにいるよ」

 と、森の奥を指さしてくれたのはブゥ・ンゴック・タン博士。ハノイ科学大学やハノイ動物博物
館などに所属する霊長類学者です。といっても学者然とした雰囲気はありません。冗談を交えなが
ら、気さくに何でも教えてくれます。

 博士が指さすほうにカメラの望遠レンズを向けると、なるほど、確かにいました。木陰から、黒
っぽい毛に覆われたサルが見えます。木の枝の上に座っているようです。
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 森の木陰に見えたアカアシドゥクラングール。子どもを抱える母ザルの姿もあった

 
 こちらに気づいているのでしょうか。オレンジ色の顔と、黒々とした大きな目もはっきりわかり
ます。母ザルが子ザルを抱きかかえているようです。１匹、２匹…少なくとも５匹は数えられまし
た。

 えいやっ！

 突然、１匹がジャンプしました。木から木へ、軽々と。体を弓のようにしならせて。

 その足はひざから下が赤茶けた色になっています。アカアシドゥクラングールと呼ばれる種類で
す。腕やしっぽは真っ白で、灰色から黒までのグラデーションが実に美しい。

 「体は５色にわかれているんだ。本当に、世界で最もきれいなサルさ」

 タン博士は誇らしげに言いました。

 
 ドゥクラングールはベトナムや隣国のラオス、カンボジアの熱帯雨林に多く生息していました。
しかし1960-70年代のベトナム戦争で森林が破壊され、その後も都市化によってすみかが急速に失
われています。

 より深刻なのはハンターが猟銃で撃ったり、わなを仕掛けたりして違法に捕らえてしまうことで
す。ペットとして売りさばくほか、体の一部を漢方薬に利用してしまいます。国際自然保護連合
（IUCN）はレッドリストの絶滅危惧IB類に指定し、国際的な保護の必要性を訴えています。

Page 3 of 6エコらむ｜中日環境net 持続可能型社会をめざして

8/3/2010http://eco.chunichi.co.jp/column/column12/2010/07/post-5.html



 
 タン博士らが撤去したドゥクラングール用のわな。鉄線の輪に腕や足が引っかかるようになって
いる

  
 タン博士によれば、このソントラ半島の森には約300匹が生息。野生のドゥクラングールがこれ
だけ多く、しかも都市の近くで暮らしている場所は他にありません。

 残った個体をこれ以上減らさないため、博士たちは2006年に「ドゥクラングール基金」を設立
し、CEPFの支援も得て森のパトロールや調査研究などを行っています。

 2009年８月から2010年３月にかけては、約15人のメンバーが集中的なパトロールを行い、550個
ものわなを撤去しました。鉄線を木の間に渡して引っかけるワイヤー式のわなは、実に4000メート
ル分の長さを取り去ったことになるそうです。

 
 しかし、押し寄せる開発の波は簡単に止められそうもありません。島には観光用の道路やレスト
ランなどの工事があちこちで行われ、ホテルの建設計画も続々と持ち上がっています。

 国内の法整備が進まないなか、開発と自然保護を両立させる道が模索されています。

 地域が豊かになって人々の収入が増えれば、無理にドゥクラングールを売りさばく必要はなくな
るかもしれません。すでに地元のハンターをきちんと教育して、森をパトロールする「レンジャ
ー」に変えていった例も出てきています。 
 
 「種や生態系について正しく理解し、エコツーリズムの意味を広めていってほしい。そうすれ
ば、ドゥクラングールを守ることが地域の利益にもつながることがわかってもらえるだろう」と、
CEPFのトルドフさんは期待を寄せます。 

 ただし、タン博士はこんなことも明かしました。
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Foreword 

 

INNOVATIONS IN AID PUBLICATION SERIES; End of ODA (II) 

 

From its inception, the Center for Global Development has made its mark on issues of aid and 
aid effectiveness.  Many of our staff and non-resident fellows—Owen Barder, Michael Clemens, 
William Easterly, Carol Lancaster, Ruth Levine, Todd Moss, Mead Over,  David Roodman, 
Arvind Subramanian, and myself, too—have been key contributors to a lively debate on the 
question of whether and how aid and the aid system work.*  

Though we normally include in our working paper and other series only analyses by CGD staff 
and non-resident fellows or analyses we commission ourselves for a particular program, in this 
special series we are pleased to publish from time to time at our discretion papers and essays 
prepared outside the Center.  Our aim is to share more broadly otherwise unpublished work in 
which authors propose new thinking about aid and the aid system and new approaches to 
operationalizing aid transfers. The focus will be on innovations—whether in ideas or operations.   

Our goal is that the Innovations in Aid series speeds and broadens access to new ideas, and 
contributes to more effective aid programs—public and private, bilateral and multilateral, 
traditional and new donors.  

In this paper, Jean-Michel Severino and Olivier Ray continue their re-evaluation of overseas 
development assistance. Here they argue that old architectures for global collaboration are not 
sufficient to handle the shift from collective action to today‘s ‗hypercollective‘action. They push 
for and new, more open and comprehensive framework and offer concrete suggestion to make 
that happen, including initiatives to share knowledge and evaluation, innovative sticks and 
carrots for governments and all civil society players to improve convergence; new generations of 
coalitions and clubs.  

 

 
Nancy Birdsall 
President 
Center for Global Development 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*http://www.cgdev.org/section/topics/aid_effectiveness

http://www.cgdev.org/section/topics/aid_effectiveness
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Summary 

The last decade has seen a radical transformation in the number and kind of actors involved in 
the development aid, international relief and global public goods industries – in both donor and 
recipient nations. This double trend of proliferation (i.e. the increase in the number of actors) and 
fragmentation (i.e. the scattering of donor activity) of international cooperation is characteristic 
of the shift from collective to ‗hypercollective action‘. While this evolution should be greeted 
with enthusiasm for the energy and additional resources it brings to global public policies,1 it 
carries important efficiency costs. In this paper, we argue that steering complexity towards 
efficiency is one of the prime challenges for the governance of global public policies in the 
decades to come.  

The Paris Declaration is the first large-scale effort to harness the ‗hypercollective‘ in the 
development aid ecosystem. As such, it provides important lessons on international coordination 
processes in the new era of hypercollective action. While it starts from a convincing diagnosis of 
the problems, its incantations for donors to do more and better reveals an imperfect analysis of 
their political economy. We argue that what is at stake in aid effectiveness is less the 
proliferation of actors (a trend that is here to stay) than the management of this proliferation in a 
way that addresses the faulty incentive structures of the actors of international cooperation. Four 
issues are in particular need of attention: the marginal player syndrome, the diverging 
accountability syndrome, the evaluation gap syndrome and the capacity-building paradox.  

As a consequence, in spite of all its merits, the Paris Declaration does not provide solid enough 
ground on which to build the kind of hypercollective action that is required by the burgeoning 
global public policies: it focuses on local issues (thus losing sight of upstream incoherence); it 
assumes that donors are driven by a single preference function; it sees aid recipients as a 
homogeneous whole; and it relies excessively on two modes of collaboration (rules and 
standards).  

We argue that it is high time for a new conceptual framework to emerge, one which will help 
shape dynamic processes of multi-actor convergence that are more compatible with the political 
economy of international cooperation initiatives as they are taking shape in these early years of 
the 21st century. Improving actors‘ performances in the delivery of their share of the collective 
good will imply building a more open and comprehensive framework of collaboration for the 
provision of global public services – one which draws on the five threads of cooperation (rules 
and agreements; norms and standards; systems of incentives; information and discourses; 
networks and partnerships). These reflections lead us to suggest a new ambition for multilateral 
organizations – becoming the agents of effective hypercollective action. It also leads us to 
suggest additional concrete steps which would improve the management of global policies, and 
specifically global development finance. They include knowledge, information and evaluation 
initiatives, and notably an ―IPCC‖ for development; innovative sticks and carrots for 
governments and all civil society players to improve convergence; new generations of coalitions 
and clubs. 

                                                 
1 See next page for a definition of the terms ‗global public policy‘/ ‗global public policies‘. 
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Introduction 

In a previous paper2, we announced the end of Official Development Assistance (ODA) as we 
know it – the death of a policy born in the mid-20th century.  

We showed that a new phoenix is rising from its ashes, and that this budding public policy, 
which links nations of the world in a variety of cooperative efforts, differs from its forebear in 
three important ways. First, its tasks go far beyond those of traditional development aid to 
address a larger set of global challenges. Secondly, its toolbox has itself expanded to include a 
whole range of financial and technical instruments3. Thirdly, the number and kind of actors who 
drive this global endeavour has surged. This third trait of official development assistance‘s 
troublesome offspring is generating a major governance conundrum for international 
policymakers. This governance conundrum is what the present paper seeks to address.    

Building coherence among a highly fragmented array of players, each of whom driven by its own 
set of preferences and pursuing a great diversity of policy goals, is not just a fascinating 
intellectual challenge. It is an imperious necessity. Indeed, if the state of global governance can 
be gauged according to this embryonic international public policy, there are reasons to worry: the 
multiple costs of the field‘s fragmentation are such that they jeopardize the ability to meet the 
daunting challenges that lay before us. From world summit to donor conference, the efforts to 
coordinate international action lead to results incommensurate with the stakes they are designed 
to meet.  

Despite multiplying signs of urgency, global undertakings to tackle global challenges continue to 
stumble upon policy incoherence, dispersion and free riding behaviour that plague their 
efficiency. The clear and relatively consensual identification of a public ‗ill‘ (climate change, 
food insecurity, malaria, piracy…), the oftentimes impressive collective mastery of the tools 
needed to address it and the precise estimate of the means required to finance the effort flounder, 
at the stage of implementation, in the quicksand of collective action – or, as the number and 
diversity of stakeholders involved in these global endeavours have prompted us to rename it, 
‗hypercollective action‘4. The disappointment of the December 2009 Copenhagen negotiations 
shows that it is no use mourning the foregone policy; the urgency lies in tending to the newborn5.   

This paper aims to explore a new frontier of the emergent global public policy: designing 
effective processes of hypercollective action. It begins by describing the maelstrom that 
characterizes efforts of international cooperation, and asks what we should understand by 
‗coordination‘ when dealing with a constellation of actors moving in different directions and 
bereft of any overarching authority (1). It then examines some of the structural reasons why 
instances of coordination in the field of development assistance fail to address the root causes of 
policy incoherence (2). This analysis of the political economy of aid leads us to suggest a few 

                                                 
2 SEVERINO, JM. and RAY, O. (March 2009), “The End of ODA: Death and Rebirth of a Global Public Policy‖ in 

Center for Global Development Working Paper, (167). 
3 On the shifting mandates of development policy, see also Nancy Birdsall, ‗Reframing the Development Project for 
the 21st Century‘, keynote remarks at Conference on Building Our Common Future, DFID, March 2009. 
4 The concept of hypercollective action in the realm of international development was first explored in SEVERINO, 
JM. and CHARNOZ, O. (2008), De l’ordre global à la justice globale: vers une politique mondiale de régulation, 
vol. 2. En temps réels.. 
5 This, of course, may require addressing hereditary diseases that risk affecting the new policy as it did the old. 
Many of the concerns expressed in the economic literature of the 1990‘s (the macroeconomic sustainability of 
projects and programs, the fungibility of resources, the negative side-effects of large financial transfers…) remain 
valid, and require continued investment.  
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simple principles and concrete steps to forge the convergence processes that will lay the basis of 
a more efficient system of international cooperation (3). 

 

1. The quest for effective collective action 

The last ten to twenty years have seen a radical transformation in the number and kind of actors 
involved in the development aid, international relief and global public goods industries – in both 
donor and recipient nations. This sudden surge of players involved in the management of global 
interdependences has considerably enriched the ancient industry of official development 
assistance. It has dynamited old practices, bringing additional funding as well as new capacities.  

But the strength of this emerging global policy is also its Achilles‘ heel. Its extreme 
fragmentation is a source of disorganisation that often verges on incoherence. While each actor 
brings an essential stone to the edifice, and while creativity and competition bring vital energy to 
the public policy, the latter‘s solidity will depend on their capacity to make their agendas and 
practices converge. Managing this bustling creativity is one of the prime challenges of global 
public policies for the years to come.   

 

‘Global Public Policies’ in the 21
st
 century 

The world of international cooperation is living challenging times in these early years of the 21st 
century. In the space a decade, the world has had to face a structural security crisis revealed by 
the 9/11 attacks, a twin food and energy crisis, a mounting climate change threat, a global 
financial crisis and a series of deadly global pandemics – all of which are underpinned by a 
global social divide between those who have (health, wealth, mobility… ‗capacity‘6), and those 
who have not. Although none of them are new, the unprecedented combination of global 
challenges to the welfare of humanity is putting international collective action to the test. 

These mounting global stakes have sparked an unprecedented boom in international cooperation 
initiatives. In the sound and the fury of diplomatic summits, NGO gatherings or local 
cooperation initiatives, the world is witnessing the gradual emergence of international policies 
that aim to provide for a variety of global public goods: collective security, international health, 
environmental protection, financial stability, food security, poverty reduction, open trade, etc7. 
Most of them are underpinned by financial transfers that aim to build the capacity of less 
developed nations tackle these issues of common interest. In the sense that they respond to 
citizens‘ demands for collective services, this new breed of global policies have much in 
common with the public policies that have emerged at the local, national or regional levels over 
the past centuries to tackle common welfare concerns. This is why, by analogy, we refer to them 
as ‗Global Public Policies‘. 

However, they differ from national or regional public policies in at least two important ways. 
First, they are not exclusively ‗public‘, as private actors play an important and increasing role in 
their elaboration and delivery. Second, the process through which they are devised and 
implemented is very different from the processes that generally gives rise to national policies. 
The present paper looks into the political economy of this global public policy-making process, 
                                                 
6 Or ‗capability‘, in the sense of Amartya Sen‘s ‗capability approach‘. SEN, A. (1992). Inequality Reexamined. 
Harvard University Press.  
7 See KAUL, I. Conceiçao, P., Le Goulven, K. and Mendoza, R.U (eds) (2003), Providing Global Public Goods: 

Managing Globalization. Oxford University Press.  And Kaul, I., Grunberg, I. and Stern, M.A. (eds) (1999), Global 

Public Goods: International Cooperation in the 21
st
 Century, Oxford University Press.  
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and analyses the reasons for some of its shortcomings. While new-generation development 
assistance is analysed as an instance of this complex policy-making process, we believe that 
many of the dynamics we describe apply to other global public policies.   

In the same way that ‗public policy‘ at a national level can both refer to specific policies (health, 
education, etc.) and more generically to public action, ‗global public policies‘ refers to the set of 
thematic policies (such as international health, poverty-reduction or collective security) while 
‗the‘ global public policy is used more generically to describe international cooperation.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 1.1 An institutional jungle  

For most of its history, international development assistance was channelled from donor states to 
recipient governments though traditional bilateral aid programs. Part of the resources were 
pooled between donor countries, and delivered through a few multilateral organizations. But this 
oligopolistic cooperation model of aid delivery has exploded in recent years, with the intrusion 
of a whole range of public, private and hybrid actors who each deliver a growing variety of 
public goods. In these early years of the 21st century the scale of the challenges of international 
health, security, environmental degradation or poverty is such that making a difference in any of 
these fields implies bringing into motion a constellation of actors.  
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Figure 1, Members of the GAVI Alliance 

In the nascent world of global 
public policies, no single policy 
goal can be pursued effectively 
without bringing tens of players 
around the table. Take 
international health, long 
characterised by the 
predominance of a single 
multilateral institution – the 
World Health Organisation and 
a few international donors. 
Today, the global effort to 
prevent or treat pandemics such 
as HIV/AIDS or malaria 
involves a series of multilateral 

organisations (the WHO, but also the World Bank, UNITAID, UNICEF, regional actors such as 
the African Development Bank and others) and their offshoots (multi-donor funds such as the 
Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria), bilateral actors (sometimes several 
different organisations and programs per donor country), Non-Governmental Organisations 
(specialized NGOs such as Act Up, Doctors Without Borders or their counterparts in recipient 
countries), foundations (the Bill and Melinda Gates foundation has become a key actor in global 
health over the last decade), think tanks and institutes (such as the Institut Pasteur network), plus 
a few hybrid institutional animals (such as the GAVI Alliance, a platform of actors involved in 
the global effort to promote immunization). Although it is perhaps most striking in the domain of 
health, a sector in which over 100 major organizations are involved8, the proliferation of aid 
actors is also a feature of global efforts for environmental protection, humanitarian relief or 
education.  

Not only do more and more players take part in this policy, but they do so in increasingly 
different ways. Each of them has its own world vision, body of doctrine and strategy, mobilises 
resources of various volumes and kinds, disburses them through distinct instruments, is equipped 
with its own procedures and answers to their own accountability systems. The result is that 
whether we turn to the protection of biodiversity, the fight against malnutrition or debt relief, an 
incredible array of discourses and policy preferences coexist at one given time on one given 
issue. Of course, disagreements on global policies are as old as the policies themselves: there 
was no such thing as spontaneous order in the days of traditional development aid. But the 
relative similarity between the state actors around the table made it easier to map out 
disagreements, negotiate compromises and, eventually, reach common decisions. Today the 
unprecedented heterogeneity of the field‘s actors makes it difficult to identify their policy 
preferences, have them participate in discussion processes and ultimately converge.  

And we haven‘t seen anything yet! The continued growth in aid channels over the last two 
decades is not showing any sign of abating. On the contrary, within each category of actors, the 
trend is set towards expansion.  

                                                 
8 IDA (May 2008), ―Aid Architecture: An Overview of the Main Trends in Official Development Assistance 
Flows‖.  

The 

GAVI Alliance 
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The demographic surge of global public finance 

Every year there are more, not fewer, multilateral agencies and programs. In the global struggle 
against climate change, one of the latest babies of the international community is the 
International Renewable Energy Agency (IREA), inaugurated in early 2009 by some 77 
founding member states. Its mandate is to promote environmental protection through the 
transition towards renewable energy, in part by accelerating the transfer of ‗green technologies‘ 
to developing nations. Although the world counts an International Energy Agency (IEA), a 
United Nations‘ Environment Program (UNEP), a World Bank, large bilateral development 
agencies and NGOs, each of which have whole departments specialized in renewable energies, 
the founders of IREA preferred setting up a brand new organization, endowed with its own 
funding, headquarters and staff. Promoting renewable energy is a desirable public goal. Yet the 
smooth insertion of IREA into the dense world of agencies will require intense negotiation, 
thorough strategic thinking and… important coordination costs. While dozens of such 
multilateral agencies have been created over the last decades, few have disappeared thus far: 
according to the OECD there are now 263 multilateral organizations active in development, i.e. 
more than the world‘s 190-odd countries, and four to five times the number of developing 
countries they are meant to assist. 25 of them were created between 2000 and 20059.  

Multi-donor funds have also skyrocketed in recent years. A recent fashion in the international 
community has been to create new sector-specific (or ‗vertical‘) funds to channel aid towards 
specific international public goods, particularly health, environment or education. By the end of 
2008, the World Bank alone held a total of $26.31 billion in 1,020 active funds, supported by 
224 sovereign and non-sovereign donor agencies10. Some of these entities, such as the Global 
Environment Facility (GEF), are endowed with their own council, assembly, secretariat and 
CEO, which makes these hybrid institutional animals look a lot like multilateral organizations. 
As this paper is being drafted, the post-Copenhagen climate negotiations promise us a new 
climate fund, which will need to be coordinated with the multitude of development programs 
already tackling climate challenges.  

A series of new bilateral donors (sometimes called ‗emerging donors‘) have also joined the club 
in recent years, with their share of resources, development philosophies and agendas. While 
bilateral development aid in the 1960‘s essentially came from the United States, France and the 
United Kingdom, there are now close to 60 bilateral donors financing global policies today. 
Countries such as China, Mexico, Thailand or Romania, some of which receive World Bank 
loans, also manage their own bilateral cooperation development programs. Although there are 
very few reliable statistics available on non-DAC11 aid, these new donors are estimated to 
channel two12 to eight13 billion dollars of ODA-equivalent to developing nations – a fast-growing 
chunk of international development finance.   

                                                 
9 KHARAS, H. (2007), ―Trends and issues in development aid‖, Wolfenson Center for Development Working Paper, 
(1), 15.  and KHARAS, H. (2009), ―Action on Aid, Steps Towards Making Aid More Effective‖, Wolfenson Center 

for Development, 4. 
10 Partnership and Trust Fund Annual Report, 2008. 
11 DAC is the OECD‘s Development Aid Committee  
12 MANNING, R. (2006): ―Will‘Emerging Donors‘ Change the Face of International Co-Operation?‖, Development 
Policy Review, 24(4), 371–385. 
13 KHARAS, H. (2008), ―The New Reality of Aid‖, in Global Development 2.0, Brainard and Chellet, eds., 
Washington (Brookings).   
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Traditional donors‘ bilateral actions are themselves often scattered between ministries, agencies 
and vertical programs. This is typically the case in the United States, where more than 26 
governmental agencies contribute to the country‘s international development effort, among 
which five can be said to play a major role. A single developing country in one single year can 
therefore receive grants for its infrastructures from the Millennium Challenge Account (MCA), 
funds for HIV treatment from USAID though PEPFAR, emergency relief aid from the 
Department of Defence and benefit from the US Treasury‘s debt relief program.  

As if this impressive demographic vitality of multilateral and bilateral actors did not suffice to 
cloud the scene of global policies, subnational entities have initiated their own bilateral projects: 
networks of local government institutions in developed and developing countries are flourishing 
around the globe. These decentralized cooperation programs link a city or administrative region 
in a country of the North and its equivalent in a developing nation, and engage in projects in 
water and sanitation, education, environment or health. Close to 3,800 French local authorities 
(regions, departments, cities and city groupings) declare being engaged in decentralized 
cooperation programs. It is estimated that they channel over 100 million euros of financial 
resources towards some 8,000 projects in 132 countries14.   

Putting these different components of bilateral and multilateral aid together, it is no surprise that 
the number of donors operating per recipient country has skyrocketed in recent years. Efficient 
contraception is yet to be found to check public development finance‘s impressive demographic 
vitality: it is estimated that the average number of bilateral or multilateral donors per recipient 
country (decentralized cooperation and vertical funds aside) has risen from 3 in 1960 to 30 in 
200615.  

 

 Privatizing international cooperation… with public support 

These numbers, however, do not include the myriad of private actors of international solidarity – 
some of whom finance operations that dwarf those of public organisations. Indeed, the end of 
state monopoly in development assistance has sparked a boom in private giving, actively 
encouraged by the governments of advanced economies through generous tax breaks.  

A whole range of left-wing, conservative, secular, faith-based, small, medium-size or large Non-
Governmental Organisations (NGOs) have mushroomed in all industrialized countries, and have 
come to represent a considerable proportion of North-South financial transfers. They now deliver 
about a third of the international programmable assistance. In the United States, private 
philanthropy has already well surpassed official development aid16. Most international 
development NGOs have field networks that no bilateral or multilateral agency could ever dream 
of developing – which make them important partners when it comes to linking with aid‘s final 
beneficiaries. International activities of NGOs employ more than the staff of bilateral and 

                                                 
14Figures from the French Minstry of Foreign Affairs: 
http://cncd.diplomatie.gouv.fr/frontoffice/article.asp?menuid=166&lv=2&aid=235  
15 IDA (May 2008), ―Aid Architecture: An Overview of the Main Trends in Official Development Assistance 
Flows‖. 
16 Figures for 2007 show that the engagement of US private philanthropy with developing countries (an estimated 
$36.9 billion, which comes from adding international efforts of foundations, corporations, private and voluntary 
organizations, universities and colleges and religious organizations) far exceeded those of US Official Development 
Assistance ($21.8 billion). The Index of Global Philanthropy an Remittances 2009, The Hudson  Institute, 17.   

http://cncd.diplomatie.gouv.fr/frontoffice/article.asp?menuid=166&lv=2&aid=235
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multilateral organisations combined17. Over the space of twenty years, the world‘s international 
NGOs have become key players in the intricate global public goods industry.  
 
Despite the severe impact of the 2008 financial crisis on their endowments, philanthropic 
foundations have also considerably stepped up their funding to international cooperation and 
solidarity activities in recent years. Foundations in the United States are estimated to have 
transferred a total of $3.3 billion to developing countries in 2007 – particularly in the domains of 
health, environment and education 18. The Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation alone contributed 
$2.8 billion to international solidarity in 2008, with activities in more than 100 different 
countries. Thanks to its massive investment in vaccine research, it has become one of the 
cardinal players of international health policy, with considerable influence on bilateral and 
multilateral aid institutions. Since 1994, it has delivered over $20 billion worth of grants through 
its global development and international health programs – i.e. four times the GDP of Niger. 
European and Asian foundations are also increasing their international engagement, encouraged 
by increasingly generous tax incentives for private giving.  
 

Private businesses have also emerged as a growing component of international solidarity, as the 
line between for-profit and non-profit actions has thinned with the globalization of business. In 
parallel to the expansion of traditional philanthropy actions, corporate social and environmental 
responsibility (CSR) agendas and budgets have surged – providing precious resources and skills 
to local and global development efforts. Some companies present in countries with deficient 
public services have for example gone far beyond their legal obligation to provide for the health 
and safety of their employees by granting access to health treatment to the communities 
surrounding the factories. Others are shifting their business strategies to provide essential goods 
and services to the ‗bottom of the pyramid‘19 – i.e. some of the world‘s poorest communities. 
Transnational corporations have become crucial stakeholders of global efforts to fight public ills, 
as they now serve as vectors and agents of global public policies20. The core strategy of some of 
these players interacts strongly with existing international public policies: when Danone, a major 
international food corporation, claims that its strategic mission is to ‗promote health through 
better nutrition‘ in developing countries, does it not take part in international collective action?  
 

Private individuals have themselves become important agents of this budding global public 
policy – muddying the waters a little further. Every year more and more eminent public figures 
and ‗show-biz‘ celebrities decide to mobilize their renown in favour of the fight against poverty, 
hunger, civil war or desertification21. As public voices of specific endeavours, the Kenyan 
activist Wangari Maathai or the Irish artists Bono and Bob Geldof have become important 
stakeholders, with whom public actors must work. These ‗stars‘ of international development are 
invited to address global conferences and meet heads of state and the CEOs of the largest 
international banks and organisations. Their ideas count, as they sway public opinion and 
political leaders – and therefore have considerable impact on the orientation given to the policy.  
                                                 
17 SALAMON, L., and S. SOKOLOWSKI (2004), Global Civil Society: Dimensions of the Nonprofit Sector, 

Volume Two. Bloomfield, CT: Kumarian Press. 
18 The Index of Global Philanthropy and Remittances 2009, The Hudson Institute. 
19 PRAHALAD, C.K. (2004), The fortune at the bottom of the pyramid: Eradicating poverty through profits, 
Wharton School Publishing. 
20 BEBEAR, PROGLIO, RIBOUD, and SEVERINO (2008, 15 december): ―Le secteur privé, un levier du 
développement à ne pas négliger,‖ Le Figaro.  
21 WEST, D. (2007), ‗Angelina, Mia and Bono: Celebrities and International Development‘, in Development 2.0, op 
cit.  
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And there is more to come! In just a few years, online loans and donations have brought yet a 
new type of actor onto the aid scene – one which weighs millions of dollars in small change. 
Kiva, an online microfinance platform, directly connects internet philanthropists throughout the 
world with micro-entrepreneurs in the South who need funds to start or grow their businesses. As 
of March 2010, a total of $124 million had been committed in 174,000 loans of an average of 
$398 to entrepreneurs from 52 developing countries22. Relatively small-scale today, e-
philanthropy is growing rapidly as social networks such as Facebook or Second Life spread the 
concept. For donors this peer-to-peer form of aid provides the advantage of going straight to the 
recipient, with concrete short-term, visible impacts. If this trend towards the decentralization of 
aid is to continue, the face of development aid may well change considerably.   

Proliferation does not only affect the supply side in the balkanized market for global public 
action. As governments have lost the monopoly on the receiving end, the demand for 
international cooperation has itself become extremely heterogeneous. Political liberalisation in 
many developing countries has led to the emergence of a myriad of civil society organisations, 
who benefit from a large share of development funds. It is estimated that there are up to 30,000 
national NGOs in developing countries23. At the same time the decentralization process at work 
in many countries throughout the world is increasingly turning local authorities into aid 
recipients.  

  

Figure 2, The double explosion of demand and supply of aid
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22 Statistics from www.kiva.org  
23 KHARAS, H. (2007), op cit.  

http://www.kiva.org/
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Hypercollective action: a whole new ball game 

This double trend of proliferation (i.e. the increase in the number of donors) and fragmentation 
(i.e. the scattering of donor activity) of international cooperation sets the stage for what we have 
called ‗hypercollective action‘. Although we will come back to its implications in the following 
sections, it may be worth to say a few words about this concept at this stage.  

We claim that the recent surge in the number of actors involved in the management of global 
challenges takes the world of international cooperation into a whole new ball game – one in 
which the rules change as the number of players increases. Indeed, although the first 
characteristic of hypercollective action is the rapidly increasing number of actors that take part in 
a given policy, hypercollective action is not just about there being many more actors around the 
table. These actors of international cooperation are also much more heterogeneous in size, 
structure, processes and objectives than before. They each have their own form of legitimacy, 
very different motivations for engaging in the policy, very different understandings of what is 
meant by ‗development‘, ‗security‘ or ‗environmental protection‘, different assumptions as to 
how international action can contribute to these policy goals, and different discourses to explain 
the policy ecosystem they inhabit. These different legitimacies, motivations, understandings, 
assumptions and discourses coexist, interact, and often oppose one another. In the absence of any 
legitimate arbitrator, there is no obvious way to articulate these views or to make them converge 
– which does not facilitate agreement on common objectives or rules of the game.  

In this sense hypercollective action is not just more collective action, but very different collective 
action. This new mode of production of global policies is reshuffling the way international 
cooperation regimes operate. One of the consequences of this proliferation of actors is that the 
policy-making process is increasingly decentralised, and that the arenas where action-plans are 
devised and negotiated are more diverse. Rather than convening decision-makers delegated by 
their authorities in traditional international negotiations, these new policy negotiation processes 
increasingly involve the policies‘ ‗stakeholders‘ – i.e. individuals and institutions who have to be 
‗on board‘ for things to evolve. All policy stakeholders contribute in one way or another to 
policy design and implementation.  

To follow the sports metaphor, we are at a phase of international policies where thousands of 
actors are playing different ball games in the same field – with no referee!   
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 1.2 Jungle hazards 

Let us be clear: we are not pessimists of hypercollective action. On the contrary, we believe that 
the surge of actors involved in international cooperation offers global policy financing a 
welcome breath of fresh air, and that this exciting phase of international cooperation is one 
where new solutions will be found thanks to the cross-fertilization of very different experiences. 
Just as the extreme biodiversity of the world‘s jungles constitutes a wonder of the world, the 
diversity of this global public policy ecosystem needs to be preserved. Yet all jungles have their 
hazards, and we too are forced to recognize that the twin movement toward proliferation and 
fragmentation that characterizes the world of hypercollective action gives an awkward feeling of 
dizziness.  

Indeed, all signs point to the fact that there is no captain aboard the complex vessel of global 
public policy – on whose shoulders ultimately lies the response to some of humanity‘s greatest 
threats. The movement of this composite body of actors, bereft of any overarching authority or 
comprehensive regulation framework, gives no clear sense of direction. In fact it is more akin to 
pure Brownian motion, in which the frictions between its multiplying particles produce a Joule 
effect exponentially linked to their number. The dispersion of international collective action has 
gone so far in recent years that it carries considerable costs in terms of efficiency, time, 
coherence and, ultimately, credibility for this emerging global policy. The nature and scale of 
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these costs have been amply discussed in the case of international development assistance24. Two 
types of problems emerge as major hindrances to global public policies‘ effectiveness in the 
world of hypercollective action: policy mismatch and capacity poaching.  

 

Policy mismatch 

The first instance of ‗policy mismatch‘ stems from the unhealthy competition between actors in 
the provision of policy advice in those recipient states where affirmed government leadership or 
inclusive instances for national policy dialogue are lacking. During the first decades of 
international development history, things were relatively simple: those countries who received 
funding from the West received economic advice from American, Japanese and European 
ministries of international cooperation, while those who chose the Socialist camp implemented 
Maoist or soviet-style reforms. Informed commentators will make the point that this did not 
make donor strategies particularly efficient in themselves. Unfortunately, this is correct. Yet with 
the multiplication of donors in both kind and number (each donor coming with his vision of what 
constitutes a ‗good‘ health or education policy and corresponding funding conditionality), a 
developing country can now receive not only bad advice, but also its exact opposite (probably as 
poor) on the way to proceed on any given component of its development program at any given 
time. In the absence of an overarching donor authority the myriad of actors active in international 
cooperation feel bound by no common rules, and dispense their own policy advice based on their 
own agendas.  

Another particularly harmful type of policy mismatch caused by the current aid architecture is 
the lack of fit between donor interventions and local development priorities. This paradox often 
stems from the excessive concentration of international public support: the increasing 
earmarking of financial flows to fit donor priorities have led to difficulties in adapting funding to 
recipient nations‘ most fundamental needs. A case in point is the global struggle against 
HIV/AIDS and its encroachment on the funding of national health programs. A study on donor 
interventions in Rwanda shows that 75% of donor aid goes directly to NGOs or is managed by 
donors through their own projects. Because international donors have made HIV/AIDS one of 
their top global priorities, the bulk of this financing is dedicated to fighting this disease: $46 
million is earmarked for HIV/AIDS, $18 million for malaria and only $1 million for childhood 
illnesses. This is paradoxical in a country with a comparatively small 3% HIV/AIDS prevalence 
rate, but very high infant mortality rates (118 per 1000), where malaria kills more than AIDS but 
is far cheaper to treat and where the government has made the access to essential health services 
its top priority25. The result is that HIV-positive mothers are given sophisticated retroviral 
treatments, but still cannot obtain even the most rudimentary of obstetric and gynaecological care 
or infant immunizations.26 As Zambia‘s minister of health observed, ―there is no point giving a 
child drugs to treat HIV if they then drink infected water and die of cholera‖

27.  

                                                 
24 See for example European Commission (2009), Aid Effectiveness Agenda : Benefits of a European Approach. A 
study on the price of fragmentation.  
25 IDA (2008): ―Aid Architecture: An Overview of the Main Trends in Official Development Assistance Flows‖, p. 
17. 
26 GARRETT, L. (2007), ―The Challenge of Global Health‖, Foreign Affairs, 86(1). 
27 Quoted in the Financial Times, From Symptom to System, September 28, 2007.  



14 
 

Figure 3, International funding for HIV/AIDS, Malaria and the Integrated Management of 

Childhood Diseases (IMCI) in Rwanda (source: IDA 2008) 

 
 

The third policy mismatch that can be traced back to this institutional jungle is the unsatisfactory 
allocation of international aid across sectors and geographies. In this fragmented and 
increasingly decentralized policy world, no overarching instance is responsible for ensuring a 
rational allotment of funds, such that the bulk of aid is channelled to whatever is fashionable for 
donors to fund and wherever it is trendy to work at a given moment in time. Given the varying 
ability of lobbies to attract attention to their cause, global efforts toward certain causes or 
countries are relatively over-financed, while other crucial public policies and regions remain 
orphans of international aid. This generates duplication, overlap and a waste of precious 
resources.  

The Central African Republic has long been a typical ‗aid orphan‘, stuck in the grey zone 
between humanitarian and development assistance (figure 4); its population subject to the double 
penalty of having a weak government and little external support. It is not difficult to conceive 
that each donor has an inherent interest in investing its funding in those developing countries 
where it is likely to produce maximum effects and visibility, hoping that the rest of the donor 
community will take care of the others.  

Figure 4, Official aid flows to the Central African Republic (CAR) Source: T.Lanzer, UNDP 

 
 

However, this perfectly rational choice of individual donors has very detrimental effects on aid‘s 
overall effectiveness, both in aid darling and aid orphan countries. One of the corollaries of this 
gregarious donor behaviour is the volatility of aid flows. Although one might expect that the 
fragmentation of aid actors would help reduce the volatility of aid, it appears instead to have 
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increased in recent years28 – as most development actors respond to similar incentives in 
deciding to increase or decrease their aid commitments. Recent research suggests that aid shocks 
faced by low income countries are comparable in size and frequency to major global economic 
shocks such as the Great Depression or the two World Wars29.    

In sum, states receiving international support get the worst of recent evolutions in the policy‘s 
architecture: excessive fragmentation of policy advice combined with the risk generated by the 
excessive concentration of financial support.   

 

Capacity poaching  

The second hazard of the institutional jungle which characterises development assistance is also 
well documented. It is the considerable administrative burden placed by a crowded aid industry 
on recipient states confronted with weak administrative capacities30. A study has shown that 
thirty-eight developing countries deal with twenty-five or more active bilateral donors and 
international organizations on their territory – notwithstanding the myriad of actors from the 
worlds of international NGOs, foundations and decentralized cooperation31. Each of these donors 
requires availability from national and local authorities, as well as the provision of time-
consuming reports to monitor the advancement of projects and the use of funds. This absorbs 
precious administrative capacity, which cannot be deployed for national development. Such 
practices do not stand well with the capacity-building refrain chanted in chorus by these same 
donors.   

Knack and Rahman have found that bureaucratic quality erodes more in recipient countries with 
greater donor fragmentation, i.e. a large number of donors who each work on a small share of the 
projects. They find that ―in their need to show results, donors each act to maximize the 
performance of their own projects, and shirk on provision of the […] human and organizational 
infrastructure essential for the country‘s overall long-term development.‖32 They also emphasize 
the detrimental effects of donor ‗poaching practices‘ of qualified local staff, which amounts to a 
form of brain drain: in countries where administrative capacities are scarce, donors‘ generous 
payrolls compete with the national private and public sectors for skilled labour. In some 
countries senior officials work for internationally-funded NGOs in addition to (or in place of) 
their poorly-paid government position. Others prefer to leave the civil service to work directly 
for foreign donors, where they can expect to earn ten to fifteen times more33.   

                                                 
28 KHARAS, H. (2007), ―Trends and issues in development aid‖, Wolfenson Center for Development Working 

Paper, (1), 20.  
29 KHARAS, H. (2007), op cit.  
30 KNACK, S., and RAHMAN, A. (2004), ―Donor Fragmentation and Bureaucratic Quality in Aid Recipients‖, 
World Bank Policy Research Working Paper, (3186). 
31 OECD DAC (January 2008), ―Development Co-Operation Report 2009‖. 
32 KNACK, S., and RAHMAN, A. (2004), op cit. 
33 MICHAILOF, S. (December 2009), ―The Seven Capital Sins of the Donor Community in Afghanistan‖, GMF 

Policy Brief. 
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2. Why traditional solutions won’t do  

The diagnosis is now clear, and the consensus largely shared among actors of international 
cooperation that the multiple costs of proliferation and fragmentation call for urgent 
improvements in the governance of these emerging – and balkanized – global public policies. 
There is, however, no consensual blueprint on how to proceed to instil some order in this 
institutional jungle. This section will try to show that coordination solutions tested in the field of 
development assistance have been met with semi-successes at best because they have not kept to 
pace with the changing nature of international collective action. As such, they have failed to 
address some of the root causes of incoherence.   

 

2.1. The ‘suicidal’ and ‘gosplanist’ temptations 

It remains to be determined what principles can structure effective hypercollective action.  What 
we know for sure is that pitfalls abound; let us begin by exploring two ideological dead-ends on 
the road to better coherence. 
  

Back to the “Old Boys’ Club” 

 
Some who lament the increasing fragmentation of international cooperation would like to go 
back to the ‗good old days‘ of traditional development aid, when a few bilateral and (even better 
in most minds!) multilateral institutions monopolized the business of North / South cooperation. 
This idea is appealing in theory: if the rising number and diversity of actors is responsible for 
swelling costs, improving coherence and efficiency would call for reducing them in one way or 
another. But is this really what the international community should strive to achieve?   

This question was raised very concretely in the 1990‘s, in the context of European integration: 
some argued that it was absurd to have as many aid agencies as member states, and called for the 
creation of a single European aid agency to deliver Europe‘s aid effort. However, full integration 
of European development aid institutions was not the path chosen – on solid grounds. Indeed, 
although each European bilateral donor delivers ‗European‘ aid, they do not deliver the same 
kind of support: German, French, Spanish, Danish, Swedish and British aid agencies each bring a 
specific technical and geographic know-how, which gives much of its added-value to European 
aid. Integrating these bilateral aid efforts into one gigantic European aid agency would not only 
have transferred much of the coordination costs to a supersized centralized structure, thereby 
further constraining European aid disbursement, but it would also have threatened these precious 
specificities.  

The assumption that policy effectiveness will be boosted through an attrition of players also 
tends to underestimate the sheer difficulty of reducing their number in a world of ‗international 
anarchy‘34. Assuming that better policy coherence would indeed call for fewer actors in the 
game, how likely is it that any player of the mushrooming field of international cooperation 
would accept to disappear? As we have seen, the trend we are witnessing today is not one of 
decline, but on the contrary one of steady increase of bilateral, multilateral and private actors. 
Among these new players, few would accept institutional hara-kiri on the ground that the field 
has now become ‗overcrowded‘– since all deem to have entered the scene of international 
cooperation for good reasons in the first place. Traditional actors of international cooperation are 
                                                 
34 We refer here to the absence of any overarching global authority, that John Hobbes pointed to in 1651 in 
Leviathan - or The Matter, Forme and Power of a Commonwealth Ecclesiasticall and Civil. 
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certainly not ready to leave their place to newcomers either, as their long experience in 
delivering technical and financial support gives them a strong sense of legitimacy.  

More importantly perhaps, aid recipients themselves would certainly resist efforts to reduce the 
number of actors present in their country as with each new player of international cooperation 
comes the hope of additional funding – or at least a new card to play in the vast diplomatic game 
of global public policies. Thus, however much one thinks it ought to happen, the voluntary 
retreat of state or non-state actors from given recipient countries on any significant scale is 
politically unlikely. And, in the absence of an overarching international authority responsible for 
overseeing the delivery of global public goods and essential services, there are no means to 
enforce compulsory disengagement. Who would have the legitimacy, let alone the authority, to 
decide who stays and who leaves? It has proven difficult enough in recent years for a few 
European bilateral donors to withdraw from certain sectors in a few countries where they clearly 
did not have a comparative advantage.  

Whether we applaud or lament it, the genie will not go back into the bottle. The costs associated 
with proliferation of both donors and receivers are here to stay, and can be seen as the price to 
pay for a dynamic and innovative development aid system. While we can certainly work to 
reduce these costs, they should be factored into realistic appraisals of the future aid 
architecture35. Moreover, as we have seen, diversity is not the problem. Incoherence is. And 
incoherence is what donor coordination efforts should aim to reduce. Because it is neither 
possible nor desirable, institutional suicide is not the Holy Grail of aid effectiveness.   
   

Erecting a Leviathan 

Another popular misconception, particularly fashionable in development aid bureaucracies, is 
that the solution will come from the establishment of a vast aid coordination/harmonisation 
machinery, composed of regular high-level meetings on donor coordination, permanent 
headquarter collaboration structures and their equivalents in the field, plus a series of donor 
‗codes of conduct‘. Assuming that the contemporary world of global policies is akin to John 
Hobbes‘ international anarchy, Gosplanists see the solution in establishing a coordination 
Leviathan.   

Clearly the costs of ill-coordination amongst donors represent a considerable burden for all 
actors of the field, and ought to be reduced. Yet it remains to be seen how they fare compared to 
the costs of a centralized coordination machinery. From year to year, the latter is becoming 
increasingly burdensome for donor countries and international agencies, who dedicate a good 
deal of their time, energy and resources to donor meetings – both at the field and headquarter 
levels. In each development agency, entire departments have been staffed with bright experts to 
handle the gargantuan task of ‗donor coordination‘. Rather than searching for optimal strategies 
to respond to recipient states‘ needs, a lot of their energy is spent trying to convince their 
counterparts that their institution‘s strategy is optimal. At the field level ‗donor coordination 
secretariats‘ have been set up, dedicated exclusively to this purpose36! While coordination costs 
(theoretically borne by donors) could be accepted as a lesser evil in order to reduce incoherence 
costs (often borne by recipient countries), we must ensure that the former do not overly exceed 

                                                 
35 SEVERINO, JM. and CHARNOZ, O. (2008), De l’ordre global à la justice globale: vers une politique mondiale 

de régulation, vol. 2. En temps réels. 
36 A technical secretariat (STELA) was created by the donors active in Burkina Faso in 2005 to implement the 
recommendations of the Rome and Paris Declarations.   
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the savings in terms of the latter37. At times it seems that coordination and harmonization efforts 
are the Sisyphus tasks of donor agencies. Used generously in some circumstances and sparingly 
in others, they have led to sub-optimal equilibriums. Several years down the path of donor 
coordination, the time has come to analyse the comparative merits of Gosplan and anarchy – or, 
to put it in a more appropriate way, to undertake a serious cost-benefit analysis of donor 
coordination efforts38.   

A likely finding would be that the slope of the coordination cost curve increases the further 
collaboration efforts are pushed: the more donors try to attune their approaches, the more 
difficult it gets – as they move from easy steps of information-sharing to difficult changes to 
their core strategies39. What this means is not that coordination and harmonisation costs ought to 
be reduced, but that they should be assessed relative to their gains – at a time when demands are 
rising in recipient nations for rapid responses to urgent problems40.  

Coordination and harmonization of donor practices are not end in themselves, but should always 
remain means to deliver more effective aid. More coordination and harmonisation is not always 
better: there is an optimal level of cooperation and harmonisation, which allows for better 
coherence while leaving space for a healthy level of diversity and emulation.  

Figure 5, A cost-benefit analysis of donor coordination efforts 
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37 Under the – reasonable– hypothesis that donor costs are opportunity costs for development, and that donor savings 
ultimately benefit recipient nations. 
38 Such a study has been launched by the Agence Française de Développement: ―Regards croisés sur l‘aide au 
développement‖, internal document, AFD 2009.   
39 KHARAS, H., and HERMIAS, J. (February 2008), ―Competition, Not Coordination: Making European Foreign 
Aid More Effective‖, Development and Cooperation, 49(2). 
40 A case in hand was the seminar organized in 2008 by the President of Senegal on donor effectiveness. It became 
clear in the course of discussions that, for many aid recipients, donor reactivity and capacity to adapt to needs 
expressed by the beneficiaries constitutes an important element of aid effectiveness. Traditional donors tied to the 
rules of the Paris Declaration were estimated not to fare as well as emerging donors such as China or India, who 
were bound by less red tape and could respond in a few months to funding demands in just about any sector.  
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 2.2 The Paris Declaration: too much, too little?  

 

These thoughts lead us to take a closer look at the ‗Paris Declaration‘, which appears as a first 
attempt to tackle international policy coordination problems in the field of development aid41. 
The framework developed in the Declaration on Aid Effectiveness‘ five key principles (and the 
Accra ‗Agenda for Action‘ of September 2008) were meant to orient the donor community‘s 
actions and pave the way for greater efficiency. What can we learn from this attempt to improve 
international policy coherence? Can the principles on which the Paris Declaration is based serve 
as a model to organise effective hypercollective action and structure emerging global public 
policies?    

 

A (very) rough draft 

The Paris Declaration process provides a consensual statement of the problem, and affirms the 
necessity for the donor community to march towards common goals. As such, it represents a 
crucial landmark on the path towards coherence. At the Third High Level Forum on Aid 
Effectiveness in Accra, discussions on aid coordination were led jointly by representatives of 
both donor and recipient countries, which marked the beginnings of a North/South approach to 
the governance of aid. Yet, outside the walls of conference halls (within which the five principles 
of ‗ownership‘, ‗alignment‘, ‗harmonization‘, ‗managing for results‘ and ‗mutual accountability‘ 
resonate as would a profession of faith), there is a rising sense of unease within the development 
community with the way this ‗donor consensus‘ is being played out in practice42. According to a 
growing number of critics, the Paris Declaration process suffers from a number of weaknesses 
that make this laudable attempt at international coordination a weak foundation on which to build 
the kind of hypercollective action that is needed to manage emerging global public policies.  

The main reason for this is that it has failed to take into account the revolution that has affected 
development aid‘s objectives, actors and instruments – as if the Paris Declaration has set itself to 
regulate an activity (the delivery of traditional ‗Official Development Assistance‘) that has 
already ceased to exist as such43. Indeed, many say that the Paris Declaration has missed the 
wave of instrumental innovations that has challenged development aid practices over the last 
decade44. Its coordination efforts focus on the narrow perimeter of grants and technical assistance 
– to the detriment of the vast array of instruments that have been developed in recent years to 
assist national or local development strategies. As a result, a binary aid landscape is under 
construction in many recipient countries: an inter-donor framework to manage grants and 
sovereign lending, neatly structured according to the principles of the Paris Declaration, coexists 
with a proliferating field of ‗other‘ development methods and initiatives. A donor with only 10% 
of its portfolio worth of grants and ODA-eligible loans will therefore be concerned with the Paris 
Declaration coordination agenda for only 10% of its activity! Its non-concessional loan, 
guarantee or equity investment projects fall outside the bounds of the Declaration – although 

                                                 
41 Ian Goldin and Tiffany Vogel embark on a similar exercise with respect to the governance of financial commons. 
They, too, find that existing institutions are inadequate to protect the international community against 21st century 
systemic risks. Goldin, GOLDIN, I., and VOGEL, T. (2010), ―Global Governance and Systemic Risk in the 21st 
Century: Lessons from the Financial Crisis‖, Global Policy, 1(1). 
42 See BIRDSALL, N., and K. VYBORNY (August 2008), ―A Little Less Talk: Six Steps to Get Some Action from 
the Accra Agenda‖, Center for Global Development Notes. 
43 SEVERINO, JM., RAY, O., 2009, op cit.  
44 For a description of this instrumental revolution, please refer to SEVERINO, JM. and RAY, O., (March 2009), 
―The End of ODA – Death and Rebirth of a Global Public Policy‖, Center for Global Development Working Papers. 
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they may well concern the exact same sectors. In this uncharted territory institutional anarchy 
still rules, and the donor is free to proceed at its discretion in terms of strategy and procedure.  

The Paris Declaration process is also structured as if the explosion in the number and kind of 
actors involved in development aid hadn‘t happened, both on the donor and recipient sides. As 
an OECD project, the Paris Declaration did not include the new bilateral donors or the non-state 
organisations involved in the policy – and thus left aside the most dynamic part of international 
aid flows. Of course, civil society organisations are represented at most donor conferences; the 
Accra High-Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness was an important step in giving them a greater 
role in terms of policy input. However there is to this day no central framework to coordinate 
public and private aid flows to a given country or sector, such that each bilateral donor engages 
in its own bilateral outreach initiatives to foundations, NGOs, think tanks and emerging donors. 
Naturally, part of the inherent difficulty of dealing with the proliferation of aid channels is that 
diverse actors cannot be managed in the same way. However, excluding the bulk of them from 
coordination efforts on the grounds that they are different seems a little radical, and risks 
exacerbating the duality of the aid landscape45.   

More fundamentally perhaps, evaluations show that the Paris Declaration process gives players 
in the system few motivations to play the coordination game genuinely – which may explain why 
considerable donor incoherence persists despite repeated statements of good intentions from all 
parties46. The current incentive mix leads many actors to adopt the coordination lingo, but to 
make their practices evolve only marginally in practice. Too little notice has been paid to the 
incitements that would be needed for the different actors to implement them. Frameworks for 
hypercollective action will need to address the political economy of cooperation47. We will come 
back to this crucial point in the third part of the paper.    

 

Supply or demand-driven aid?  

While the Paris Declaration starts from a good analysis of the difficulties that affect aid‘s supply-
side (i.e. the donor community), many critics highlight that it fails to recognize the extreme 
diversity of the demand for aid. It relies on a set of implicit assumptions on the needs and 
capacity of aid recipient states. The ideal-typical ‗recipient state‘ is poor, very dependent on 
international aid, and it has sufficient administrative capacity to carry out projects and define 
credible national policies. A more subtle appraisal of the heterogeneity of demand would reveal 
that coordination processes of the Paris declaration are very useful under a specific set of 
circumstances – but which only account for a small share of country situations.  

Consider the recommendation to align donor procedures, development policies and funding 
priorities to those of partner countries: this makes a lot of sense in theory, as we cannot expect 
recipient countries to pay the price of procedural cacophony, instrumental proliferation and 

                                                 
45 The absence of such a formal platform for cooperation among all actors of development aid is all the more 
striking as other policies have equipped themselves with such open policy-making structures. This is for example the 
case of the field of humanitarian aid, whose ‗Global Humanitarian Platform‘ gathers UN organisations, NGOs, the 
Red Cross and Red Crescent networks.  
46 A series of surveys monitoring the implementation of the Paris Declaration have taken place. All are accessible on 
the OECD DAC‘s website. In preparation for the 2008 Accra meeting on Aid Effectiveness, other initiatives were 
carried out, including Bernard Wood et. Al., ‗Evaluation of the Implementation of the Paris Declaration‖, July 2008. 
These various exercise all point to the slow implementation of the commitments and targets agreed on in Paris in 
2005.  
47 BARDER, O. (October 2009): ―Beyond Planning: Markets and Networks for Better Aid,‖ Center for Global 

Development Working Papers, (185). 
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strategic incoherence among donors. But the developing world covers the whole spectrum of 
institutional capacities.  

On the ‗weak capacity‘ end of the spectrum this principle is very theoretical: calls for tenders and 
anti-money laundering procedures are either lacking or not to be trusted, policies are poorly 
devised, and government priorities more often reflect those of a political elite than those of the 
population. A real difficulty of delivering aid in these cases lies in the inbuilt disequilibrium 
between supply and demand: the (at times) irrational behaviour of ‗customers‘ calls for exerting 
some form of tutelage on ‗demand‘. The way this plays out in practice is that donors set the 
national procedures, policies and priorities on which their strategies are then aligned: in some 
countries, the government‘s Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper is even written by World Bank or 
UNDP staff from start to finish. Is this breach of the principle of alignment necessarily bad? No: 
at times the donor community is right to impose its conditions. However, pretending in these 
circumstances that donors align themselves on the government‘s strategy and are ‗accountable‘ 
to the government sheds legitimate doubts on the principle of alignment, ownership and mutual 
accountability, and on the true objectives of donor coordination.  

While alignment on national policies and procedure makes little sense in those states that do not 
have sufficient capacity to express or define their needs, donor harmonization, on the other hand, 
is crucial. Post-conflict states are a typical case – one in which donors have paradoxically tended 
to rush to in a precipitated and disorganised fashion. For Afghanistan, the Central African 
Republic or Haiti, uncoordinated aid can indeed do a lot of harm: not only does competition 
between donors risk confusing or overwhelming government institutions that are under 
considerable strain, but donor dispersion may also be used by certain authorities to finance 
inadequate policies. In these cases foreign donors are right to aim at offering a coherent strategy 
through upstream donor coordination. Clearly, in some countries the disequilibrium between 
supply and demand is such that the ‗market for aid‘48 left to itself cannot be efficient: donor 
harmonization is the least harmful way to provide effective aid. Rather than alignment on 
inadequate demand, the top priority ought to be building the capacity to define coherent policy 
needs on the part of government authorities.  

 

Towards the other pole of the state capacity continuum, things look very different. In a growing 
number of countries eligible to development assistance, demand for aid is highly organized and 
structured. The national and local authorities are able to elaborate a sophisticated demand based 
on the needs of their economies. They perceive development aid as a resource among others 
(FDI, market loans and bond emissions) to finance their public policy priorities. In these 
countries competition between donors is not a concern, quite the contrary: authorities find that it 
spurs innovation and, more importantly perhaps, forces donors to align their action to 
government priorities. The authorities are able to choose the level of coordination they deem 
most efficient, and organize it themselves: in Vietnam, India, Brazil, Tunisia, Turkey, Morocco 
or China, government authorities did not wait for the Paris Declaration to ensure the coordination 
of aid. Because their bureaucracies do not lack competent staff, they prefer to cope with donor 
coordination costs – as this allows considerable gains in terms of ownership.  

These states are in no need of an integrated offer; in fact most of them resent any form of 
upstream donor cooperation that would cause them to face a cartel of donors. Government 
authorities provide carrots and sticks for donors – who better keep to the government‘s strategies 
                                                 
48 EASTERLY, W. (2002), ‗The Carlet of Good Intentions : Bureaucracy vs. Markets in Foreign Aid‘, Center for 
Global Development Working Paper No.4. And KLEIN M. and HARFORD T. (2005) The Market for Aid, The 
International Finance Corporation, Washington DC. 
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if they want to continue working in the country. These states are in a very different power 
relationship toward the aid community, as they can afford to refuse funding when it does not fit 
national priorities, or to kick out an unruly donor. This is what Brazil made clear when it decided 
to launch a rainforest protection fund: the Strategic Affairs Minister Roberto Mangabeira Unger 
warned that the $21 billion environmental fund will be a way for foreign governments to support 
Brazil's initiatives "without exerting any influence over our national policy‖, making it crystal 
clear that "we are not going to trade sovereignty for money"49. The authorities of such partner 
countries are at best ambivalent about the Paris Declaration. They are used to ordering ‗à la 
carte‘ among donor projects, advice and policy options. Harmonisation efforts sound like an 
attempt by donors to move to a set menu.  

Somewhere in between these two poles of the capacity continuum are countries where the Paris 
Declaration principles are well adapted, and their implementation brings satisfaction to both 
government authorities and DAC donors. This is typically the case in Mozambique, Ghana or 
Burkina Faso: although the coordination process needed to reach  common strategy is often time-
consuming, the increasing recourse to budget support has brought considerable improvements in 
terms of capacity, government ownership and coherence.  

What should we take away from this dissection of the demand for aid? The problem is not so 
much the principles of the Paris Declaration than their uniform application to the whole range of 
beneficiaries. According to the capacity-building discourse of aid agencies, international 
assistance ought to aim to move recipient countries from the ‗weak governance‘ pole of the 
continuum to the ‗strong capacity‘ end – which implies progressively leaving the coordination of 
donor activity to the receiving state. In a way, the Paris Declaration donor coordination processes 
should aim at their own extinction as countries move up the scale of capacities and donor 
coordination. Is the aid community ready to accept this vision of alignment? The lack of interest 
of the donor community to fund Brazil‘s rainforest protection fund suggests that true alignment 
remains rare in practice. 

                                                 
49 www.upi.com ‗Brazil starts rain forest protection fund‘, 2 August 2008.  

http://www.upi.com/
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Figure 6, Adapting aid supply to aid demand 
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The double trap  

Finally, the Paris declaration seems to be caught in two policy traps.  

The first is the ‗participation‘ trap. As coordination groups have proliferated on any local policy 
issue, from gender to power generation, the process has degenerated into a discussion nightmare 
in many countries, where small donors may freeze policy-making for years. In most countries, a 
few donors represent the bulk of development assistance. In Ethiopia, four donors50 provide over 
60% of the financial support to the country. Yet, consulting the ultimate donor (who provides 
less than 1% of overall aid) may monopolize the attention of the government or entire donor 
community if this donor has chosen to play the obstruction game. In this case the laudable 
objective of giving all actors a voice is counterproductive. 

The second trap lies consists in placing the onus of improvement in aid delivery on actors that do 
not have all the cards in their hands: the bulk of coordination efforts take place at the field level, 
while most field actors have in effect little capacity to adapt disbursement policies and 
regulations. Indeed, the latter are often decided upon at the central level by boards and 
parliaments who are unaware of local realities and primarily concerned by safeguard and 
reporting policies. Rushing to the field is developers‘ Eve‘s temptation; it has naturally been the 
Paris Declaration‘s. But when it comes to improving the coherence of global policies, a good 
dose of heavy lifting has to be done at the central level. It is with the fight against poverty, 

                                                 
50 The United States, the European Union, the World Bank and the United Kingdom.  
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climate change or global pandemics as in all battles: combat on the front lines can only be 
efficient if headquarters do not hamstring the infantry with untenable rules of engagement. 
Convergence and efficiency have to be addressed at all decision-making levels.       

Excessively participatory, the Paris Declaration process is also stuck at the local level, such that 
it can deliver only with great difficulty the efficiency improvements it promised.  

 

 2.3 De rerum cognescere causas
51

 

How can so much work and goodwill on improving aid effectiveness through coordination lead 
to such disappointing results? Let us venture a hypothesis: while the Paris Declaration starts from 
a convincing diagnosis of the problems, success is out of reach because its incantations for 
donors to do more and better miss some of the root causes of incoherence. Rather than accusing 
actors of bad will, more attention should be given to the political economy of our emerging 
global public policies in the context of hypercollective action.  

Three syndromes and a paradox appear as in particular need of attention. 

 

The marginal player syndrome 

We call the first perverse incentive the ‗marginal player syndrome‘ – a pure product of the recent 
explosion in stakeholders of international cooperation. It refers to the situation where donors feel 
less and less responsible for the success or failure of the projects and programs to which they 
contribute – due to the fragmentation of aid supply.  

Given that the overall cash transfers to the field have not significantly increased over the years, 
the mushrooming of development actors has implied that the average size of projects or 
operations financed has decreased sharply – especially with the eruption of NGOs and 
decentralized cooperation. In 2006 the OECD reported over 81,000 active aid projects worldwide 
(up from 17,000 in 1996!), the median size of each activity representing only $67,000. In this 
market where most players are marginal, no single actor feels accountable for the final results. 
The consequence is that all players who consider that they only bring a small stone to the vast 
development edifice do not feel concerned by coordination efforts. Why would they bother 
joining costly harmonisation processes? This perverse incentive brought by hypercollective 
action is not addressed by the Paris Declaration. On the contrary, as donors increase their 
contributions into common financing pools and reduce the number of projects over which they 
have direct responsibility, their stakes in success are further diluted.  

                                                 
51 Latin, To know the causes of things 
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Figure 7, Number of donors per recipient country. (Source : IDA 2008, p. 15) 

 
 

The diverging accountabilities syndrome  

The second lies in the coexistence of at least three systems of accountability in international 
cooperation policies, from which we cannot expect spontaneous convergence.  

Who do development institutions work for? To whom should they be accountable? According to 
whose needs and objectives should aid‘s effectiveness be assessed? One answer is that donors 
work to assist partner governments in their national development strategies, and should therefore 
aim to respond to their demands (this is what the Paris Declaration principle of ‗alignment‘ is all 
about). Another possible view is that development ultimately aims to improve the lives of final 
beneficiaries, and that our actions should therefore stick as closely as possible to their needs. A 
third understanding of ‗accountability‘ is that taxpayers of donor countries are important 
stakeholders of this policy, and have a legitimate say in the way their resources are used. 
Development institutions must therefore be accountable to citizens of donor countries and their 
elected representatives, and attentive to their priorities.  

The coexistence of these three systems of accountability is not a problem in itself, as long as all 
three of these legitimate constituencies of aid express similar needs and priorities and therefore 
expect similar actions from development agencies. In an ideal world, governments of recipient 
countries would voice the most pressing needs expressed by their populations, and donor 
institutions would be mandated by their constituencies to help them respond to these demands. In 
reality though, spontaneous convergence is rare. When these three preference functions diverge, 
accountability towards aid‘s final beneficiaries rarely gets the upper hand.  

The current aid system takes the concept of ‗aid effectiveness‘ for granted, as if aid‘s 
effectiveness should be assessed according to one single easily identifiable set of objectives – the 
welfare of final recipients. Experience shows that the objective function of a bilateral or 
multilateral actor is in fact much more strongly correlated to the satisfaction of taxpayers, 
lobbies, institutional shareholders and other vested interests in the North who, although most 
often professional and concerned, are often very remote from the real needs of final 
beneficiaries.  
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Aid attribution is an example of the way this market failure can affect aid effectiveness: among 
the important functions of bilateral aid for donor countries is the ‗planting of the flag‘ – i.e. 
ensuring visibility for the donor country or its various ministers. This issue of visibility and 
attribution sometimes overrides important development concerns in the allocation of resources. It 
is no use deploring it, or accusing these preference functions of being illegitimate: they have 
their own logic and are not, in themselves, incompatible with aid‘s effectiveness. The real 
question is how to ensure maximum convergence of the three preference functions, i.e. how to 
introduce final beneficiaries‘ preference functions into the political economy of aid. When a 
foreign minister visits a partner country, it is difficult for him to assess the quality of the aid 
delivered on the basis of national progress in health, socio-economic welfare or education. He 
will ask to visit a new clinic, factory or school funded by his country‘s development assistance, 
and he will want to communicate the amount of aid committed by his development agency in the 
country and its rate of disbursement. Few aid actors would agree that maximising project 
visibility and development expenditures ought to be their key objective. Yet, in the absence of 
credible indicators of aid impact, development agencies are assessed according to an extremely 
weak proxy: their capacity to generate visible projects and disburse high volumes of funding 
quickly.  

This perverse incentive to spend the greatest possible amount of taxpayer money in the most 
visible way is matched by a second one, which also stems from the inadequacy of development 
indicators. Because donor efforts towards international solidarity are measured in terms of 
‗Official Development Assistance‘, bilateral development agencies are too often assessed 
according to their capacity to ‗generate ODA‘… rather than addressing partner countries‘ 
priority needs. As a result, a state with important problems of criminality will have the greatest 
difficulty finding funds to build a much-needed prison – as the funding of penitentiaries cannot 
count as development assistance according to DAC rules. We have discussed at length the 
weaknesses of the ODA figure. Suffice to say that despite important progress over the last few 
years, the paucity of measures of impact represents a major blind spot of global public policies. 
 

The evaluation gap syndrome 

The third market failure, which is alone responsible for a considerable chunk of aid incoherence, 
is the persisting evaluation gap52.  

Development professionals often complain about the seemingly irrational decisions taken by 
their political masters. Admittedly, these political decisions are responsible for many of the 
pendulum swings that are so detrimental to policy, and many of the white elephants that populate 
the landscape of international development aid. But can decision-makers really be blamed for 
these inconsiderate choices? Political authorities in donor countries cannot make rational 
arbitrations on which strategies to favour or where to allocate development aid if they cannot 
base their decisions on authoritative research regarding what works and what doesn‘t, and what 
type of projects should be funded. There is today no existing mechanism that would give an 
assembly of decision-makers a synthetic and reliable vision of strategic options from which to 
choose. The resulting practice is that institutions, lobbies and think tanks with varying levels of 
influence, legitimacy and professionalism offer their opinions on what development strategies 
ought to be followed and what sectors are currently underfinanced by international aid. Only 

                                                 
52 SAVEDOFF, W., R. LEVINE, N. BIRDSALL, et al. (May 2006), ―When will we ever learn? Improving lives 
through impact evaluation‖, Report of the Evaluation Gap Working Group. Washington: Center for Global 

Development. 
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when the bulk of these voices agree that something has gone wrong is the course corrected, such 
that precious time and resources are wasted.   

The 2007/2008 global food crisis exemplified this dysfunction of the aid industry. Aid to 
agriculture plummeted in the 1980‘s and 1990‘s, as bilateral and multilateral donors alike shifted 
their attention and aid budgets away from agricultural development to focus on debt relief and 
the social sectors. The global volume of assistance to agriculture fell from US$ 6.2 billion to 
US$ 2.3 billion between 1980 and 200253 (Figure 8 shows this evolution for Sub-Saharan 
Africa). Since global aid flows increased by 65% during this same period, the share of total 
development aid to agriculture fell from 17% of total ODA in 1982 to only 3.7% in 2002.54 Only 
a few months before a global food crisis erupted, the World Bank‘s influential World 
Development Report reminded the aid industry of the importance of agriculture for development. 
After a surge in the price of basic foodstuffs and a series of food riots in 2007 and 2008, billions 
of dollars of aid are now being pledged for boosting agriculture in the developing world. Could 
this sad episode of collective misjudgement have been avoided? Finding a suitable allocation of 
funds across sectors is always a delicate balance, to which there can be no ‗right answer‘. In an 
industry where allotment choices are fully decentralised, its actors are bound to repeat this 
allocation mistake if they are not assisted by independent research and analysis on the resulting 
funding choices for the global public policy.    

 

 Figure 8, Aid to agriculture in Subsaharan Africa, 5-year moving average, 1999 prices 
(Source: Carl Eicher 2003, p. 31. OECD/DAC statistics)55 

 
 

The evaluation gap is responsible for poor aid quality in another important way. In the aid 
industry as in any other, some actors are more effective than others. Yet development 
stakeholders from donor or recipient countries have no way of establishing who is better than 
whom at doing what. Whereas international rankings exist to rate the quality of universities56, too 
little is done in the way of evaluating donor performances based on the quality of the aid 
delivered57. As a result, phoney NGOs or foundations roam in developing countries in the name 

                                                 
53 Figures expressed in 2002 dollars 
54 ―DFID (2004), ―Official development assistance to agriculture‖. 
55 EICHER, C. (December 2003), ―Flashback: Fifty years of donor aid to African agriculture,‖ Michigan State 

University. 
56 These rankings may justifiably be contested and certainly ought to be improved; however they exist, which is a 
merit in itself.  
57 An important step to fill this gap has been taken by the International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). Cf. 
www.3ieimpact.org  

http://www.3ieimpact.org/
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of development or humanitarian aid, burdening local administration for very poor development 
results. Some bilateral actors are accused of serving the commercial interests of their country at 
the expanse of the social and economic well-being of the host country. Yet no credible source of 
information is available to prove or disprove such claims – a situation that nurtures suspicion of 
development assistance as a whole.   

 

The capacity-building paradox  

A fourth market failure generates perverse incentives for donors. It is what we call the ‗capacity-
building paradox‘. The lack of institutional capacities lies at the heart of underdevelopment, as it 
is both a cause and a symptom of poverty. And yet the weaker state capacities, the more donors 
tend to be massively present and design coordination mechanisms… that require high 
administrative capacities from the receiving state! The result is that donors spend much of their 
time and energy ‗coordinating‘ without solving the weakness which is at the heart of the 
problem. The inability to tackle the capacity-building paradox is largely related to the pressure 
for immediate tangible results from which more and more development organisations are 
suffering. The Paris Declaration is the first international agreement on aid to mention capacity-
building among its main objectives. However it can only rely on goodwill for its implementation: 
bilateral donors‘ preference functions are driven by rational choice, bounded by their capital and 
public opinion‘s preferences. 

When they work in a project mode, donors have few incentives to generate long-term capacity, 
as they risk losing these capacities to other projects and donors – at typical case of the tragedy of 
the commons described by Hardin58. In a context where political premium for visible results and 
impacts keeps mounting, donor projects are too often driven by the quest for immediate solutions 
to highly-visible problems, to the detriment of the patient work of strengthening the local 
capacities that will be able to solve these problems in the long-run. The international 
community‘s efforts in the reconstruction of Afghanistan are a particularly telling example, 
where specialized donor-driven agencies or project implementation units are charged with 
delivering a given public good that weak public administrations do not have the capacity to 
deliver. This has a hidden cost, which takes the form of a serious blow to the legitimacy of the 
Afghan state59 – whose side-effects are all too clear, but too seldom taken into account. Global 
public policies that address long-term stakes fall on the same side of the ‗problem-solving versus 
capacity-building‘ dilemma. Take climate change: pressure for visible results creates an 
incentive for actors to report and communicate on the tons of carbon their projects saved for the 
world, rather than to invest in strengthening the domestic institutional capacities of developing 
countries to fight against climate change or adapt to it.  

The problem is that donors are not rewarded for the public good they generate when they 
generate capacity, and pay no extra cost when they use existing capacities – such that the low-
hanging fruits with small long-term development results remain much more appetizing than the 
projects that generate longer-term, higher development-return. This leads us back to where we 
left global public policies in our previous paper: indicators matter! We are forced to recognize 
that there are no credible indicators that can give credit to effective capacity-building efforts: 
build a well you are a hero (few will notice if it is dry two years down the road); help structure a 
well-maintenance system in a desolate area and you will have the hardest time raising money!  

                                                 
58 HARDIN, G. (1968), ―The tragedy of the Commons,‖ Science, 162(3859), 1243–1248. 
59 MICHAILOF, S. (December 2009), ―The Seven Capital Sins of the Donor Community in Afghanistan‖, GMF 

Policy Brief. 



29 
 

Conventional wisdom holds that coordinated budget support is the way forward, as the ideal 
instrument to harmonise donor practices and improve government capacity. It is understood by 
many as a convincing response to the coordination troubles that gave rise to the Paris 
Declaration. Yet budget aid is no panacea either. While it can be an efficient way to disburse 
funds in countries with high capacities, these countries are precisely those that suffer least from 
donor proliferation and ill-coordination. On the other hand, in states with weakest capacities, the 
beneficiary cannot handle the large volumes of aid that it receives without deducting a high 
corruption or inefficiency toll. It may well be that the pressure to expand budget support despite 
the weakness of local financing systems ends up undermining aid efficiency rather than 
improving it. Herein lies the second face of the capacity-building paradox: as effective budget 
aid supposes the weak capacity issue resolved, the donor community is not responding to the 
institutional weakness that creates the need for coordination in the first place. Once again, the 
existing coordination mechanisms appear to be blind to the massive disparities in capacities in 
recipient sates. 

 

3. Engineering processes of hypercollective action 

  

Over the past decade, practitioners and academics have identified the growing chaos generated 
by the proliferation of actors of development assistance as a major source of inefficiency in aid 
delivery. As we have seen, the reaction has been to rush toward the field to build cooperation 
frameworks. Though useful and well inspired, these schemes have generally missed their goal: 
by overlooking the faulty incentive structures of aid actors, the international community has 
ended putting all the eggs of the effectiveness issue in the basket of the Paris Declaration – an 
attempt to reduce the complexity of the aid architecture through coordination.  

Clearly, in spite of all its merits, the Paris Declaration does not provide solid enough ground on 
which to build the kind of hypercollective action that is required by 21st century global public 
policies. Should the baby be thrown out with the bathwater? Not just yet: the improvements 
brought about by the Paris Declaration process are certainly welcome, and many lessons are still 
to be learned from this important experiment in collective policy-making. But it is high time for 
a new conceptual framework to emerge, one which will help shape dynamic processes of multi-
actor convergence that are more compatible with the political economy of international 
cooperation initiatives as they are taking shape in these early years of the 21st century. This will 
imply getting the philosophy right, and getting the processes right.  

  

3.1 Getting the philosophy right 

 

Facing complexity  

Let us come back to the concept of hypercollective action: hypercollective action is not just the 
product of the interaction between an increasing number and kind of actors in a given field of 
policy. More fundamentally, it is a new way of thinking, devising and implementing public 
policy in a world of ‗evermore collective action‘.  

We have seen that what is at stake is not so much the proliferation of actors (a trend that is here 
to stay), but rather the effective management of this proliferation in a way that addresses the 
shortcomings of the political economy of international cooperation. Let us then consider how the 
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evolution from collective to hypercollective action impacts the governance of the emerging 
global policy, and what role this leaves to the historical actors of international relations – good 
old nation states.  

Conventional collective action in international relations typically involves the coordination of a 
limited number of relatively homogeneous actors, gathered in the name of their decision-making 
power to solve a given problem. In addition to the framework of international law, formal (IMF) 
or informal (G8, now G20) international regimes were instituted in the 20th century to allow 
important stakeholders of a given issue to meet, discuss and eventually reach common decisions. 
What we are seeing with the explosion of the number and kind of actors that compose the 
embryonic global public policy is the extreme complexification of the processes of international 
cooperation and decision-making: as we have seen, hypercollective action concerns a much 
larger number of more heterogeneous actors, involved (rather than invited) in the discussion 
because they count among the policy‘s multiple ‗stakeholders‘60. Looking at recent successes in 
international mobilization, one sees that the collective action of this constellation of actors has 
tended to structure itself through forums (such as the ‗World Social Forum‘ or the ‗World 
Economic Forum‘), partnerships (‗The Global Compact‘), platforms (‗Save Darfur coalition‘, 
Interaction, CONCORD or Eurodad), networks (Global Development Network, Development 
Gateway) and epistemic communities (materialized by thematic journals and think tanks). 
Whether formal or informal, these regimes have themselves become ‗hypercollective‘. In a way, 
the new generation of international policymaking is structured like a gigantic ‗wiki- platform 61‘, 
in which very different actors plug their concepts, strategies, instruments, and financial inputs. 
No single actor of the community is formally responsible for the final output – global public 
policies – whose objectives and instruments are in perpetual redefinition. As with any wiki, there 
is no fixed architecture: actors work on a perpetual ‗beta‘ version.    

Table 2, International regimes 2.0 

  Late 20
th

 century  Early 2000’s 

Worldwide 

web 

Web 1.0 Web 2.0 

 1. Architecture of information through single 
editing: website as content delivered by a webmaster 
to internet users 

 1. Architecture of participation through open editing: 
website as an interactive platform with real-time input from 
internet users 

 2. Static architecture and content between two 
updates 

 

 2. Perpetual ‗beta‘ version: the architecture and content are 
continuously shaped through an ongoing process of 
collaboration that constantly changes the Web site 
landscape  

 3. Passive community that absorbs available 
information – and possibly reacts by contacting the 
webmaster through a bilateral relationship 

 3. Active wiki communities and social networks that share 
information, knowledge and opinions in a multilateral 
relationship 

 4. The owner of the website finances its activities  4. All members of the network are invited to donate to 
finance its upkeep 

 5. Content is typically protected by copyright  5. Open source software and ‗creative commons‘ licenses 
are typically used, which favours reproduction of content 

Inter-

national 

International regimes International regimes 2.0 

 1. International policies are designed by states.  1. International policies are shaped and delivered by all 

                                                 
60 SEVERINO, JM. and CHARNOZ, O. (2008), De l’ordre global à la justice globale: vers une politique mondiale 

de régulation, vol. 2. En temps réels, 9. 
61 A wiki is a website that allows users to create and edit of any number of interlinked web pages. 
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collective 

action 

Non-state actors can react to the policy choices stakeholders (states, NGOs, foundations, local authorities, 
businesses, epistemic communities, bilateral and 
multilateral authorities…) in various forums 

 2. The architecture and policy content of collective 
action is stable from one official summit to the next  

 2. The architecture of collaboration is perpetually 
redefined by ad hoc coalitions of actors gathering around 
given topics  

 3. The negotiators of international policies has only 
slow and formal collaboration processes 

 3. The designers of global public policies exchange 
information, knowledge and opinions in real time 

 4. States finance the bulk of cooperation efforts  4. All stakholders bring inputs into the policy 

 5. Each organisation designs its own learning 
processes (evaluations, training) to improve its 
effectiveness  

 5. Actors enter into collaborative learning processes  

 

One of the benefits of these new collaborative processes of international policymaking is that, 
although hypercollective motion necessitates a critical mass of actors progressing in the same 
direction, it does not require that every single actor concerned follows suit. Unlike some 
international negotiations that need unanimous backing to progress, it is much more efficient to 
spend time and effort ensuring that the median player is comfortable with the direction or that the 
front-runners are exploring the right innovative paths than convincing the last naysayers that they 
should join the movement.  

On the other hand, it seems utopian to hope to plan or coordinate the action of this polycentric 
group of actors: in fact independence from political authority is a guiding principle for many 
actors of global public policies. As Owen Barder puts it for the field of development assistance, 
―we are reaching the limits of what can be achieved by better planning to improve aid‖

62. There 
is no future in planning as a way to improve aid, or indeed in the delivery of any global service 
or policy characterized by hypercollective action. What ought to be possible, however, is to 
provide a framework to orient the direction of its atomized group of players, one that will help 
make their trajectories converge in a more focused flow. This is what Nehmat Shafik advocates 
in a blog post entitled ‗From Architecture to Networks: Aid in a World of Variable Geometry‘63. 
Pierre Jacquet argues that efficient international cooperation could be structured though a 
‗network of overlapping networks‘, and holds that each of these networks may develop its own 
principles of collective action provided there is mutual recognition between networks64.  

To follow the wiki metaphore, improving the coherence of ‗global policies 2.0‘ will require 
designing the most efficient mechanisms to regulate this ‗architecture of participation‘. 
Depending on the characteristics of the public policy, its players and objectives, this may require 
drawing more extensively on market-based, networks-based or more traditional rule-based 
cooperation models.  
 

                                                 
62 BARDER, OWEN (2009), op cit.  
63 SHAFIK, M. (2009), ‗From Architecture to Networks: Aid in a World of Variable Geometry‘. 
Ideas4development.org   
64 JACQUET, P. (2009), ―Addressing the Over-complexity of the International Aid Architecture,‖ Contribution to 

the Global Agenda Council on Poverty and Development Finance. 

http://www.ideas4development.org/post/article/from-architecture-to-networks-aid-in-a-world-of-variable-geometry.html
http://www.ideas4development.org/post/article/from-architecture-to-networks-aid-in-a-world-of-variable-geometry.html
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Shaping complexity 

Where does this leave the historic actors of international collective action? Globalization 
enthusiasts who announced the dissolution of the nation state for the turn of the century are in for 
a big surprise: the era of global public policies and hypercollective action will not be that of 
states‘ evanescence, quite the contrary. In fact, the series of global crises of the early 21st century 
have seen the comeback of states as actors of international relations. The 9/11 attacks has led 
several countries to tighten border security, in some cases constraining international travel 
considerably. The 2007 and 2008 food crisis has led some states to reduce or stop their food 
exports for the sake of national food security. In their fight against the H1N1 pandemic, 
governments have ordered vaccines for their own populations, with little regard to the capacity 
of international pharmaceutical companies to deliver them – or, for that matter for poorer 
countries to afford them. Finally, the financial crisis has led states to bail out banks by 
nationalising what they considered as key national assets. Clearly political authority remains in 
high demand, and continues to lie essentially with national governments.  

How does this recent trend of state resurgence fit with that of the increasing weight of non-state 
actors on the international scene? Both of these tendencies are compatible with – in fact, 
constitutive of – hypercollective action. It is a mistake to think the expansion of non-state actors 
and the continued presence of states in international relations as antagonistic. As they will 
continue to coexist in the management of international policy, both state and non-state actors will 
need to find new ways of interacting in the definition of public goods and in the structures to 
deliver them.  

  

Complexity is built into the fabric of global public policies65. This complexity is neither ‗good‘ 
nor ‗bad‘; it is an inescapable fact of early 21st century international relations – one that is likely 
to stay, as the Copenhagen negotiations have shown. What is urgently needed is to make sense of 
this complexity. And, because the forces that engender it (proliferation, fragmentation…) can 
help or handicap the delivery of efficient international services where they are needed, it is 
fundamental that this complexity be shaped politically so as to minimize the risk of chaos it 
generates while preserving its fruitful diversity. Rather than attempting to reduce or even 
manage this complexity as the Paris Declaration has attempted to do in the field of aid, what is 
needed is to steer it towards greater effectiveness.   

Public authorities have a fundamental role to play in steering this complexity in a way that 
provides the best possible fit between the supply of global public policies and the demand for 
‗global public services‘ (i.e. efforts to guarantee a stable climate, to ensure a reasonably secure 
international and local environment, to preserve humanity from the spread of global pandemics, 
etc.). The challenge of hypercollective action and the stakes linked to its success will push 
national and regional political authorities to set their violins aside to reposition themselves as the 
conductors of a grand polyphonic symphony. As trustees of the public good, their collective task 
is to structure global hypercollective action into relevant, coherent and effective global public 
policies to deal with the most crucial threats to global prosperity.   

What are the instruments available to steer the coalition of actors of global public policies? As 
we have seen, different modes of collaboration coexist, and can be drawn upon to make actors‘ 
expectations converge. We have identified five: rules, systems of incentives, discourses, 
                                                 
65 We would like to thank the Center for the Study of Global Governance of the London School of Economics for a 
very productive brainstorming session on these concepts – from which we draw in this paragraph – and especially 
Mathias Koenig-Archibugi for his analysis of ‗complexity‘.   
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networks and norms or standards. Because each of these modes of collaboration affects different 
actors differently, none in itself is any longer sufficient to generate effective collective action. 
Successes of international cooperation such as the mobilization in favour of antiretroviral 
treatment66 show that when they are effectively combined, they can produce extremely 
convincing results. Each of them can be thought of as a thread. The challenge ahead lies in 
knitting each of these threads so as to generate the fabric of effective hypercollective action.  

 Table 3, Five threads of hypercollective action
67

  

Threads (modes 

of 

collaboration)     

Rules and 

agreements 

Norms and 

standards 

Systems of 

incentives 

Information and 

discourses 

Networks and 

partnerships 

Forms 

- International 
agreements, laws 
and covenants 

- Formal or 
informal 
norms 

(+) Rewards 

(-) Threats 

- Cognitive frameworks 

- Ideologies 

- Information 

- Global partnerships 
and alliances  

Examples 

- Paris 
Declaration 

- Kyoto Protocol 

 

- International 
accounting 
standards 

- Fair Trade 
standards 

- ‗Sphere 
standards‘ 

(+) Advanced 
market 
commitments 

(-) ‗Fossile of 
the day‘ 
awards in the 
climate 
negotiations 

- The ‗Responsibility to 
protect‘ 

- The moral duty of 
international solidarity 

- Interactive maps of  
‗who does what‘ in an aid 
recipient country68 

- Critical Ecosystem 
Partnership Fund 

- ‗Save Darfur‘ 
coalition 

- European 
Development Finance 
Institutions69 

 

Beyond the promising intuition that international collective action will increasingly take the form 
of networks of actors, and that it will necessarily draw from various modes of collaboration, the 
concrete way to move from ill-fated attempts at ‗harmonization‘ to new paradigms of regulation 
largely remain to be invented – a daunting task, on which this last section of the paper proposes 
to venture a few preliminary suggestions.  

 

 3.2 Addressing specific gaps in the market of global public policies  

After a long trip in the austere backrooms of global public policies, it is now time to embark on a 
little institutional architecture exercise, and to put forward a few very concrete propositions on 
what structures and processes of hypercollective action could look like.   

As we have seen, the Paris Declaration has so far been the most important effort to harness the 
‗hypercollective‘ in the development aid ecosystem. Yet it stems from an imperfect analysis of 
the political economy of this burgeoning global public policy. It focuses on local issues (thus 
losing sight of upstream incoherence), it assumes that donors are driven by a single preference 
function, it sees aid recipients as a homogeneous whole, and it relies excessively on two modes 
of collaboration (rules and standards) to the detriment of the three others. Improving actors‘ 
                                                 
66 KAPSTEIN, E., and J. BUSBY (2010), ―Making Markets for Merit Goods: The Political Economy of 
Antiretrovirals,‖ Center for Global Development Working Papers, 1(1). 
67 Adapted from SEVERINO, CHARNOZ, op.cit. 
68 An example of such a scheme is the Development Assistance Database developed with the support of UNDP in 
the Central African Republic.  
69 EDFI, see: http://www.edfi.be/  

http://dad.minplan-rca.org/
http://www.edfi.be/
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performances in the delivery of their share of the collective good will imply building a more 
comprehensive framework of cooperation for the provision of global public services – one which 
builds on the five threads of hypercollective action. The last section offers a few suggestions on 
how to take a few steps in this direction. It looks at whether fresh ideas could emerge from 
placing additional emphasis on the ‗incentives‘ and ‗discourses‘ that drive the actors of global 
public policies, as well as improving the networks through which they collaborate and the 
standards around which they make their actions converge. It suggests a new ambition for 
multilateral organizations – one which would turn them into the agents of hypercollective action.  

 

Informing the policy 

We have shown how incoherent policy choices could originate from diverging preference 
functions of the various constituencies of aid. Making the supply of aid more responsive to the 
demand side‘s needs, we argued, implies incorporating as much as possible of final 
beneficiaries‘ priorities in the preference functions of donor constituencies in the North (and in 
those of recipient state authorities). Though this will remain a challenging issue in the world of 
hypercollective action, reducing asymmetries of information in the aid market is a fundamental 
step to bridge the awareness, consent and accountability gaps. 

 

 Public information to shareholders 

The first corollary of this statement is that public information is no trivial task, but one of the 
important means to improve the effectiveness of global public policies. Why is public money 
spent on biodiversity protection, conflict management, poverty reduction or climate change 
mitigation projects on the other side of the globe, when donor countries are themselves 
confronted with poverty, insecurity and environmental degradation? Actors of international 
cooperation tend to forget that the answers to such questions are not self-evident: the evolving 
rationale for North/South collaboration needs to be explained70. Spontaneous awareness of these 
needs is typically very low: the stakes of the global public policies are complex, the projects they 
fund often thousands of miles away from the taxpayer, and their impacts measurable years after 
the initial decision to finance a given operation has been taken.  

Transparent and accessible public information is the price to pay for the kind of support that is 
required for a sustained public effort in favour of global public goods. Taxpayers are the 
shareholders of these policies; without their consent, the public resources that irrigate bilateral, 
multilateral, but also NGO and philanthropic efforts will quickly dry up. As shareholders, they 
need to be convinced that the right allocation choices are being made. This is what efforts 
towards public accountability are about. With a few remarkable exceptions, communication 
efforts towards the public opinion of OECD countries to explain the rationale for international 
cooperation have been limited. A survey undertaken in Europe shows that the countries that 
dedicate most resources to development aid are also those who communicate most about it. Do 
governments communicate on international solidarity because they do comparatively well in 
terms of public generosity, or do they do better than others because they communicate about this 
specific policy? The causality probably runs both ways. The remarkable coherence of Sweden‘s 
development aid policy, for instance, and the overall strategic alignment of Swedish government 
and civil society, anyway suggests that a virtuous circle can be made to exist.  

                                                 
70 The changing rationale of development aid is described in The End of ODA – Death and Rebirth of a Global 

Public Policy, op cit.   
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 Voice of consumers 

The battle for better information and accountability also implies increasing the direct feedback 
from beneficiaries, i.e. fixing what Owen Barder calls the ‗broken feedback loop‘71. Though 
many development programs are assessed by development agencies through thorough 
investigations, beneficiaries (civil society, governments and final beneficiaries) are seldom 
consulted in a serious way. In most cases, they cannot assess and challenge the relevance and 
quality of the programmes designed by the aid agencies. Providing professional 360° 
assessments and ratings of individual agencies, foundations and NGOs as well as country 
programmes of each donor, and giving them wide publicity especially in donor countries should 
help not only improve the quality of each programme, but also provide better indications on the 
real demands of the beneficiaries. This should progressively help align private and public donors 
on the real priorities for the country by bringing better information on local expectations to the 
policy‘s constituents in donor countries.   

If it is to improve the coherence of aid choices, such a vast information effort on the foundations 
for global public policies will need to give voice to civil societies of developing nations, as they 
are often the best advocates of their cause and the best judges of aid‘s ultimate effectiveness. 
This battle for the general public‘s awareness cannot be carried out by states alone: it requires a 
collective effort by coalitions of NGOs, think tanks, bilateral and multilateral institutions 
philanthropic actors and celebrities such as the ones that mobilised in favour of the populations 
of Darfur, the victims of the Haiti Earthquake or the democratization of ARV treatments. 
Collective communication efforts not only increase the level of information and public support 
for the policy, but it also creates alignment: indeed, the need to create public discourses forces 
NGOs and state authorities to discuss on the substance of the discourse.    

  

 Indicators for stakeholders 

Finally, reducing asymmetries of information calls for developing robust performance indicators, 
more strongly correlated to global public policies‘ ultimate goals. Today, these concrete 
assessments of donor assistance results in health, education or environmental protection are rare. 
It should come as no surprise that aid remains hostage to second-order priorities, such as project 
visibility or meaningless technocratic measures of national generosity. What the policy needs, 
therefore, are indicators of impact that would allow its different stakeholders to assess aid quality 
and effectiveness according to its proclaimed objectives: effective contributions to economic 
growth, the preservation of global public goods, or poverty reduction. What we aim to achieve is 
what we ought to be measuring! Although rigorous indicators of results are notoriously difficult 
to achieve, not least because of the methodological difficulty in attributing success, they are the 
key to sustained public support for global public policies. As such, they ought to be one of the 
areas of concentration of collaboration efforts between actors of the field. We will come back to 
ways in which this could be done.  

To sum up, one of the important ways to avoid incoherent funding choices is to contribute to the 
convergence of stakeholder preferences through: 1) communicating much more actively on the 
ultimate objectives of the policy to domestic constituencies; 2) giving voice to final 
beneficiaries; and 3) building proper indicators of aid‘s contributions to its ultimate goals.  

 
                                                 
71 BARDER ,O. (2009), op cit.  
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‘IPCCs’ for development aid and other global policies 

Despite recent accusations of partiality, the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has 
proved remarkably effective over the last decades in making science, public awareness and 
policy converge toward concrete actions. This intergovernmental body was established to 
provide decision-makers and the general public with an objective source of information about 
climate change and its threats. Its reports, which are neutral with respect to policy, analyse 
projected impacts and outline options for adaptation and mitigation. They serve as the main 
reference for the international negotiations on climate change mitigation, and provide invaluable 
information to the media.  

The UN could gather a community of highly respected scientists, academics and professionals, 
under the independent chairmanship of a ‗wise man/woman‘, with the objective of providing 
authoritative knowledge and information on global public concerns and their evolution. It would 
give them the mandate to provide regular reviews on the needs for global collective services and 
current policy choices. While raising the profile of the international cooperation, this would help 
combat sectarian ideologies and petty interests, cast light on difficult policy choices, and provide 
a clear overview on which decision-makers could base their judgement. It would survey existing 
practices of global public policies (global funding allocations, strategies and instruments) and 
suggest possible arbitration decisions, so as to limit the effect that we referred to earlier as 
‗trendy aid‘.  

Decision-making is an inherently political function, and should remain so. But outlining possible 
policy options and instruments available to deal with a given ill, their likely costs and their 
expected impacts does not need to be. Informing and depoliticizing this crucial step of policy-
making would help rationalise decisions that are presently taken according to political 
authorities‘ best judgement – and the capacity of lobbies to plead for their cause. Although this 
public information in itself would not stop poor or even irrational allocation decisions, it would 
increase the accountability of political authorities for their choices. 

 

Incentivizing the policy 

At this point, some readers will be asking what can possibly make the authors think that the 
various actors of global public policies would spontaneously accept to move towards 
constraining forms of collaboration for the sake of collective efficiency.  

And justly so: in the absence of any overarching authority in the aid market, awareness of the 
costs of proliferation, fragmentation and ill-coordination will not by itself lead those responsible 
for these ills to change their practices. For the same reason that some actors of development aid 
can simultaneously agree with the principles of the Paris Declaration and resent applying them to 
their own work in practice, most institutions will resist moves to cooperate in the absence of 
credible incentives. As economists put it, suboptimal equilibriums can be extremely stable when 
those who need to act to improve the situation do not bear the bulk of its costs, and would benefit 
marginally from the gains. Because it would be illusory to dream of piloting every actor in any 
centralized way, what is needed is to drive the drivers of change. As in any collective action 
problem, part of the solution therefore lies in developing the right system of incentives – sticks 
and carrots for actors to make their practices converge.    

 Sticks… 

Negative incentives would need to punish ill-performing actors of international cooperation 
(assessed according to the common performance standards to which we will turn) and those 
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actors who refuse to enter in collaborative working modes (i.e. the free riders of cooperation 
efforts). In the absence of a strong and legitimate overarching authority, it is difficult to envisage 
mechanisms to discipline free-riders and ill-performers of the development aid, humanitarian 
relief and global public goods industries other than of a reputational nature. Yet credible finger-
pointing exercises can be extremely effective in a business where reputation is a key element of 
success – as the considerable impacts of certain media, NGO and think-tank reports have shown 
in the past72.  

Some existing instruments, such as the OECD DAC‘s peer reviews, the Center for Global 
Development‘s ‗commitment to development index‘ or the recent ‗International Initiative for 
Impact Evaluation‘ have this naming and shaming dimension. What the field is missing however 
are independent mechanisms to evaluate the impacts of international aid on a given country or 
sector. How effective are the donor community‘s combined efforts in Cambodia or the DRC? 
What can be improved in the international efforts for the protection of biodiversity? Such cross-
donor evaluation exercises would help point out in each country or sector which donors are 
playing the collective action game constructively, and which are free riding on others‘ 
collaborative efforts. They would also help fight the marginal player syndrome by naming-and-
shaming donors that show poor performance according to standard metrics for success – rather 
than those who do not stick to the trendy idea of the day. This again underlines the need for a 
credible evaluation function at the international level, capable of shaming actors into 
collaborative attitudes.   

Some specific sectors of the global public policy are equipping themselves with such cross-donor 
evaluation tools. The field of microfinance lived through a surge of actors and funding in the 
mid-2000‘s. The dramatic rise in funders posed a risk to the quality of the projects, such that a 
group of donors decided to set up an evaluation process, and to entrust an independent policy and 
research centre with the mission to carry it out. In addition to its work on quantifying and 
analyzing global funding flows in the field of microfinance, CGAP73 now counts among its 
missions to improve the transparency around the performance of various funders. Its SmartAid 
for Mircofinance Index74 measures how well donors are set up to support microfinance, outlining 
strengths and areas of improvements. It draws on the good practice guidelines established over 
time with the Centre‘s different members, and a body of knowledge developed through peer 
reviews, country reviews and portfolio reviews. Rather than going down the route of the polite 
DAC peer-review process, each audited donor is given a score, which reflects its performance on 
five areas agreed by all funders as critical for effective microfinance: strategic clarity, 
accountability for results, knowledge management and appropriate instruments. Tens of donors 
are audited every year, including some of the field‘s largest actors – which is likely to push other 
microfinance actors to be audited and awarded a mark.   

The results so far are inspiring. The CGAP review process has convinced some actors to opt out 
of microcredit, and provided others with incentives for changing their ways of doing business. 
Given the success of the CGAP experience in the field of microfinance, other global public 
policies could equip themselves to assess the quality of outputs delivered by different types of 
actors along similar principles of organisation. Their reunion in a network could eventually take 
the form of a more comprehensive evaluation platform of global public policies.  

                                                 
72 We refer here to the reports that first denounced employee working conditions in sweatshops of international 
footwear companies in the 1990‘s, yearly reports such as Transparency International‘s report on corruption or the 
release of information regarding sexual abuses in Peacekeeping operations.  
73 Consultative Group to Assist the Poor, http://www.cgap.org/p/site/c/aboutus/  
74 http://www.cgap.org/p/site/c/template.rc/1.26.3224/  

http://www.cgap.org/p/site/c/aboutus/
http://www.cgap.org/p/site/c/template.rc/1.26.3224/
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An evaluation platform for global public policies 

An independent evaluation platform could be set up to review in a structured, transparent and 
open manner global public policy performance at the geographic (country by country), thematic 
(policy by policy) and actor (donor by donor) level. It would draw on the capacities of many 
universities and think tanks, to provide the international community with independent 
evaluations.   

Its objective would be to evaluate more systematically the overall impact of international 
cooperation initiatives in given countries and sectors. It would thus name-and-shame ill-
performing actors of global public policies and free riders of cooperation efforts – be they states, 
transnational companies, multilateral organisations, NGOs or philanthropic foundations. In doing 
so, it would need to look beyond the strict perimeter of development assistance, and assess the 
broader coherence of these different actors‘ strategic choices. The power of such an instrument is 
that it does not require consensus from all parties in order to be effective: a given player may 
object to the legitimacy of the evaluation, but nevertheless resent being stigmatized if a 
sufficiently large amount of its peers give credit to the evaluation process. If the evaluating 
authority has sufficient credence, the very risk of being stigmatized would progressively lead 
actors to opt out of sectors or countries where they have little added-value and progressively 
enter into accepted convergence mechanisms.  

There is no time to stay polite. The stakes of global ills are too high for endless diplomacy: the 
international community is in a dire need of a credible independent evaluation platform for 
global public policies.     

  

 … and carrots 

Positive incentives would also need to entice actors of international cooperation in spending time 
and energy looking for compatible strategies or common solutions to global problems.  

In fact, European development aid has recently gone down this road, in a pragmatic and flexible 
approach to donor coordination. Several instruments have been set up over the last years to 
provide incentives for innovative collaboration and co-financing between European donor 
agencies75. The European Commission has a special role in these instruments: rather than 
implementing the projects as any other donor, it provides the framework through which multi-
actor convergence happens, and an important financial incentive for donors to team-up to 
provide a collaborative solution to local development problems. It is worth taking a moment to 
describe how one of these instruments works.  

The European Union‘s Strategy for Africa, published in 2005, set the broad objective of 
‗interconnecting‘ Africa in terms of transport, water, energy and telecommunications. To this 
end, in 2006 the EU-Africa Partnership on Infrastructure was endowed with a Trust Fund to 
speed up regional projects. The Infrastructure Trust Fund, managed by the European Investment 
Bank (EIB), is funded jointly by member states, bilateral agencies and the European 
Commission. It subsidizes the financing of infrastructure projects – mostly those included on the 
list of the New Partnership for Africa‘s Development (NEPAD, 2001). Subsidies reduce interest 
rates on loans from donors who co-finance the projects. The Commission, which chairs the 

                                                 
75 We refer to the European Neighbourhood Investment Facility, the Infrastructure Trust Fund for Africa and a more 
recent European multi-donor partnership on education.  
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Fund‘s executive committee, promotes projects considered as priorities by the beneficiaries – 
thus ensuring the recipient country‘s ownership. The beneficiary is involved in project 
preparation from the design stage through to the financing proposal, and gives its assent to the 
terms and conditions of the loan. The general rule is to use national systems for project 
implementation, rather than donor procedures. If the local rules of procurement do not provide 
sufficient guarantees, those of the consortium‘s ‗lead donor‘ apply.  

One of the original elements of this fund is that it encourages co-financing: once projects are 
identified with partners in the South, they are discussed by European donors and put forward as 
loan applications. Loan applications are forwarded by a designated ‗lead donor‘ to the Fund‘s 
executive committee. Once the loans are approved, the Commission disburses a subsidy to the 
lead donor, in charge of implementing the program. Co-financing under the delegated authority 
of lead donors constitutes a form of delegation of funds from the members of the trust fund to the 
lead donor. This collaborative formula has led to policy dialogue among the group of donors, and 
a gradual convergence of standards. The Commission‘s financing has brought incentives for 
bilateral European actors to collaborate – but left them free to decide whom they wished to 
partner with, and how they wished to organise their partnership. This has contributed to the 
mutual recognition of procedures by AFD, the EIB and KfW, and to the harmonisation of the 
criteria for evaluating loan applications.    

Such innovative forms of collaboration between bilateral and multilateral actors of international 
policies nuance the traditional divide between national and international institutions. It creates a 
new stage of collective action. What are the ingredients working behind this innovative model of 
‗plurilateral action‘? First, as in poker, every actor needs to contribute financially to the common 
pool in the form of an ‗entry ticket‘ (which could be made to vary according to institutions‘ 
capacity to pay, so as to include actors of different financial capacities). Being part of a club has 
a cost. Second, considerable additional funding is provided in the form of a ‗top-up‘ by a 
multilateral institution (in this case, the European Commission), which gains considerable weight 
in the allocation decision. Thirdly, a board composed of the different stakeholders decides in a 
collegial fashion on the objectives pursued and the conditions for eligibility (which, in this case, 
includes effective alignement on donor country strategy). Fourthly, a premium is given to multi-
actor projects, so as to encourage ‗learning by doing‘ by its members and promote economies of 
scale.  

This scheme of inter-donor cooperation provides a model of pragmatic hypercollective action. 
Replicating it would call for an important paradigmatic shift for multilateral institutions. Indeed 
today, multilateral institutions involved in international assistance and endowed with operational 
budgets (such as the World Bank, the European Commission or the UNDP) often operate as if 
they were ‗n+1 donors‘: they devise, finance and implement projects and programs in the 
countries they assist in much they same way as other actors of the field do. The paradox is that in 
host countries where donors abound and aid absorption capacity is scarce, they are in 
competition with other actors of international assistance to finance health, microfinance, 
education or environment programs (including with the bilateral agencies of countries who sit on 
their boards!).   

Bilateral and multilateral organisations can clearly do better than form the loose grouping of 
competing institutions that they currently form. This can be seen as a fantastic waste of potential 
considering the huge added value of multilateral actors, compared to the multitude of other 
actors present in the field of global policies. What is multilateral organisations‘ built-in added 
value? Reaching threshold effects by pooling large volumes of resources; ‗industrialising‘ 
projects through the replication of pilot schemes; setting international standards (such as those 
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that serve as the backbone of the Clean Development Mechanism for instance); gathering 
information and knowledge; providing multi-actor forums and setting up mechanisms through 
which other sets of actors can collaborate…  

In a well-run world of global public policy, the main role of multilateral organisations should be 
to organise and finance collective action between the other players of global public policies. This 
would give all its sense to the pooling of national resources. The financing of a bilateral actor by 
a multilateral institution is sometimes perceived as a way to ‗renationalise‘ or ‗contract out‘ 
global public policy. But this is a narrow and corporatist way of envisaging multilateral action – 
as if multilateral institutions had to defend ‗their‘ funding and prerogatives.  

Turning multilateral organisations into agents of hypercollective action will require that they 
perceive their role as platforms for multi-actor cooperation. As such, they could be the organisers 
and rewarders of cooperation, and the vectors of harmonisation between the field‘s different 
actors. This would allow them to focus on what they do best: setting the stage for effective 
hypercollective action. We understand that this would be a major change in their practices. 
Consider the response to the Haiti earthquake: instead of setting up a trust fund whose projects 
would be implemented by their teams, the World Bank and UNDP could use the trust fund‘s 
board to define a common policy framework to which all actors wishing to benefit from trust 
funding (NGOs, bilateral organisations or foundations) would adhere. Instead of being 
implementation agents, these multilateral organizations would become ‗rewarding‘ and 
‗incintivizing‘ agents, which could considerably improve the coherence and thus the efficiency 
of the overall reconstruction effort.  

 

‘Top-up schemes’ to deliver assistance through multi-actor coalitions 

One of the ways in which convergence can be encouraged is by giving multilaterals 
responsibility of ‗top-up schemes‘, explicitly designed to reward collaborative work between 
different actors of global public polices. The EU‘s Infrastructure Trust Fund for Africa described 
earlier could serve as a model for this type of multi-stakeholder collective action. Such schemes 
could be stepped-up considerably, and adapted to different contexts to best fit the needs 
expressed by the intended beneficiaries.  

They should first be developed in fragile and post-conflict states, where donor coherence is most 
crucial, absorption capacities most problematic and financing needs most dire76. However such 
‗top-up schemes‘ could serve in other contexts, and inspire the practice of vertical funds. In this 
respect, the climate negotiations offer a wonderful opportunity to advance in the right direction. 
At the time this paper is written, the world is due to launch a new climate change fund. Rather 
than building yet another standard vertical fund for environmental protection, this global fund 
could be designed along the lines of a ‗top-up fund‘ with the triple objective of 1) starting from 
local demand rather than global supply; 2) using a diversified pool of financial and technical 
instruments; 3) and encouraging locally-anchored and multi-actor efforts.  

Coalitions of actors already working on these issues (NGOs, foundations, bilateral development 
agencies…) could apply for complementary funding on top of existing programmes. Projects 
would only be eligible for ‗top-up funding‘ if their sponsors: 1) are in line with the trust fund‘s 
strategy (i.e., fit to the geographic and thematic priorities outlined by its statutes); 2) submit the 
project as part of coalition; 3) define agreed outputs of the project according to standard 

                                                 
76 RAY, O., and J. WHITE (August 2009), ―Strengthening Transatlantic Policy Coherence in Fragile States : 
Afghanistan as a Laboratory for Solutions‖, GMF Policy Brief. 
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measures of output; and 4) agree for the project to be audited by the evaluation platform 
mentioned above.   

 

Generating common norms, standards and objectives 

The global financial crisis has shown that the proliferation of actors and instruments in under-
regulated markets can be a factor of fragility for the system as a whole. But is proliferation or ill-
regulation the problem? What makes a market efficient is not the reduction in the number of its 
actors, or even the coordination of their strategies. On the contrary, efficient markets thrive 
because companies have different strategies. If it isn‘t ‗harmonisation‘ or ‗integration‘, what 
makes a market efficient?  

What ultimately counts is the existence of an established framework within which actors can 
safely compete and innovate. On top of asymmetries of information and insufficient incentives to 
cooperate, the market for aid as it stands suffers from the weakness of its norms and standards, 
and the absence of a general sense of direction. A more explicit normative framework for the 
emerging global public policies could provide the canvas in which organizations‘ practices will 
gradually converge. By making every actor‘s efforts compatible, it would allow for their impacts 
to add up. Two sets of norms will need to be developed in the years to come.  

The first are common ‗accounting‘ standards, so that all aid actors develop compatible languages 
of inputs and results. We have seen that global public policies have inadequate measures of 
policy inputs, outputs and impacts77. The consequence is that it is difficult to compare the 
respective efforts made by donors, and to evaluate the efficiency of their action. Developing 
common benchmarks of effort and metrics of success is one of the keys to improving aid 
effectiveness.  

 

An international accounting standards board  

We have seen that the role of multilateral organisations should evolve so as to allow them to 
concentrate on what other actors cannot do. Beyond their twin role as financers of cooperation 
and rewarders of convergence mentioned above, they should push their advantage as poles of 
experience-sharing and standard-setting for all actors of global public policies. By opening to the 
field‘s more recent actors (emerging donors, NGOs, foundations, etc.), multilateral organisations 
can be the place where aid actors negotiate common norms and standards.  

This has already been done: through patient work involving many different actors of 
humanitarian aid, the Sphere Project has devised a series of internationally-recognized standards 
for the delivery of humanitarian aid78. The OECD DAC, enriched with representatives from the 
whole range of institutions active in global public policies, could serve as the focal point for the 
emergence of alternative measures of inputs and impact of international cooperation – i.e. serve 
as the ‗International Accounting Standards Board‘ of global policies.  

The new Board could begin this process by unbundling ‗ODA‘, i.e. looking into complementary 
ways of measuring financial inputs into the delivery of essential services, the promotion of given 
global public goods or economic convergence. It could, for example, investigate a measure based 
on budget costs, and one on overall financial volumes dedicated to these objectives.  

                                                 
77 The End of ODA, op cit.  
78 http://www.sphereproject.org/  
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Measuring inputs, however, will not suffice; it should also investigate ways of measuring the 
different outputs of global public policies. The first step would be to share practices regarding 
the elaboration of results-based indicators, such as what is being done to achieve compatible 
measures of the reduction of CO2 emissions. As common methods are found to measure the tons 
of carbon emissions reduced, common methods could be devised to evaluate the number of 
schoolchildren sent to school, or the improvement in the quality of the schooling they receive. 
Many other international standards could be produced and progressively refined through such a 
project, to measure policy impacts in the domains of health, food security, etc.   

Another important result these international measurement tools should try to assess is 
international contributions to local capacity-building. This would facilitate giving credit to 
crucial capacity-building efforts that are today the work of a few enlightened institutions. The 
improvement in the quality of institutions and governance will need to be put at the forefront of 
policy output performance indicators. This is in no way easy, but agreeing on a solid capacity 
and institutional capacity index is now within reach.  

The second set of common standards that is urgently needed is a set of agreed objectives, so as to 
ensure that all actors of global public policies pull in the same direction.  

The aid industry has long suffered from confusion between goals and instruments: while the 
objective of greater effectiveness implies that all actors of global public policies should be 
working towards common goals, it makes little sense to harmonize the strategies and instruments 
they deploy to reach them. Yet development orthodoxies have tended to harmonize strategies 
while changing over time the objectives of what they are expected to achieve. On the contrary, 
what the international community needs is a broad set of common goals towards which all actors 
deploy their energy. In order to be effective, these need to be compatible with development‘s 
timeline, and therefore remain stable for longer than a decade. The MDG framework, provided it 
is understood as outlining common objectives of end-results rather than mere input allocation 
grids79, can provide the basis for such agreement on global public policies‘ goals. The reflections 
on the MDGs post-2015 would provide a good occasion to review these objectives and clarify 
their meaning. We shall come back to this point in a following paper.    

Naturally, these sets of common norms and standards will not arise spontaneously. Luckily, the 
20th century has bequeathed a dense network of institutions in charge of global governance, 
whose very objective is to provide a framework for common directions to be discussed, global 
norms and standards to be set and regulatory bodies to be established. As we have argued, these 
institutions of global governance are where this patient process of multi-actor discussion and 
norm-setting ought to take place.  

 

A Davos summit for global public policies 

Progress on the coherence of international cooperation initiatives will depend on the progress of 
global governance. Although much remains to be done to consolidate its role, the birth of the 
G20 is no doubt an important step forward in adapting global governance processes to 21st 
century realities. However the G20 will never include the non-state actors that increasingly drive 
global public policies. No place allows governments, NGOs, think tanks and the private sector to 
discuss global issues in a structured way: neither the United Nations, the OECD, the Bretton 
Woods institutions nor the Global compact can claim this role. Building and structuring this 

                                                 
79 SEVERINO, JM. (2007), Millennium Development Goals: Looking Beyond 2015. Blog on ID4D.org  
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dialogue could help shaping the discourses that will move the collective discussion forward in 
finding collective solutions to 21st century challenges.   

The Davos ‗World Economic Forum‘ and the ‗World Social Forum‘ have taken on important 
roles in recent years. Every year, they keep the momentum on crucial elements of the global 
economic and social agendas. They allow for very different actors involved in the corporate or 
non-governmental communities to meet, cross perspectives and gather around collective 
interests.  

Global public policies could have their own annual forum. They are not in need of yet another 
high-level summit where heads of state sign bulky treaties and read out pre-negotiated speeches, 
but rather of an open forum covering the whole spectrum of global public policies. This forum 
would bring together the diverse actors of international cooperation (NGOs, bilateral and 
multilateral organisations, foundations, think tanks, the media, etc.), and thus give an occasion to 
exit the policy silos in which each section of international cooperation menaces to embark.  

Such meetings would progressively help crystallise coalitions of actors around common topics of 
interest. They would also provide platforms for new ideas to be voiced, evaluation results to be 
shared, and innovative schemes to find funding. This mutli-actor discussion would gradually 
help a common objective function to emerge for global public policies.  

 
 

Conclusion 
  

Adapting 20th century institutions of global governance to 21st century hypercollective action is a 
huge challenge, for which no silver bullet will be found. While it did not aim to offer solutions, 
we hope that this exploratory journey in the world of global public policies has helped uncover 
some of the systemic causes for the persistent difficulties in reaching effective international 
collective action – causes that are often overlooked when devising policy responses.  

Our intuition is that the long road towards effective hypercollective action is full of wrong turns 
that risk extending the journey considerably – as well as its cost. In the era of global public 
policies, international policymakers ought to stay clear of traditional solutions to invent a new 
generation of collaborative processes more compatible with the new political economy of global 
public policies as they are shaping up in these early years of the 21st century. If there is any hope 
in brining more coherence to the chaos that characterises international cooperation initiatives, we 
believe that it will be through the patient knitting of the five modes of collaboration that we have 
identified as constituting the fabric of effective hypercollective action: rules and engagements, 
norms and standards, systems of incentives, information and discourses as well as networks and 
partnerships.   

If this is true, then the road map begins to clarify. Although the measures suggested above are far 
from sufficient, concrete actions can be taken to:  

- progressively expand the scope of the Paris Declaration process to deliver on other global 
public policies than traditional development aid, while shifting the focus away from rules 
and norms of ‗harmonization‘ towards processes of convergence;  

- devise incentives for cooperation – which implies turning multilateral actors into funders 
and rewarders of convergence; 

- imagine ‗sticks‘ to give teeth to the coherence agenda, for instance by spreading ‗global‘ 
evaluation through the intermediary of an evaluation platform; 
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- create common standards of measurement, which would allow for the measure of 
traditional development aid to converge with the measures of global policy finance;  

- inform the policy by creating common public information campaigns and cognitive 
frameworks, which could be confronted in yearly ‗Davos summits‘ of global policies.  

  


