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Preface 
 
Since the 1990s, decentralisation and local governance have become increasingly important 
areas of cooperation for many bi- and multilateral donors. In a broad range of developing 
countries the implementation of decentralisation efforts has resulted in changes in the 
institutional landscape and political system: new tiers of sub-national government and new 
administrative entities have been created, procedures and chains of accountability have 
changed and a number of countries have been experimenting with new, more participatory or 
inclusive forms of governance. 
 
Donors have provided substantial technical and financial assistance for the design, 
implementation and evaluation of decentralisation programmes. Furthermore, they have helped 
to test innovations in local governance. Following the Paris Declaration, the Accra Agenda for 
Action (AAA) and the Busan Partnership Agreement (BPa), the donor community has paid 
increasing attention to development effectiveness. This also holds true for decentralisation and 
local governance. 
 
In 2006, the Development Partners Working Group on Local Governance and Decentralisation 
(DeLoG) was established with the purpose of enhancing the coordination and harmonisation of 
assistance in this area. More specifically, DeLoG aims to contribute to an improved 
understanding of different donor approaches and to build a consensus around fundamental 
issues that need to be considered when supporting decentralisation and local governance 
processes in partner countries. The focus of the work of DeLoG is operational; this means that 
sharing experiences and good practices is an important objective. 
 
Since 2006, DeLoG has been meeting regularly and has prepared a number of guidelines, 
reports and studies that aim to take stock of experiences or provide operational guidance to 
practitioners (e.g., DeLoG 2006, 2007, 2008 and 2009). Within this framework, discussions 
about joint training started in early 2008 and were followed by a study summarising the offers 
and needs of training of the donors in the field of local governance and decentralisation. This 
study was presented and validated during a workshop on 13–15 October 2008.  
 
In 2009, a subgroup was created and registered under the train4dev joint donors learning 
competency network, including the Royal Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs Denmark (DANIDA), 
Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (DEZA/SDC), EuropeAid, the Dutch Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, and GIZ. The Belgian Technical Cooperation (BTC) joined the subgroup in 
2011, France and Austria in 2012. The World Bank, UNDP, USAID and Lux-Development are 
closely involved in the activities of the expert group and may join soon.  
 
The group has produced and tested training materials on Harmonisation, Decentralisation and 
Local Governance in a pilot course in Brussels in January 2011. The generic modules that have 
been developed for this course represent “the first building block of a demand-driven modular 
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training under the Train4Dev umbrella”. These modules also provide the building blocks for 
future, more specific courses related to the field of decentralisation and local governance. In 
order to make the course accessible to the widest audience possible, a Joint Learning 
Programme (JLP) has been developed by DeLoG, which will be implemented in line with 
specific needs through three implementation modalities:  
 
• In-country/regional joint learning events 
• E-learning (blended course) 
• Open courses for Development Partner (DP) staff 
 
 
This generic participants´ kit provides background articles for courses. To ensure the latest 
insights and developments in this field are taken into account, the participants’ kit has been 
adapted from the original one by The Hague Academy for Local Governance and the European 
Centre for Development Policy Management (ECDPM). This updated version contains the 
experiences and new insights from the first in-country training that has taken place in Maputo in 
April 2012 and the second open course for DP staff on Harmonisation, Decentralisation and 
Local Governance that was held at the end August 2012 in Thun, Switzerland. 
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work with a non-governmental organisation on the relevance of collective action in social 
movements and the liberation struggle in Southern Africa; transformation and democratisation 
processes in post-apartheid South Africa with Belgian aid administration; and peace building in 
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and the ability of individuals, organisations and societies to “translate ideas into products and 
services (Calestous Juma)” are the motors for development. Strategically contributing to 
institutional enabling conditions for this to happen more often and in less time is his 
key competence and ambition. Jaap Bijl has been Programme Associate for the European 
Centre for Development Policy Management since 2004. He has been member, vice-chair and 
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Overview 
 
 
This participants’ kit comprises an overview of the course structure and includes short 
summaries of the background materials of the training course on Development Effectiveness, 
for Decentralisation and Local Governance, which has been designed for the Development 
Partners Working Group on Local Governance and Decentralisation (DeLoG). The participants’ 
kit has been prepared to give participants an overview of the state-of-the-art knowledge on 
harmonisation, decentralisation and local governance. Among other things, it includes case 
studies that are based on the work of the various partners of DeLoG and the guiding principles 
that have been defined in this group. 
 
The kit presents four overarching modules that are essential for understanding how local 
governance and decentralisation processes can be supported in a harmonised manner. The 
four modules covered include ‘Introduction to Development Effectiveness, Decentralisation and 
Local Governance’, ‘Decentralisation, Local Governance and Sector Support’, ‘Designing and 
Implementing Coherent Support Strategies’ and ‘Monitoring Change’. 
 
Each day of the course represents one chapter in this kit. The chapters contain background 
information to the topic of the sessions, as well as abstracts of various publications that are 
related to the subject of the module. The full publications are available on the accompanying 
USB flash drive that you will receive on the last day of the training course. Furthermore, the 
chapters give recommendations on further readings, and include space for your own 
observations. Instead of containing a specific chapter on Gender aspects in DLG reforms, the 
topic has been mainstreamed throughout the course material as well as in the preparation of the 
course.  
 
The participants’ kit will be distributed at the beginning of the course. It can be used during the 
course for looking up boxes, case studies and other background information, as well as after the 
course as a reference book. 
 
This participants’ kit has been designed in a format that allows for a maximum degree of 
flexibility. Since thematic interests and training needs tend to evolve over time in line with 
changing objectives and practices in supporting decentralisation, the background materials 
presented in the kit will be revised and updated for each new training course. By the time you 
read the articles, new insights and approaches might already have evolved. This kit intends to 
provide you with basic background information, but we encourage you to keep yourself informed 
on the latest insights from research and practice in this ever-expanding and changing field of 
practice by consulting the DeLoG website and other resources.  
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We wish you an interesting and fun learning experience! 
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Overall Learning Objective 
 
The aim of the first training module is to create a common understanding of concepts of 
decentralisation, its history and rationale, and the coherence and complementarities between its 
different elements of fiscal, administrative and political decentralisation, as well as to introduce 
the latest concepts around aid and development effectiveness related to DLG, thus forming a 
solid basis for the subsequent modules of the programme. As an integral part of this module, 
(social) inclusion and equality (pro-poor approaches, gender perspectives) should be reflected. 
This module covers the whole of Day 1 and the morning of Day 2.  
 
The opening session of Day 1 will be used for getting acquainted with the course objectives, 
course expectations and the background of the participants. After the official opening, the 
mission and activities of DeLoG will be presented, as well as the recent international 
discussions in the field of development effectiveness, focusing on the implications of the 4th 
High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Busan. Subsequently, harmonisation and alignment 
will be seen more in practice, through a panel discussion where participants will be asked to 
present their country experience in this field. The last part of the morning will be used for 
collective exploration and increasing understanding of the major concepts and paradigms 
underlying decentralisation as an open system and the complexity of the decentralisation 
process with its three dimensions (political, administrative, fiscal). 
 
After an introduction to the concepts of political decentralisation, domestic accountability and 
local governance, the afternoon session will introduce the key features of political economy 
analysis. In particular, you will explore how the political economy framework applies to 
decentralisation processes.  Different existing tools will be presented.  The session will end with 
a group discussion on how to use political economy analysis in practice.     
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Session 1.1. Development Effectiveness, 
Decentralisation, Local Governance and the role of 
DeLoG 
 
INTRODUCTION 

This session will introduce the course topic. It explains the aim of the training as well as the 
course structure. By carrying out a learning needs analysis, you will get acquainted with the 
other participants and their learning goals.  
 
The second part of this session will discuss the relationship of decentralisation and local 
governance with the agenda on aid effectiveness, as a background to the central topic of this 
course: development effectiveness in support to decentralisation and local governance.  
 
First an overview will be given of different international agreements, principles, charters and 
guidelines dealing with decentralisation and local governance. Then, after an introduction of the 
Development Partners Working Group on Local Governance and Decentralisation (DeLoG), the 
linkages with the Paris Declaration, Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) on aid effectiveness, and 
the Busan Partnership agreement will be discussed. The DeLoG Guiding Principles for 
Enhancing Alignment and Harmonisation on Local Governance and Decentralisation will also be 
presented.  
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Decentralisation and democratic local governance have gained prominence over the last two 
decades. However, the motivations and directions of reform in this area vary. Whether by choice 
or as a result of external pressures, the majority of partner countries are currently involved in 
some form of decentralisation. Typically, the authority of local governments is increased and 
efforts are made to make them more responsive to local citizens’ demands, requirements and 
rights as well as more effective in service delivery. As a result, local authorities and their 
associations have emerged as key actors of development. They offer democratic legitimacy, 
proximity to citizens and capacity to mobilise local actors. It is thus a shared responsibility of 
national and sub-national governments, civil society organisations and citizens to promote 
development in this area (DeLoG, 2008). Decentralisation and local governance should foster 
capacity development and empowerment of local authorities and the civil society alike in order 
to ensure (more) inclusive participation in decision-making processes, increased transparency 
and accountability as well as (more) equality in access to and utilization of resources, assets, 
infrastructures, services as well as benefits. Social, economic and political empowerment of 
poor, marginalised and vulnerable groups enabling them to participate and to benefit from these 
processes is crucial. ((Good background information in terms of empowerment is provided in the 
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OECD-DAC publication: Poverty reduction and pro-poor growth: The role of empowerment – 
e.g. chapters on empowerment through local citizenship, empowerment and equity etc.)) 
 
 
Several international declarations and guidelines recognise the importance of decentralisation 
and local governance:  

• The European Charter on Local Self-Government, 1988 (box 1.1.1) 
• The World Charter for Local Self-Government, 2000 (box 1.1.1) 
• The UN-HABITAT Agenda, 1996 (box 1.1.2)  
• The UN-HABITAT International Guidelines on Decentralisation and Access to Basic 

Services for All, 2009 (box 1.1.2)  
• The UN-HABITAT International Guidelines on Decentralisation and Strengthening Local 

Authorities, 2007 (box 1.1.2)  
• The European Charter on Development Cooperation in Support of Local Governance, 

Adopted by Platforma, the European Platform of Local and Regional Authorities for 
Development, in Strasbourg, 2008 (box 1.1.3)  

• The International Union of Local Authorities (IULA) worldwide declaration on women in 
local government, 1998 

• The Beijing Declaration, Fourth World Conference on Women, 1995 
• The Kampala Call to Action: Pursuing the MDGs through Local Development, adopted at 

the Global Forum on Local Development in Kampala, 2010 (box 1.1.4) 
 
Box 1.1.1 European and World Charter of Local Self-Government 

The European Charter of Local Self-Government, which was adopted in 1988 by all EU member 
countries, recognises that local authorities are one of the main foundations of any democratic regime, 
and that the right of citizens to participate in the conduct of public affairs is one of the democratic 
principles that are shared by all Member States of the Council of Europe.  

The Charter expresses the conviction that the existence of local authorities with real responsibilities 
can provide an administration that is both effective and close to the citizenry, and that the 
safeguarding and reinforcement of local self-government in the different European countries is an 
important contribution to the construction of a Europe based on the principles of democracy and the 
decentralisation of power. This entails the existence of local authorities endowed with democratically 
constituted decision-making bodies and possessing a wide degree of autonomy with regard to their 
responsibilities, the ways and means by which those responsibilities are exercised and the resources 
required for their fulfilment. 

It was only in the year 2000 that a draft World Charter for Local Self-Government was presented at 
the UN-HABITAT conference in Nairobi to draw up an internationally agreed-upon framework for the 
practice of local democracy, as a vital contribution to improving people’s living conditions in cities all 
over the world. It was supported by world associations of cities and local authorities. 
 
From a press release by UN-HABITAT: “The World Charter for Local Self-Government is an important 
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step towards international recognition of the important role played by local authorities in the future of 
our cities," said Joan Clos, Mayor of Barcelona, Chairman of the Advisory Committee and President 
of Metropolis and the World Association of Cities and Local Authorities Coordination (WACLAC).  
 
Box 1.1.2 UN-HABITAT guidelines 

The UN-HABITAT Agenda, adopted in 1996 in Istanbul, recognises that sustainable development of 
human settlements can be achieved through the effective decentralisation of responsibilities, policy 
management and decision-making authority (including the authority to collect revenue) to those local 
authorities closest to and most representative of their constituencies. It also recommends that 
governments should examine and adopt, as appropriate, policies and legal frameworks from other 
states that are effectively implementing decentralisation. 
 
Based on the UN-HABITAT Agenda, International Guidelines on Decentralisation and Strengthening 
of Local Authorities were approved by the Governing Council for UN-HABITAT in 2007, to promote 
good governance at all levels and to strengthen local authorities. They were meant as a catalyst for 
policy and institutional reform at the national level to further enable and empower local authorities to 
improve urban governance in attaining the Millennium Development Goals related to human 
settlement. They cover to the following themes: 

• governance and democracy at the local level 
• powers and responsibilities for local authorities 
• administrative relations between local authorities and other spheres of government 
• financial resources and capacities of local authorities 

  
In 2009, the Guidelines on Access to Basic Services were added and approved by the member states 
of the United Nations, resulting in the publication “International Guidelines on Decentralisation and 
Access to Basic Services for All”. 
 
 
 
Box 1.1.3 European Charter on Development Cooperation in Support of Local Governance 

The European Charter on Development Cooperation in Support of Local Governance, adopted in 
Strasbourg in 2008, sets out principles and modalities for more effective cooperation in support of 
local governance and decentralisation in partner countries. It builds on the principles of the Paris 
Declaration and aims to define and share principles of action in supporting local democratic 
governance and decentralisation, adapted to the specificities of local contexts. It promotes the 
following interventions: 

• promoting a national framework fostering local democratic governance 
• strengthening democratic governance at the local level 
• promoting social and economic development for the reduction of poverty and inequality 
• strengthening fiscal decentralisation and local authorities’ financing 
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Box 1.1.4 Kampala call to Action 

The Kampala call to action, adopted in October 2010 by national governments and their development 
partners, calls for a joint effort to support an approach based on ‘local development through local 
government’ (LDLG) in order to accelerate the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals 
(MDGs). The approach relies on the design and management by local governments of local 
development strategies to achieve sustainable development. The document promotes the following: 

• the role of local governments in preparing, implementing and monitoring national 
development policies to achieve the MDGs 

• the further development of legal and institutional frameworks, local capacity and financial 
incentives for local governments to efficiently implement national policies and develop their 
own local policies, foster civic engagement and mobilise local resources 

• the meaningful effect at all government levels of agreed-upon international principles and 
standards on local democracy, good governance and decentralisation, as well as monitoring 
their practical implementation  

 

LINKAGES BETWEEN DECENTRALISATION AND AID EFFECTIVENESS 

The growing international attention to decentralisation and local governance, as well as the 
need to increase aid effectiveness as expressed at the Paris, Accra and Busan meetings form 
the background for the establishment of DeLoG in 2006.  
 
The aims and activities of DeLoG:  

• enhance coordination and harmonisation of assistance in the area of decentralisation 
and local governance 

• contribute to an improved understanding of different donor approaches 
• build consensus around fundamental issues and principles (such as inclusion, 

equality etc.) to be considered when supporting decentralisation and local 
governance processes 

 
DeLoG promotes sharing experiences and good practices through the following: 

• regular meetings and workshops 
• preparation of studies to take stock of experiences 
• preparation of guiding principles and guidelines 
• capacity development. 

 
Below, we introduce the general and specific guiding principles for enhancing alignment and 
harmonisation on local governance and decentralisation that have been developed by DeLoG in 
order to improve aid effectiveness. The general guidelines provide an overall framework for 
alignment and harmonisation in general. The specific guidelines cover the central fields of action 
under the general principles and focus on steps to be taken by DeLoG at both headquarters and 
the country level in order to apply the principles in a more operational manner, adapted to 
country contexts.  
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The general guiding principles 
The general guiding principles for enhancing alignment and harmonisation on local governance 
and decentralisation, prepared by DeLoG in 2008, are based on the principles as defined in the 
Paris Declaration: ownership, alignment, harmonisation, managing for results, and mutual 
accountability. These five pillars are interdependent, and provide a solid framework for 
improving alignment and harmonisation in general (see figure 1.1.1).  
 
Figure 1.1.1. The five major pillars of the general guiding principles for enhancing alignment and 
harmonisation on local governance and decentralisation 

 
 
Source: DeLoG (2008). 
 
 
The five pillars: 

• Ownership 
Partner country ownership is a key factor in the harmonisation of development partners’ 
efforts. For local governance and decentralisation, in particular, this entails ownership at 
various government levels and for state as well for non-state actors. Elected local 
governments and their associations are key actors in local governance and decentralisation 
and they have their own autonomous spheres of public action. Local governance and 
decentralisation should be seen as political processes at multiple levels and as forming an 
integral part of public-sector reforms, poverty reduction strategies, and 
democratisation/adherence to principles of good governance (participation, inclusion, 
equality, transparency, accountability). The multi-actor and multi-level process of local 
governance and decentralisation implies that special attention should be given to 
establishing a dialogue to promote ownership among actors at all levels. The commitment of 

harmonisation	  

ownership	  

alignment	  

managing	  
for	  results	  

mutual	  	  
accountability	  
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central government is a precondition for effective support, and broad and inclusive capacity 
development initiatives are key in most reforms in local governance and decentralisation. 
However, capacity development will not, in itself, create well-functioning, capable and 
responsive local governments (DeLoG, 2008).  

 
• Alignment 
Generally, the stronger the partner governments’ commitment to and ownership of local 
governance and decentralisation are, the more the development partners become aligned to 
approved national strategies. The extent to which the support of development partners is 
aligned to legal frameworks, national strategies and policies, and is based on existing 
country institutions, systems and procedures differs greatly from country to country. 
Alignment can be facilitated by partner governments and development partners engaging in 
the elaboration of an overall strategy for development assistance (a joint assistance 
strategy). Local governance and decentralisation need to be reflected prominently in 
strategy papers on poverty reduction to avoid conflicting frameworks for alignment. In this 
respect, cross-cutting issues and principles of good governance – participation, inclusion, 
equality, transparency and accountability – have to be taken into due account. When a clear 
national framework is lacking, alignment and harmonisation require continued support from 
development partners on policy and strategy development (DeLoG, 2008).  

 
• Harmonisation 
Harmonisation refers to how development partners work together to minimise transaction 
costs to both recipients and themselves, as well as to improve the effectiveness of support 
and development impact. The coordination and harmonisation of policies and practices of 
DPs need to result, ideally, in an alignment with country policies, structures and procedures. 
On the other hand, if development partners are all aligned to national strategies, the need 
for harmonisation will be less. In the wide field of local governance and decentralisation, 
effective support largely depends on a well-coordinated set of interventions and, where 
possible, joint action (DeLoG, 2008). While harmonizing approaches on DLG, it is important 
to keep in mind other cross/cutting issues that might be touched by these interventions. In 
this regard, the Paris Declaration puts special emphasis on gender equality (c.f. Par. 42, 
Paris Declaration). 

 
• Management for results 
Managing for results means managing and implementing aid in a way that focuses on the 
desired results and uses information to improve informed and transparent decision-making. 
For support to local governance and decentralisation, development partners must commit to 
linking country programming and resources to social inclusive and ecological sustainable 
results monitored through national and local systems, and to harmonising their monitoring 
and reporting systems, aiming for ultimate reliance on national and local systems. In this 
respect, efforts to improve documentation of experiences and good practices as well as 
mechanism for joint learning are needed. 
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• Mutual accountability 
A major priority for partner countries and development partners is to enhance mutual 
accountability and transparency in the use of development resources. Support for 
decentralisation aims, in particular, to enhance local governments’ accountability to increase 
domestic accountability and performance, as well as modalities for downwards, horizontal 
and upwards accountability (DeLoG, 2008).  

 

SPECIFIC GUIDING PRINCIPLES  

The specific guiding principles for enhancing alignment and harmonisation on local governance 
and decentralisation (see box 1.1.5) form the practical follow-up of the general guiding 
principles, as they apply to specific country contexts. This is based on the outcomes of previous 
studies, including gender and poverty impact analysis,, indicating that the challenges of 
improving alignment and harmonisation are closely linked to three factors: (1) how advanced the 
decentralisation process in the country is (2) which critical issues require to be addressed to 
ensure a decentralisation process promoting social inclusion and environmental sustainability 
and (3 what the overall approach of government to coordination of support to development 
partners is.  
 
The specific guiding principles are also in line with the outcomes of the AAA (2008), in which it 
is recognised that, to improve aid effectiveness, there is a need to broaden the concept of 
ownership to include multiple actors: i.e., national governments, local governments, parliaments 
and civil actor. In other words, lines of accountability should not only be to the donor (mutual 
accountability) but also to the people (both women and men) in the partner countries (domestic 
accountability).  
The AAA identifies three major challenges to accelerate progress on aid effectiveness:  

1. country ownership,  
2. building more effective and inclusive partnerships 
3. achieving development results (based on data disaggregated by sex, region and socio 

economic status) —and openly accounting for them—which must be at the heart of all that 
is being done 

 
 
The AAA ends up with a political commitment to design country-based action plans that set out 
time-bound and monitorable proposals to implement the Paris Declaration and the AAA.  
 
The specific guiding principles, as formulated by DeLoG, are shown in box 1.1.5. The course 
will pay attention to all elements in the different sessions, and you will have the opportunity to 
actively reflect on the guiding principles in the wrap-up sessions at the end of each day. 
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Box 1.1.5 Specific Guiding Principles1 

Ownership 
1. Acting strategically to strengthen the national framework and key actors in fostering 

decentralisation and local governance 
2. Taking the decentralisation and local governance context as a starting point 
3. Strengthening the domestic development capacity to plan, implement and adjust decentralisation 

and local governance reforms at all levels2 (especially taking into account the needs of 
marginalized parts of the population, such as women and girls and the poor) 

Alignment 
4. Designing aligned response strategies according to the degree of ownership, commitment and 

political will towards decentralisation and local governance 
5. Committing development partners to ensuring synergies and consistency between support to the 

national decentralisation framework, the sectors and other cross-cutting issues (e.g. climate 
change prevention, gender equality, etc.)  

Strengthening (gender sensitive) fiscal decentralisation and local authorities’ financing Harmonisation 
6. Building on and strengthening nationally driven policies on local governance and decentralisation 

with harmonised strategic responses from development partners to different degrees of and 
commitment to decentralisation and local governance 

7. Implementing division of labour among development partners so that the mix of support 
programmes and aid modalities cover the key issues and actors in country-specific process of 
local governance and decentralisation 

8. Harmonising approaches to capacity development in sector support programmes for local 
governance and decentralisation 

9. Adopting incentive systems in donor agencies that work in favour of harmonisation efforts 
 
Managing for results 

10. Supporting the establishment and strengthening of domestic monitoring and evaluation systems 
of decentralisation and local governance reforms through data disaggregated by sex, region and 
socio-economic status. 

Mutual accountability 
11. Building on and supporting decentralisation and local governance reforms that strengthen 

accountability on both the supply and demand sides for both women and men 
 
Source: DeLoG (2009).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                        
1 The DeLoG guiding principles have been revised in March 2013 to take into account a gender-sensitive 
perspective. 
2 AAA: “Developing countries and donors will ensure that their respective development policies and 
programmes are designed and implemented in ways consistent with their agreed international 
commitments on gender equality, human rights, disability and environmental sustainability.“ 
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THE BUSAN PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT (BUSAN, SOUTH KOREA 2011)  
 
In November 2011 the Fourth High Level Forum (HLF) on Aid Effectiveness took place, which 
resulted in the Busan Partnership Agreement (BPa). The BPa builds on commitments made in 
the Paris Declaration in 2005 and the Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) in 2008 that stress 
partnership principles and acceleration of the pace of change to improve the effectiveness of 
development cooperation, but it is broader and more inclusive than its predecessors. Unlike the 
Paris Declaration and the AAA, the BPa is less state-centred and embraces diversity in 
development cooperation, encouraging more space for civil society organizations, private sector 
and South-South cooperation; “to build on and learn from their achievements and innovations, 
recognising their unique characteristics and respective merits.” The document defines four 
shared principles to achieve the common goals and underlines the need for immediate action. 
The common goals are:  
 

1. Ownership of development priorities by developing countries. Partnerships for 
development can only succeed if they are led by developing countries, implementing 
approaches that are tailored to country-specific situations and needs. 
 

2. Focus on results. Investment and efforts must have a lasting impact on reducing poverty 
and inequality, on sustainable development, and on enhancing developing countries’ 
capacities, aligned with the priorities and policies set out by developing countries 
themselves.  
 

3. Inclusive development partnership. Openness, trust, and mutual respect and learning lie 
at the core of effective partnership in support of development goals, recognising the 
different and complementary roles of all actors. 
 

4. Transparency and accountability. Mutual accountability and accountability to the 
intended beneficiaries of cooperation, as well as to citizens, organizations, constituents 
and shareholders, is critical to development results. Transparent practices form the basis 
for enhanced accountabilities.   

The indicators through which Busan commitments will be monitored at global level are intended 
primarily as an entry point for broader political dialogue. They include new dimensions, but do 
not fully reflect Paris Declaration commitments, e.g. harmonisation, which was one of the central 
issues in the Paris Declaration is not mentioned at all in the Bpa. The indicators from the BPa 
are:  

1. Development cooperation is focused on results that meet developing countries’ priorities  
2. Civil society operates within an environment which maximizes its engagement in and 

contribution to development 
3. Engagement and contribution of the private sector to development 
4. Transparency: information on development cooperation is publicly available 
5. Development cooperation is more predictable  
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6. Aid is on budgets which are subject to parliamentary scrutiny 
7. Mutual accountability among development cooperation actors is strengthened through 

inclusive reviews 
8. Gender equality and women’s empowerment  
9. Effective institutions: developing countries’ systems are strengthened and uses  
10. Aid is untied. 

The BPa has several implications for Decentralisation and Local Governance (DLG). It 
acknowledges the critical role of local governments in delivering aid more effectively, by linking 
all citizens – both women and men - to their governments and ensuring a broad-based, 
democratic ownership of the development agenda (Art.20-21). The need to support local 
governments to fulfil this role is stressed, which should go above and beyond assisting them 
with the delivery of basic services, but also entails strengthening participation of and 
accountability towards both women and men at the sub-national levels. A few of the BPa 
indicators that have specific relevance for DLG are:  
 

1. Country results frameworks for DLG 
7.   Local level explicitly included 
8.   Tracking budget allocations for gender equality (including at sub-national levels)  
9.   Analysing the use of local country systems  
 

According to DeLoG (2011), the effectiveness of Development Partners in DLG support and 
commitments relative to Paris Declaration, AAA and BPa principles still faces several 
challenges, such as a lack of DP understanding of the political economy of DLG ownership in 
complex public sector reform environments, inter- and intra-Paris Declaration incentives and 
dynamics, management for results in DLG and implementation and appropriate capacity 
development mechanisms. But, although these challenges are formidable, DPs have an 
obligation to learn from experience and to improve on their performance to date, despite the 
considerable effort and changes in behaviour required to do so. There is much work to be done, 
but there are many ways to move forward productively if there is a genuine desire to do so. 
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KEY READING AND BACKGROUND MATERIAL 

Booth, D. 2011. Aid effectiveness: bringing country ownership (and politics) back in. ODI Working Paper 
336. 
http://www.odi.org.uk/resources/details.asp?id=4928&title=aid-effectiveness-country-ownership-politics-
busan 

The 2005 Paris Declaration grew out of a consensus on the importance of ‘country ownership’ to 
the success of development efforts. In other words, it came to be recognised that the 
effectiveness of aid depends critically on whether or not a country’s leadership is really committed 
to development. The obvious question arising, then and now, is: how can international actors 
support the emergence of country-owned development efforts? Since Paris and Accra, however, 
attention has been focused on a subtly different question. The assumption is tacitly made that 
most countries already have development-oriented political leaderships.  
This paper considers that assumption untenable and agrees with those arguing that ownership 
should be treated as a desirable outcome, not an achieved state of affairs. It then asks the 
corresponding question: whether external actors have any useful role in assisting the emergence 
of developmental country leaderships.  

 
DeLoG 2011. Busan and Beyond: Localising Paris Principles for More Effective Support to 
Decentralisation and Local Governance Reforms. DeLoG, Bonn 
http://www.delog.org/cms/upload/pdf/DeLoG_Busan_and_beyond.pdf 

The paper proceeds in six additional sections. First, it is outlined why the larger development 
community should care about DLG and the way that development assistance is provided to 
support it. This is followed by a summary of some key conceptual and methodological 
considerations generally relevant for assessing development assistance in the context of the aid-
effectiveness principles. Third, it is considered how the evolution of the development assistance 
principles affects how development partners should think about applying them to DLG. Fourth, we 
briefly y review progress to date with attainment of the aid-effectiveness principles in the set of 
countries recently studied for DeLoG. Fifth, we review the considerable remaining challenges 
associated with PD/AAA implementation in DLG. Finally, we make some concluding remarks and 
recommendations.  

 
DeLoG. 2009. Specific Guiding Principles for Enhancing Alignment and Harmonisation on Local 
Governance and Decentralisation That Will Apply to Specific Country Contexts. DeLoG, Bonn. 
http://www.delog.org/cms/upload/pdf/wg/Specific_Guiding_Principles.pdf 

After the approval of the “General Guiding Principles” in 2008, DeLoG embarked upon the 
elaboration of “specific guidelines for enhancing aid effectiveness that will apply to specific 
country contexts”. Earlier studies have indicated that the challenges of improving alignment and 
harmonisation are closely linked to two factors: (1) how advanced the decentralisation process in 
the country is and (2) what the overall approach of government to coordination of development-
partner support is. In addition to the general guiding principles, the specific guiding principles 
cover the central fields of action underneath these principles and focus on steps to be taken by 
DeLoG at both headquarters and the country level in order to apply the principles in a more 
operational manner.  
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OTHER LITERATURE 

Kindornay, S. 2011. From Aid to Development Effectiveness: A Working Paper. The North-South Institute, 
Ottawa. 
http://www.nsi-ins.ca/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/2011-From-aid-to-development-effectiveness.pdf 
 
Nickson, A., 2004. The Role of International Cooperation in the Decentralisation Process in Low- and 
Middle-Income Countries. ARI No 11/2004. Real Instituto Elcano, Madrid. 
http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/wps/portal/rielcano_eng/Content?WCM_GLOBAL_CONTEXT=/elcano/
elcano_in/zonas_in/cooperation+developpment/ari+11-2004 
 
UCLG. 2009. Understanding the Link between Governance and Development. Position Paper on Aid 
Effectiveness and Local Government. UCLG, Barcelona. 
http://www.cities-
localgovernments.org/upload/doc_publications/9243688416_(EN)_uclgpositionpaperen.pdf 
 
USAID. 2009. Enhancing Coordination among Donors. Section 5.1.6 in Democratic Decentralisation 
Programming Handbook: 56. USAID, Washington DC. 
http://capacity4dev.ec.europa.eu/system/files/file/19/07/2011_-_0957/8-
usaid_decentralisation_programming_handbook.pdf 
 
Wood, B; Betts, J; Etta, F; Gayfer, J; Kabell, D; Ngwira, N; Sagasti, F; Samaranayake, M., 2011. The 
Evaluation of the Paris Declaration, Final Report, Copenhagen. 
http://www.oecd.org/derec/dacnetwork/48112117.pdf 
 
 

GUIDELINES AND HANDBOOKS 

Busan Joint Action Plan for Gender Equality and Development, 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/genderequalityanddevelopment/49503142.pdf 
 
Busan Partnership for Effective Development Co-operation (Agreement). 2011. Fourth High Level 
Meeting on Aid Effectiveness, Busan, Republic of Korea, 29 November – 1 December 2011 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/effectiveness/49650173.pdf 
 
DeLoG 2008. General Guiding Principles for Enhancing Alignment and Harmonisation on Local 
Governance and Decentralisation. DeLoG, Bonn. 
http://www.delog.org/cms/upload/pdf/wg/General_Guiding_Principles.pdf 
 
 
OECD. 2005. Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness. OECD, Paris. 
www.oecd.org/dataoecd/30/63/43911948.pdf 
 
 
OECD. 2008. Accra Agenda for Action. 2008. OECD, Paris. 
www.oecd.org/dataoecd/30/63/43911948.pdf 
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OECD. 2011. Aid Effectiveness 2005–10: Progress in implementing the Paris Declaration, OECD 
Publishing  
http://www.oecd.org/dac/aideffectiveness/48742718.pdf 
 
Platforma. 2008. European Charter for Support to Local Governance and Decentralisation. Platforma, 
Paris. 
www.platforma-dev.eu, 
http://www.crpm.org/pub/agenda/1182_european_development_cooperation_charter_in_support_of_local
_governance.pdf 

This Charter sets out principles and modalities for better effectiveness in cooperation in support of 
local governance and decentralisation in partner countries. It builds on the principles of the Paris 
Declaration and promotes democratic governance by developing a national framework and 
increasing capacities and resources at the local level.  
 
 

 
Global Forum on Local Development. 2010. Kampala Call to Action. UNCDF, New York. 
www.uncdf.org/gfld/en/index.php?page=declaration 

The Kampala call to action, adopted in October 2010 by national governments and their 
development partners at the Global Forum on Local Development in Kampala, calls for a joint 
effort to support a local development through local government (LDLG) approach in order to 
accelerate the achievement of the MDGs.  

 
UN-HABITAT. 2009. International Guidelines on Decentralisation and Access to Basic Services for All. 
UN-HABITAT, Nairobi. 
www.unhabitat.org/pmss/listItemDetails.aspx?publicationID=2613 

These guidelines are key to promoting good governance at all levels and to strengthening local 
authorities. They are intended to serve as a catalyst for policy and institutional reform at the 
national level to further enable and empower local authorities to improve urban governance in 
attaining the millennium development goals related to human settlements. The UN-HABITAT 
Agenda recognises that sustainable development of human settlements can be achieved through 
the effective decentralisation of responsibilities, policy management and decision-making 
authority (including revenue collection) to those local authorities closest to and most 
representative of their constituencies. It also recommends that governments should examine and 
adopt, as appropriate, policies and legal frameworks from other states that are implementing 
decentralisation effectively.  
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OTHER INTERESTING MATERIAL SUGGESTED DURING THE SEMINAR 
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......................................................................................................................................................... 
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Session 1.2. Localising Development Effectiveness 
 

INTRODUCTION 

The Paris Declaration, subsequent Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) and Busan partnership for 
effective development cooperation are relevant for all stakeholders involved in the process of 
local governance and decentralisation. Effective support to domestically owned reform 
processes requires smart forms of alignment and harmonisation of support strategies, which are 
recognised in the general and specific DeLoG guidelines for enhancing alignment and 
harmonisation. 
 
Following up on the introduction, this interactive session explores how the development 
effectiveness principles can be localised, in a variety of country contexts, the limitations 
encountered in the process, the lessons learned and emerging good practices, as well as the 
strategic and operational challenges ahead.  
 
The focus of this session lies in the practice and related exchange of experiences on what 
works and what doesn’t in different country contexts. The session consists of a multi-actor panel 
(four or five different voices), reflecting on the implementation of the guiding principles in 
practice and sharing their experiences interactively with the audience. In this respect, also 
challenges and potentials of decentralisation and local governance for social inclusive and 
equitable as well as ecological sustainable development should be addressed 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION  

The session revolves around three main questions: 
• Why is alignment and harmonisation with a social inclusion/equality perspective so 

important in support of local governance and decentralisation? 
• Why is it so difficult to apply pro-poor and gender sensitive alignment and 

harmonisation? 
• What can we learn from practice and what are the main challenges ahead? 

 
The Paris Declaration and AAA have stressed the importance of ownership for decentralisation 
and local governance and the Busan Partnership has stress the importance of decentralisation 
and local governance to achieve social accountability with a social inclusion and equality as well 
as environmental sustainability perspective (see also session 1.1). However, decentralisation is 
a highly political process with many different actors at different levels and, to be successful, a 
long-term horizon is required. It is related to a huge reform agenda involving political, 
institutional, technical and cultural considerations (including gender-related norms and 
practices) for which a pro-poor and gender sensitive system approach is needed. Session 1.3 
will go deeper into decentralisation as an open system. Donors should avoid biased, 
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fragmented, uncoordinated and incoherent approaches and make better use of cooperation and 
task division based on comparative advantages.  
 
For example, possibilities for joint action include the following: 

• regular donor meetings 
• local working groups on local governance and decentralisation, appointing a lead 

partner (or troika) on rotation 
• a roadmap at the country level that includes joint field missions for 

social/poverty/gender analysis, identification, monitoring, etc.  
• joint financing mechanisms (basket funding, sector budget support, participatory pro-

poor and gender-responsive budgeting etc.) 
• joint reviews in the case of budget support 
• joint (gender aware) capacity-development programmes at the level of central/local 

government 
• social, political and economic empowerment targeted especially at poor and 

vulnerable groups 
 

 
However, in practice it often appears to be difficult to apply the principles of harmonisation and 
alignment. Besides the generic constraints of the overall aid system, there are constraints that 
relate specifically to the arena of local governance and decentralisation, such as the following:  

• limited national ownership—or promoting local governance and decentralisation in 
“hostile” environments 

• critical issues such as poverty and inequality (See Box. 1.2.1.)reliability of country 
systems 

• the need for critical alignment 
• the wide variety of possible lenses to provide support for local governance and 

decentralisation 
 

Another complicating factor is that it is difficult to coordinate effectively with other support 
programmes such as general budget support, sector-wide approaches, civil society support 
programmes and programmes on other cross-cutting issues (gender equality, human rights, 
etc.). 
 
Considerations on Pro-Poor Elements in Decentralisation and Local Governance  
 
Decentralisation and local governance are increasingly recognised as significant terrains for 
fostering inclusive development processes. International donor organisations as-well as grass-roots 
movements have pioneered more participatory governance arrangements as a pathway towards 
including previously socially excluded and marginalized people into decision-making processes. 
However, while new participatory and local governance arrangements may enable new forms of 
democratic and empowering relations between the state and previously marginalized parts of 
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society, there is also a flip-side to the process.  Therefore, it is important to take the following 
factors into account:  
 

(1) Unequal power relationships:  Existing power imbalances may hamper the participation of 
the socially excluded and marginalized as their voices can easily be silenced by more 
powerful actors. Local power structures are often deeply embedded in societal norms and 
practices and may be too rigid to be overcome.   

(2) Insufficient local representation of marginalized and vulnerable groups: Even at the 
community or neighbourhood level, ‘the poor’ can never be considered a homogenous 
group. Different individuals may face multiple forms of discrimination and deprivation. 
Social exclusion, gender discrimination, illiteracy and a lack of articulation capabilities are 
all examples of factors that hamper peoples’ ability to make their voices heard in a 
participatory decision-making process. 

(3) Lack of transparent information-sharing and accountability: Inefficient downward 
accountability and a lack of the provision of understandable, transparent information 
restrain poor people from participation and from holding authorities accountable. 

(4) Economic Constrains: Poor people might also be constrained to participate in decision-
making processes due to practical livelihood obstacles – such as costs and loss of time for 
income-generating activities 

Being aware of local power structure is essential for building participatory local governance 
mechanisms. Facilitating the inclusion of previously excluded groups in decision making processes 
on local development are already in itself starts to rebalance power relations. Overall, to give a real 
voice to poor people, capacity development and grassroots empowerment is a critical precondition 
for participation. Furthermore, besides political and social empowerment, economic empowerment 
plays a crucial role.  
 
Decentralisation and participation should not been seen as an end in itself, but as a process to 
enhance pro-poor growth, inclusion and equality. This requires awareness of existing societal 
power relations, of social and regional disparities, and attention to inclusion through capacity 
development and empowerment.  
 
 
 
COUNTRY CASES 
 
Ssewakiryanga (2010), in his paper for DeLoG, describes the case of Uganda. Uganda has a 
relatively long tradition of decentralised government, which started with the resistance councils 
during and after the civil war in the 1980s. In the early 1990s, several donors were pioneering 
with support for local government, dividing their concentration in Uganda according to districts. 
Since then many new initiatives have been taken for alignment and harmonisation of donor 
support to decentralisation and local governance: 
 

• A local government development fund was established and funded by several donors, 
providing non-sector-specific grants to the districts, which aligned them to the 
development process in the country. 
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• A decentralisation development partners group was formed, which facilitated a 
dialogue between donors, channelled donor support through basket funds and carried 
out a division-of-labour exercise. 

• Donor cooperation was strengthened by the Joint Assistance Strategy developed in 
2005, in which donor partners committed themselves to work more efficiently and to 
harmonise and align their efforts. 

• A Joint Budget Support Framework was established in 2008 to manage budget 
support in order to improve the efficiency and quality of services through the 
involvement of local governments. It was accompanied by a Joint Assistance 
Framework to benchmark progress on agreed actions (including actions by the 
government).  

 
Weimer (2012) describes the case of Mozambique in his discussion paper that was prepared for 
the DeLoG course on Harmonisation, Decentralisation and Local Governance (which took place 
in Maputo from 18-20 April 2012). From the very beginning of the decentralisation dynamic in 
the post-civil war period the Mozambican central and local governments (municipalities) could 
count on generous donor support. Although the strategic objectives of this support changed 
over time – ranging from post conflict peace building via democratisation to public sector reform 
and poverty reduction – various decentralisation programmes by the central government, as 
well as individual municipalities, were supported by a broad coalition of bi- and multilateral 
donors. Weimer depicts the overall picture of donor support over the past 18 years as a 
considerably fractured, selective and unevenly scattered support, without sufficient 
harmonization and alignment. He attributes this to the donors’ territorial and strategic 
preferences, and the absence of an explicit government policy and strategy, which could inform 
and shape donor support. However, he also describes two exceptions or ‘success stories’, as 
far as alignment and up streaming are concerned: 
 

• The Programa Nacional de Planificação e Finanças Descentralizadas (PNPFD), 
anchored in the Ministry of Planning and Development (MPD) which started off, in 1998, 
as a small pilot project in a few districts in Nampula province, initially supported by 
UNCDF, SDC and The Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Drawing on previous 
experience gained by the German Technical Cooperation in Guro / Manica Province, 
where the first ever (strategic) district development plan was produced, they successfully 
piloted and shaped the (participatory) district planning and financing approach, nationally 
and internationally known as the ‘Nampula model’ (Jackson, 2007). This pilot has been 
transformed into a national programme, pool-funded by a number of bi-and multilateral 
donors. 

• The merging of the individual support programmes to a restricted number of 
municipalities of three bilateral donors (Austria, Denmark and Switzerland), producing 
what became to be known as the Support Programme for 13 Municipalities in Central 
and Northern Mozambique (P-13), under the auspices of the Sustainable Development 
of Urban Areas Centre of the Ministry of Coordination of Environmental Action in 



31 
 

Nampula city. After its initial phase (2008-2011) the program has been turned into a 
National Municipal Development Programme, under the auspices of the Ministry of State 
Administration (the institution which very actively drove the Mozambican decentralisation 
process in the nineties and holds the institutional responsibility for the municipalisation 
process). 

	  
 

PANEL DISCUSSION 

During the panel discussion, the following questions will be discussed: 

1. How to make it work in practice: What concrete approaches, mechanisms and 
financial instruments have helped to ensure development effectiveness, with a social 
inclusion and equity perspective?  

2. Looking beyond local governance and decentralisation: How can linkages and 
harmonisation with other support programmes ensure social inclusion and ecological 
sustainability?  

3. Challenges ahead: What are the main challenges for development effectiveness in 
local governance and decentralisation to be further discussed during this course? 

 

KEY READING AND BACKGROUND MATERIAL 

DeLoG. 2010. What can development partners do? Note for Session 9. Global Forum on Local 
Development, Kampala, October 4-6. DeLoG, Bonn. 
www.uncdf.org/gfld/docs/session_9.pdf  

Note prepared by DeLoG for the session on “What can development partners do?” at the Global 
Forum on Local Development in Kampala, Uganda, to frame a discussion on how development 
partner assistance in support of decentralisation and local governance can become more effective 
and better aligned with official government policy and the activities of other development partners. 
The article points to the risk of harmonisation as an end in itself, which may reduce innovation and 
detract partners from engaging in riskier innovations. It also says that development partner support 
is often framed around technical and normative issues, with insufficient attention to political and 
institutional realities and national reform priorities. It criticises the fact that donors continue to work 
through separate implementation units or other parallel or semi-parallel mechanisms. Trade-offs 
related to the political economy and capacity in the countries receiving assistance might limit the 
effectiveness of principle-based interventions and even undermine developmental impact. If, for 
example, development partners try to align themselves with the formal decentralisation framework 
where political/bureaucratic dynamics are at odds with official policy, aid effectiveness can be 
reduced. It is argued that in countries where bureaucratic capacity is low, donors should not blindly 
embrace country systems any more than they should simply bypass them to achieve immediate 
results.  

 
DeLoG. 2007. Alignment Strategies for Decentralisation and Local Governance: A Review of Country 
Practices and Experiences. Final main report. DeLoG, Bonn. 
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http://www.delog.org/cms/upload/pdf/wg/AlignmentStudy_MainReportFinal_Oct2007.pdf 
This review builds upon the results of the existing surveys and analytical work carried out by 
DeLoG. The context for the review was set by the Paris Declaration and the five main principles 
for enhancing aid effectiveness, which bear strong reference to the core issues for the specific 
field of support to decentralisation and local governance. Seven country case studies were 
developed (four in 2007: Benin, Nepal, Nicaragua and Tanzania; and three in 2010: DRC, 
Indonesia and Uganda) based on four key thematic issues that have been derived from preceding 
studies and the Paris Declaration.  

 
Smoke P. and Matthew S. Winters, 2011. Donor Program Harmonization, Aid Effectiveness and 
Decentralized Governance. DeLoG, Bonn 
http://www.delog.org/cms/upload/pdf/Harmonization_and_Aid_Effectiveness_Jan_2011.pdf 

In this paper, the connections between the Paris Declaration commitments (with a focus on 
ownership, alignment and harmonization) and aid effectiveness in the context of foreign aid to 
support decentralisation and local governance are considered. The paper makes use of three 
case studies prepared for the June 2010 fifth annual meeting of the Development Partners 
Working Group on Local Governance and Decentralisation (DeLoG). The case studies of the 
Democratic Republic of Congo, Indonesia, and Uganda examine development partner 
harmonization of strategies and project activities supporting decentralisation, government 
participation in and leadership of these efforts, the use of country systems in project 
implementation, and the resulting impacts of these variables on aid effectiveness. The case 
studies provide examples of donor harmonization (and the lack thereof) and review the obstacles 
to harmonization and alignment faced by the development partners working in these specific 
country contexts. 

 

OTHER LITERATURE  

DAC Network on Development Evaluation. 2004. Lessons Learned on Donor Support to Decentralisation 
and Local Governance. OECD-DAC, Paris. 
www.oecd.org/dataoecd/46/60/30395116.pdf  
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Session 1.3. An Open-System Approach to 
Decentralisation and Local Governance 
 

INTRODUCTION 

The aim of this session is to create a common understanding on the basic concepts of 
decentralisation, its rationale, and the coherence and complementarities between its different 
elements of fiscal, administrative and political decentralisation, thus forming a solid basis for the 
subsequent modules.  
 
The session will start with a presentation on how to perceive decentralisation as an “open 
system”, bringing all the different elements together into one system, emphasising the relations 
between the different elements, as well as vertical and horizontal coordination mechanisms. The 
various dimensions of decentralisation, its history, its pros and cons, its gender dimension and 
the basic concepts of decentralisation (political, administrative, fiscal decentralisation) will be 
discussed along with the complexity of decentralisation, the difference between simple and 
complex realities and how to strategically intervene with a gender, social inclusiveness and 
equity perspective in complex realities. 
 
 
The session ends with the overall conclusion that there are no blueprints to decentralisation, but 
that decentralisation is shaped according to a country’s specific socio-economic and political 
context. This will be linked to DeLoG’s Specific Guiding Principles for Enhancing Alignment and 
Harmonisation on Local Governance and Decentralisation, stating that it is important to 
understand the specific country context and to get an overview of the trends, issues and views 
on the state of decentralisation and local democracy in a country in order to develop a shared 
view of the response strategies that are required. It is also a bridge to the next session on 
political decentralisation and gender and equality aware political economy analysis. 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION  

The first wave of support to decentralisation focused mainly on reorganisation of the public 
sector. The government was presumed to take an active and positive role in terms of correcting 
various forms of market failure, establishing equitable distribution of income and stabilising the 
macro-economy at high levels of employment with stable prices. The implicit assumption is that 
government agencies, as “custodians of the public interest”, will seek to maximise social 
welfare, either because of some kind of benevolence or because of electoral pressures in a 
democratic system. In short, where market failure prevails, there is a presumed need for public 
intervention. Another implicit assumption is the political stability of a sustainable nation-state, 
which provides the context for the theory. Based on these premises, Litvack and Seddon (1999) 
define decentralisation as follows: “Decentralisation is the transfer of authority and responsibility 

Decentralization  
 
is mainly seen as political process and regulatory framework, which normally includes  
- political (democratic) decentralization or devolution,  
- administrative decentralization or de-concentration,  
- sectoral decentralization or delegation and  
- fiscal decentralization 
and deals with intergovernmental relations 

Local governments 
 

- need sufficient financial and competent 
human resources, 

- have to fulfil specific tasks, functions and 
responsibilities, 

- deal with local policies and by-laws, 
- are concerned with intergovernmental 

relations and coordination with local 
stakeholders 

 

Local development 
 
- promotes broad-based local economic 

growth (including public and private 
investment), 

- addresses reduction of poverty and 
vulnerability as well as food insecurity, 

- is concerned with inclusion and equity 
(women and marginalised groups) and 
environmental sustainability 

- is based on participatory local planning 
and budgeting 

Local governance 
 

- refers to accountability and transparency 
in decision-making processes, information 
and communication 

- ensures inclusive and equal participation 
and provides an enabling environment for 
the empowerment of local stakeholders 
and the civil society 

- pronounces enforcement of laws, rules 
and regulations as well as fight against 
corruption 

Local governance performance 
 

- deals with efficient financial performance,  
- addresses improved demand-driven 

service delivery, 
- ensures management and maintenance of 

infrastructure, equipment, transportation 
- is concerned with the balance and – if 

necessary – conflict regulation amongst 
local stakeholders’ interests, 

- manage incentives for increased staff 
motivation and capacity development  
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for public functions from the central government to subordinate or quasi-independent 
organisations or the private sector.”  
 
The second wave in the 1990s aimed more at promoting democratic governance and pro-poor 
development through elected local governments, the promotion of women’s equal participation 
in local governance, civil participation and decentralised service delivery. The setting of 
imperfect information and control in which different political, administrative and fiscal institutions 
operate was given more attention, with a basic focus on the incentives that these institutions 
embody and the resulting behaviour they induce from utility-maximising participants. It builds on 
first-generation fiscal federalism but assumes that public officials have goals induced by political 
institutions that often systematically diverge from maximising the welfare of the citizenry, 
especially of marginalized groups such as women, youth or the poor. This new perspective 
implies that decentralisation requires more than just a “pushing down” of financial resources: 
control over these financial resources matters just as much. Additionally, if you look at things 
through this lens, decentralisation is tied much more closely to governance and poverty 
reduction (empowerment) and social inclusion and gender equality. This new - more people-
centred - line of thinking about fiscal decentralisation is reflected in Bahl’s (2005) definition of 
decentralisation: “[Fiscal] decentralisation is the empowerment of people by the [fiscal] 
empowerment of their local governments.” This definition also makes very clear that 
decentralisation is a means to an end, not an end in itself. Decentralisation could result in, e.g.:  

• the idea that local governments are more -responsive to local needs, could thereby 
deliver better services and could more easily be held accountable 

• to ensure better allocative efficiency of scarce (public) resources taking account of the 
specific interests of poor, marginalised and vulnerable population groups 

• to reduce central government administration and make it more pro-poor, demand-
driven, gender-responsive,  efficient and effective  

• more participatory and democratic decision-making in public affairs,  including closing 
gender and inequality gaps 

•  
 
However, decentralisation may also have negative implications, e.g.: 

• mismatch between mandates and delivery capacity  
• reduced technical quality of services, consolidating or increasing existing gender or 

social inequality gaps 
• elite capturing and bad, gender blind or biased, local governance  
• inter-jurisdictional disparities 

Local development not supported by central policies (insufficient consideration of social and 
regional disparities 
In this course we will try to answer the question of how we can empower local government, 
make it more pro-poor, demand-driven and gender responsive and how these efforts can really 
contribute to the empowerment of women and men alike, with a special focus on poor and 
vulnerable groups, and improved service delivery and enhanced resilience, instead of resulting 
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in some of the negative scenario’s mentioned above. Some basic needs of a legitimate, 
effective and viable local government are outlined in box 1.3.1.  
 
Box 1.3.1 What does a legitimate, effective and viable local government need? 

 

Source: EuropeAid (2007).  
 
 
 

Basic concepts of decentralisation 
The three different dimensions of decentralisation each try to help build legitimate, effective and 
viable local governments, while also focussing at changes needed at the central level. Boxes 
1.3.2, 1.3.3 and 1.3.4 illustrate the concepts of administrative, political and fiscal 
decentralisation and the different elements related to these concepts. 
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Box 1.3.2 Ingredients of Administrative Decentralisation 

 

Source: EuropeAid (2007).  
 
 
Box 1.3.3 Ingredients of Political Decentralisation 

 

 

Source: EuropeAid (2007).  
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Box 1.3.4 Ingredients of Fiscal Decentralisation 

 

Source: EuropeAid (2007).  
 
 
Supporting any of these three dimensions of decentralisation alone is not enough. For example, 
unless local governments are politically empowered by having democratically elected and 
representative local councils (political DC), local communities and citizens will not be able to 
hold their local governments accountable. Likewise, local communities and citizens have to be 
empowered, in order to enable them to articulate their needs, interests and priorities in local 
planning and decision-making processes and to hold local government accountable. Also, 
unless local governments have administrative control over the services they are supposed to 
deliver (administrative DC), local governments are not truly empowered to serve their 
communities. In addition, the creation of an enabling environment for local government will often 
need to be complemented by support for capacity development, for the strengthening of 
inclusive systems for local public expenditure management, transparent and inclusive decision-
making processes and for robust accountability mechanisms. Finally, successful 
decentralisation also requires a meaningful dialogue between local and central governments, an 
appropriate set of legal and institutional arrangements for local government management, and a 
system of incentives. If the three dimensions are not properly taken into account, there is the 
risk of creating imbalances, such as: 
 

• Subnational officials elected directly, but without administrative and fiscal powers; 
• Off-loading of unfunded expenditure responsibilities for government services to 

subnational levels; 
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• Subnational expenditure powers realised, but only up to a certain threshold requiring 
approval by the centre; 

• Decentralised subnational governments headed by centrally appointed officials. 
 

Dealing with complexity 
There is a growing recognition that many problems facing development policies and 
programmes are complex and need to be treated as such. The implementation of support to 
decentralisation is a good example in this regard, as a range of interdependent problems need 
to be dealt with, nonlinear and often unpredictable change processes with often diverging 
needs, interests and priorities  need to be navigated, and a diverse range of stakeholders need 
to be involved. Problems manifest themselves in different ways and at different levels, and 
rather than one organisation or hierarchy being fully in control of meeting a particular objective, 
action may rely on differing degrees of collaboration from a variety of actors and institutions, 
which different powers, capacities and resources. Furthermore, the various actors might have 
divergent approaches and goals. Implementation of decentralisation reforms can therefore not 
be technocratic; it requires a negotiated understanding and synthesis through communicative 
processes and mutual trust as well as common goals.  
Complex problems are difficult to predict: many social, political and economic problems are not 
amenable to detailed forecasting. Where causality is not well understood success may rely on 
adaptation and flexibility to emerging insights, rather than trying to completely fix the shape of 
policy responses in advance. Source: Jones (2011).  
 
The idea of systems thinking and the open-system perspective to decentralisation provides a 
useful analytic instrument for obtaining a broader systemic view on decentralisation. It helps 
increase understanding of the different interacting and interdependent elements, which are 
embedded in a political and societal context and influenced by regional and international trends 
(see box 1.3.5). The open-system approach illustrates the importance of coherence between 
and the complementarities of administrative, fiscal and political decentralisation, as well as 
aspects of vertical (inter-administrative arrangements, control and oversight) and horizontal 
coordination (regional cooperation, local government associations).  
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Box 1.3.5 System Thinking 

System thinking is based on the understanding that a system is made up of interlinked and 
interdependent components, influencing one another within a whole. In nature, examples of systems 
thinking include ecosystems in which various elements, such as air, water, plants and animals, work 
together to survive or perish. In organisations, systems consist of people, structures and processes 
that work together to make an organisation healthy or unhealthy. System thinking has been used to 
solve complex problems by viewing "problems" as parts of an overall system, rather than reacting to 
specific elements, outcomes or events and potentially contributing to further development of 
unintended consequences.  

Applying systems thinking to decentralisation means that we look at the positive interplay between the 
various elements of decentralisation, which are considered to be complementary aspects of one single 
system rather than independent or mutually exclusive domains. This helps us to understand that 
decentralisation processes consist of different interacting and interdependent elements embedded in a 
particular political and societal context and influenced by regional and international trends. The 
strength and quality of the connections between the different parts of the system determine, to a large 
extent, the shape, orientation and outcomes of the decentralisation process. 

The open-system model to decentralisation shows 
• the three main dimensions of decentralisation (in the inner circle) 
• the different ingredients of the decentralisation process (as a system), both upstream (at the 

national level) and downstream (at the local level) 
• the linkages between the component elements of the system 
• the possible external influences on the system, arising from regional and global trends (outer 

circle) 

 

Source: EuropeAid (2007).  
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DeLoG’s “Specific guiding principle 2” (on alignment) also refers to the open-system approach. 
It is argued that a holistic approach, which enables donor partners to be aware of the linkages 
between different parts of a system, will enhance the impact of decentralisation support as an 
intervention in that system. For example:  

• decentralisation attempts are dependent on broader state and public-sector reforms, 
as well as progress in the democratisation and governance of the country (e.g. flawed 
local elections will erode the legitimacy of local governments); 

• as decentralisation is introduced, local governments and communities become 
enmeshed in a wider system of intergovernmental relations (inadequate 
intergovernmental linkages can have a substantial constraining effect on sustainable 
local development); 

• strong linkages are needed between decentralisation as a political process (generally 
driven from the top) and the myriad of local development initiatives (pushed from 
below) to ensure coherence and cross-fertilisation (i.e. experiences gained at the 
local level can be applied to refine the national policy framework); 

• local governments should inform and involve citizens and listen to their voice (‘local 
governance’), which affects the level of ‘elite-capturing’ and the local-central 
relationship (i.e. local officials may not devote energy to local affairs unless they are 
accountable to local communities);  

• there is a strong societal demand for participation of all relevant actors (including local 
governments) in the formulation and implementation of development strategies, which 
has led to the critical importance of articulation between national and local processes 
of elaborating development strategies. 
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KEY READING AND BACKGROUND MATERIAL 

EuropeAid. 2007. Supporting Decentralisation and Local Governance in Third Countries. Tools and 
Methods Series. Reference Document No. 2. EuropeAid, Brussels. 
www.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/infopoint/publications/europeaid/138a_en.htm 

The European Commission took the initiative to produce a reference document that should serve 
as a practical tool to help EC staff (and others) to better understand the “politics” of 
decentralisation and local governance processes, to support the formulation and implementation 
of nationally and locally owned decentralisation policies and to improve the coherence between 
the sector support provided by the EC (e.g., in health or education) and ongoing decentralisation 
processes. With this document, the EC intends to develop a comprehensive policy framework to 
underpin its strategic support to decentralisation and local governance processes in a widely 
diverse set of country contexts. This document has been one of the major sources of information 
for the elaboration of this session. 

 
Jones H. 2011. Taking responsibility for Complexity: Ideas and Implications for Development and 
Humanitarian Efforts. ODI, London  
http://www.odi.org.uk/resources/docs/6485.pdf 

The first half of the paper focuses on ways in which readers can determine the nature of the 
problems they face and explains how complex problems challenge “traditional approaches to 
implementation.” The second half of the paper provides an overview of different approaches that 
can be employed in order to navigate complex problems, focusing on “when, where and how” 
complexity needs to be addressed. 
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Session 1.4 (A) Political decentralisation and Political 
Economy Analysis 

 
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
This session presents a number of key concepts and principles relating to political 
decentralisation, local governance and domestic accountability. It deals with different functions 
and services local governments are typically responsible for, with illustrations from concrete 
country examples. The session will also explore in more details domestic accountability in 
decentralised contexts. It will also be a good opportunity to look at how these concepts play out 
in particular developing countries building on the field experiences of participants themselves.   

The session is organised around the three following parts: 

1. An introduction to the field of political decentralisation and local governance 
2. Some insights about domestic accountability in decentralised contexts 
3. Buzz Groups 

 
INTRODUCING POLITICAL DECENTRALISATION AND LOCAL GOVERNANCE 
 
First, it is important to recall the concepts of political decentralisation, local governance and 
domestic accountability. These all are crucial concepts and the session can only offer a general 
introduction to them. In particular, the first more theoretical/conceptual part will prepare the 
ground for examining in more detail, in a second part, the implications of domestic accountability 
in the context of political decentralisation. 
 
Some points to note: 

(1) The three terms/concepts overlap and can be regarded as mutually reinforcing.  

(2) Political decentralisation – needs to be understood in the context of administrative and fiscal 
decentralisation, and is closely associated with the notion of devolution. Some defining features 
of political decentralisation: 

• A process through which political powers/ authority are transferred to sub-national levels 
of government, enshrined in laws/ constitution; 

• The establishment of a democratically elected local government (i) executive positions 
(e.g. mayors), (ii) representative positions (e.g. local councillor), (iii) single functions (e.g. 
water board)  (iv) gender equality and equal representation of ethnic minorities (e.g. 
measures to ensure equal representation) 
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• Granting of autonomy/discretion to programme and spend own resources, (within 
framework of national laws, policies, standards) participatory, pro-poor planning and 
budgeting processes) 

 
(3) Local Governance – this concept is important because of the emphasis given to the 
relationship between an elected local government and its constituencies. It distinguishes the 
more limited notion of local government from that of local governance, making the case for 
multi-actor engagement through a variety of participation and accountability mechanisms. 
Establishing mechanisms of local governance are key to ensuring that a local government is 
indeed accountable, especially towards the needs of marginalised groups. This can include 
creating opportunities for structured dialogue and (gender balanced) participation in local 
decision-making and planning, assuring access to information for pro-poor purposes.  

(4) Domestic Accountability – Political decentralisation, or devolution, introduces new 
dimensions to the discussion of domestic accountability.  

 
Source:  ECDPM and BMZ. 2011. Support to domestic accountability in developing countries: Taking 
stock of the approaches and experiences of German development cooperation (ECDPM Synthesis 
Report). Maastricht: ECDPM 

 

 

Accountability is premised on three principles: 

o Transparency: access to information about commitments the state has made and 
the extent to which these commitments have been honoured  
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o Answerability: obligation of the government, its agencies and public officials to 
provide information about their decisions and actions and to justify them to the public 
(both women and men) and institutions tasked with providing oversight 

o Enforcement: willingness and power of citizens or the institutions that are 
responsible for accountability to sanction the offending party or remedy the 
contravening behaviour   
 

Lines of accountability are more complex in decentralised or decentralising political systems, but 
these underlying principles remain valid. In theory, it brings government closer to the population 
and should therefore strengthen the ability of citizens to hold their government to account. In 
practice, there are many factors inhibiting this ambition. Moreover, in the absence of appropriate 
checks and balances, political decentralisation can create opportunities for financial 
mismanagement, and abuse of office by duty bearers including corruption. Ensuring effective 
mechanisms that reinforce both vertical and horizontal information flows as well as 
accountability is key if political decentralisation is to serve as an instrument for pro-poor socio-
economic development (see box 1.4.1 below).   
 
Box 1.4.1 Protection of Basic Services (PBS) Programme in Ethiopia  

 
Since the 1990s, Ethiopia has experienced successive rounds of reforms for decentralised 
governance by devolving powers and mandates to Regional states as well as to Woreda (local 
authorities). The country has also received substantial amounts of international assistance through 
budget support.  
 
In 2005, due to the political crisis that followed the federal elections, donors decided to suspend 
Budget Support temporarily. However, they were concerned about the possible impact the cut of aid 
could have on service provision at the local level. Indeed, regional and local authorities risked being 
starved of the block grants they had been receiving for social service delivery and consequently would 
find themselves unable to maintain service levels. Against this background, an innovative mechanism 
the so-called Protection Basic Services Programme (PBS) was initiated by the World Bank, other 
donors and the Government of Ethiopia in order to protect the provision of basic services through 
regional and district level government structures. Donors agreed to provide financial support to the 
government on the condition that the full amount would be transferred to the regions through federal 
block grants. This meant an increase of financial resource flows to regional and district (woreda) 
levels, which would safeguard service delivery and, in turn, allow the decentralisation process to 
continue in a fragile situation.  
 
To protect financial flows, partners agreed on a set of components, one of which aimed at promoting 
downward accountability of public sector services providers at regional and woreda levels to the 
communities they served. This “social accountability” component included disclosing budget 
information at regional and district level; providing information on targets achieved; promoting 
transparency of budget allocation and use; citizen involvement in budget tracking using Citizens and 
Community Report Cards; and capacity development of experienced CSOs to strengthen their role in 
development planning and monitoring results. 
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A mid-term review pointed out that some advances have been made on the development of 
mechanisms through which citizens can hold local authorities to account. The PBS mechanism seems 
to have provided incentives for citizens’ collective action towards local authorities, enhanced political 
involvement of stakeholders, strengthened citizens’ voice and social accountability, and increased 
transparency of budget as well as of budget processes. The dialogue between sub-national 
governments, citizens and CSOs around service delivery has also improved and spaces between 
citizens, their organisations and local governments seem to be opening up across the regions. 
 
The PBS experience has also highlighted the importance of addressing horizontal accountability 
mechanisms and processes that reinforce the social (or vertical) accountability mechanisms described 
above. PFM reforms have been tackling weaknesses in the budget preparation process, expenditure 
tracking and management and financial reporting including audit. Key issues arising during the reform 
process include clarifying the role of sub-national tiers of government in the budget preparation 
process and the critical role elected leaders at regional and woreda level need to play in approving 
budgets and in the scrutiny of external audit reports3.   
 
Source: adapted from “Engaging Non-State actors in New aid modalities for a better development outcomes and 
governance”, Case 2- Strengthening citizens and CSOs voice and accountability in decentralized services 
delivery – the Protection of Basic Services Project: Ethiopia. EC Reference Document 
 
More information on the functioning of the PBS Programme is available in session 2.2 of the present 
Kit: ‘Fiscal decentralisation’; see: Box 2.2.2. 

 
 
This case demonstrates the importance of working on several fronts, by ensuring compliance 
with established financial management and audit rules and procedures, at the same time 
strengthening capacity of legislative bodies to hold local government to account, as well as 
promoting participation of civil society and the community at large in planning, budgeting and 
monitoring of public expenditures. This should remind participants of the open system approach 
to decentralisation.  
 
 
DOMESTIC ACCOUNTABILITY IN DECENTRALISED CONTEXTS  
 
This part explores in more detail domestic accountability in decentralised contexts. 
 
First, what is it that decentralised governments can be legitimately held accountable for? 
This is important for two reasons. First, there is often confusion and or lack of clarity/ knowledge 
regarding the services that a local government is responsible for delivering. They can easily be 
held accountable for things for which central government or other government agencies are 

                                                        
3 Source: adapted from “Engaging Non-State actors in New aid modalities for a better development outcomes and 
governance”, Case 2- Strengthening citizens and CSOs voice and accountability in decentralized services delivery – 
the Protection of Basic Services Project: Ethiopia. EC Reference Document 
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partially or fully responsible for. Second, even where the roles and responsibilities are clear, 
there can be many factors that constrain a local government from exercising their 
responsibilities. Non-performance may be due to factors over which they have little control.  
Below is a list of service delivery functions that local governments are typically responsible for:  
 

• Basic service delivery (on behalf of Central Government):  
E.g.: primary health care, primary education, secondary roads, infrastructure 
maintenance 

• Implementation of own projects & programmes (own revenues): 
E.g.: forestry, urban regeneration, youth projects, street lighting etc. 

• Local economic development: 
E.g.: Investment promotion, small grants, land servicing 

• Bye-law enforcement, licensing and related regulatory responsibilities:   
E.g.: litter, parking, trading license, public health 

• Preparation of participatory and pro-poor local development plans and budgets:  
E.g.: district development, community development or ward plans land use management 
plans, participatory budgeting  

• Resource mobilisation:  
E.g.: local tax and revenue streams; (business, property, mining) 

• Physical planning, land servicing and land allocation:  
E.g.: spatial development, land use management plans, infrastructure, land tribunals 

• Other… 
E.g.: Disaster management, firefighting, combating Gender Based Violence ensuring 
citizen security 

 
There can be a variety of bureaucratic, political and institutional factors that limit the ability of 
local government to fulfil these responsibilities. Often this is ascribed to underlying centre-local 
tensions, and a reluctance to relinquish power. It is also informed by extent to which political 
decentralisation is accompanied by fiscal and administrative decentralisation:  
 
Limited fiscal decentralisation 

• Most funding is conditional/ earmarked according to national priorities 
• Limited opportunity to alter structure of budget esp. salaries 
• Few sources of own revenue generation. Limited rights to borrow, raise revenues 

Limited administrative decentralisation 
• Limited control over recruitment of senior personnel 
• Strict controls on establishment and structure 
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• Limitations on personnel management including training, HR-policy not based on equal 
opportunities  

Planning and Coordination 
• Aspects of physical planning, land allocation may rely on central government actions that 

can delay LG programmes, including programmes of equal access to and control over 
land for women and men 

• LG development aspirations may depend on prior/ coordinated CG investments e.g. 
rural electrification over which they have little control 

• Disconnect between CG and LG responsibilities e.g. rural roads but no trunk roads to 
connect to affecting network performance 

Late disbursements of funds 
• Inability to implement commitments due to late/ none disbursement of funds/ delays in 

approval of requests/ authorisations 

Procurement delays 
• Delays in receipt of critical commodities e.g. school books and medicines which remain 

a central government responsibility  

Political interference / competition 
• MPs with own constituency budget functioning outside framework of LG system. 

Legitimacy of formal institutions vis-à-vis informal institutions at the local level including 
traditional and religious institutions  

From here, the session moves on to examine domestic accountability from two perspectives: (i) 
Horizontal accountability and (ii) Vertical accountability  
 

Horizontal accountability includes both the accountabilities that exist between local 
government and central government as well as accountabilities that apply across/within local 
government. 
 

• These forms of accountability are closely associated with notions of compliance and 
control, as well as of performance monitoring. Such accountability goes to the heart of 
public financial management concerns e.g.; observance of financial rules and 
regulations, procedures for preparation, approval and monitoring of budget, financial 
reporting and audit (internal and external) and performance monitoring against agreed 
targets/ indicators. 
 
 

 
 
 



51 
 

Some examples of accountabilities between local and central government 
 
LG Compliance with Sector service delivery standards 

• Building standards, staffing levels, unit costs, distribution of services  

LG Compliance with Public Financial Management rules & regulations 
• Financial accounting and audit (role of supreme audit institutions) 
• Reporting on budget execution   
• Procurement rules 

LG Adherence to Human Resources Management rules & regulations 
• Seeking Approval staff recruitment, promotions, discipline and training 
• Payroll management function 
• Seeking Approval for Post establishment and departmental restructuring 
• Responsibility for appointments of Senior management and executive leaders 

LG compliance with National Planning, budgeting, M&E procedures  
• Budget approval 
• Reporting against sector targets / performance indicators   
• Reporting against national frameworks e.g.: PRSP and/or MDGs 

LG relationship to “Parent” ministry (e.g.: Ministry of Local Government) 
• Role of Inspection service vis-à-vis compliance corporate functions    
• Right to withdraw responsibilities/ power to dissolve LGs 
• Oversight/ Arbitration of Performance-linked capacity development and/or 

discretionary funding mechanisms 
• It is also important to consider the accountability of central government to local 

government and citizens alike. This is because decentralised local government can 
only be effective if it is supported appropriately by central government. Common 
complaints levelled by local governments include the discrepancy between approved 
and actual budget, and the unpredictability of funding flows including late or non-
receipt of approved funds. Other complaints include inadequate technical 
backstopping, delayed or inadequate deployment and training of staff, poor payroll 
management and non-provision of goods and services that remain a central 
government responsibility. 

 
Lines of accountability across/within local government can vary considerably depending in part 
on nature and extent of administrative decentralisation. Some considerations: 

Type of Executive Model and status of elected officials 
• Central government-appointed mayor with strong executive powers vs. Council 

appointed mayor vs. Executive committee of Council 
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Extent to which Elected Officials can hold staff to account 
• Contending with competing lines of supervision and accountability e.g.: sector ministries 
• Extent to which elected officials have responsibility for the approval and monitoring of 

plans and budgets for which they can hold staff to account for results 

Ability of Administrator (chief executive) to hold line/sector departments to account;  
• Contending with competing lines of reporting and supervision among heads of sectors 
• Limited control over centrally appointed staff e.g. treasury, planning 

Local Government Associations 
• Exercise discipline and compliance among members, although often weak and poorly 

organised (see box 1.4.2 below) 
 
 
 
Box 1.4.2 The Role of Local Government Associations 
In many developing countries that are implementing decentralisation processes, sub-national 
governments have established Local Government Associations (LGAs) with a view to articulate and 
defend the common interests of their members at the national level. These associations can play a crucial 
role as a check on central government and for ensuring that national policies and decision-making takes 
due account of realities at the sub-national level. Moreover, as a platform of exchange between their 
members, these associations can also help to replicate innovative practice and tools that can help their 
members to strengthen downward accountability to citizens.  

 

 

Vertical accountability addresses the accountabilities of devolved local government as a 
discrete sphere/ tier of government to citizens.   

• A basic distinction can be made between direct (direct involvement in design, delivery 
and monitoring of projects and programmes, and indirect participation (ballot box) 

• The different mechanisms associated with direct/direct accountability will be considered. 
The effectiveness of any of these mechanisms is a function of various factors, and 
should not be assumed. Much donor support particularly capacity development is aimed 
at enhancing the effectiveness of these various mechanisms.  

The Role of Donors in strengthening Domestic Accountability in a Decentralising Context 
 
The presentation will close by briefly reflecting on some of the challenges donors can face in 
supporting domestic accountability in a decentralizing context. The discussion here focuses not 
only on the kinds of support donors can usefully provide but also considers how their own 
presence and modalities of aid delivery can influence accountability relationships.   
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Three points can be highlighted: 

1 In order to provide effective support, and in view of the political nature of any 
decentralisation process, external partners need to make a special effort to understand and 
appreciate context. This is especially critical if the purpose is to strengthen systems of 
domestic accountability 

2 External partners shape and influence domestic accountability arrangements by virtue of 
their very presence. Care is needed to avoid distortion of domestic accountability 
arrangements, or insisting on monitoring and evaluation frameworks or delivery modalities 
that can actually undermine the decentralisation process. 

3 In the spirit of the Paris Declaration on aid effectiveness, donors have developed a set of 
general and specific guidelines that address the implications of the Paris Declaration on 
supporting decentralisation processes. The last two slides highlight a number of principles 
drawn from the specific guidelines that address issues related to political decentralisation, 
local governance and domestic accountability.  
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Box 1.4.3 Promoting local government accountability – possible roles for external partners 
 
• Assist in the development—through technical support, capacity development and empowerment 

measures—of citizen-engagement mechanisms for planning, budgeting, implementation, 
monitoring, and providing feedback on local government decisions. 

 
• Assist subnational governments to institutionalize a calendar for hearings on budgets, transparent 

information sharing (e.g. by using local media) and other major functions to increase the likelihood 
of community interaction. 

 
• Conduct workshops and capacity development measures on public outreach and citizen interaction 

for subnational government staff. 
 
• Conduct an inventory of sub-national government facilities, assets, and land available for use by 

the population, along with rules for their use. Make this information publicly available. 
 
• Foster public access to sub-national government information, budgets, and tendering documents 

through support efforts to develop: 
-Bulletins 
-Relationships between local government and local media (e.g. regular announcement on 
council sessions, interviews with council members and head of technical services of local 
government, announcement of tenders in local newspapers and on the radio). 
-Permanent display boards with information on subnational government activities; 
-Electronic materials for public use, such as bulletins and events calendars, discussion forums, 
and a reference service with “frequently asked questions”; and 

 
• Provide assistance to develop and implement the use of referenda, other special decision-making 

mechanisms, ombudsmen, oversight committees, and accountability mechanisms, such as citizen 
complaint boards 

• Strengthen community-based, civil society and human rights organisations that provide relevant 
information for poor and vulnerable groups of the society, make their voices heard etc.  
 
 

Source: adapted from USAID 2009. Democratic Decentralisation Programming Handbook. Chapter 5, 
Washington D. C., p. 61.  

 
 
 
Reality Check 
 
Some insights from research and experiences in the field have to be factored in this schematic 
introduction to this complex area of work as it provides a necessary reality check on what 
external actors such as donors can realistically expect to contribute to effective decentralisation 
processes.  

- Research of the Centre for the Study of the State (Institute for Development Studies) 
focuses on how to get constructive and ongoing interaction between public and private 
actors to achieve two main goals: to extend the coverage of public services to under-
served groups, and to strengthen incentives for improved performance at the local point 
of delivery (social accountability) 

- Proposition: what the state does, how it is organised, and how public policy is designed 
and implemented – all this has a bearing on the ability of poor and vulnerable people or 
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those working form them to mobilise and make demands on elected officials and 
government agencies.  

- Example: Employment Guarantee Scheme in Maharashtra – stimulate the mobilisation 
of potential beneficiaries and political activists (Unsworth, 2010, p 37) 

- “Traditional authorities” is a terminology that is somewhat misleading because so-called 
“traditional institutions” vary widely in the depth of their historical roots and in the extent 
to which they have adapted to – and are compatible with – other political institutions, 
including formal state institutions (Unsworth, 2010, p 51) 

 
BUZZ GROUPS 
 
Four or five groups will discuss three questions that specifically seek to smoke out participants’ 
experiences and insights on some of the core concepts and propositions. The purpose is that 
gradually, such country experiences start to set the scene for future presentations or inputs.  
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KEY READINGS AND BACKGROUND MATERIAL  
 
Hudson, A. and the GOVNET Secretariat 2009. Aid and domestic accountability. DAC Network on 
Governance (GOVNET) 
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/45/26/42811639.pdf 

This is a document prepared for the launch of the work stream on aid and domestic accountability 
by the DAC Network on governance (GOVNET). This background paper introduces the concept of 
domestic accountability concepts and analyses the possible impact that aid may have on domestic 
accountability systems.  This document is also the bases for the ongoing studies carried out by 
GOVNET on domestic accountability.  

 
Lutz, G. and Linder, W., 2004. ‘Traditional Structures in Local Governance for Local Development’, 
University of Berne, Switzerland  
http://www.williamtsuma.com/sites/default/files/traditional-structures-local-governance-local-
development.pdf  

This study analyses the existing literature and research on decentralisation and traditional 
authorities. It argues that decentralization does not automatically strength local governance and 
that the success of political decentralisation crucially depends on how traditional authorities and 
structures are involved. The paper emphasizes that in many countries traditional institutions play 
an important role in people’s day-to-day life, control access to land, mediate disputes and are 
often more legitimate than modern state institutions and elected representatives.  

 
World Bank. 2009. Local Government Discretion and Accountability: Application of a Local Governance 
Framework. Washington D. C., http://capacity4dev.ec.europa.eu/public-pub.sector-reform-
decentralisation/document/world-bank-2009-local-government-discretion-and-accountability-application-
local-governance 

This report critically reviews the potential of decentralisation reforms have for strengthening 
different lines of public accountability. It argues that decentralisation is a multi-faceted process 
which includes giving discretion to local governments and establishing accountability mechanisms 
at different levels. Using a case study approach, the authors illustrate how different design 
elements of decentralisation processes that can help to build or hinder vertical and horizontal 
accountability. Chapter 2 of the report analyses the political dimensions of decentralisation 
focusing on components of political discretion and accountability. 

 
  
Goldstein, M., 2012. When Women are in Charge, Washington D.C., 
https://blogs.worldbank.org/impactevaluations/node/744 

This blog post sums up the effect of quotas for women in local councils in India which were 
established in 1993. In particular, the position of chief councillor (or Pradhan) was reserved for 
women in 1/3 of the village councils in any given election – and this 1/3 was selected at random. 
The papers that have come out show that reserving seats for women results in a change in 
investment priorities to be more in line with female preferences (infrastructure in particular), that 
the reporting of crimes against women increased, that attitudes about the competence of female 
politicians improved, and that women were more likely to be elected after the reservation moved 
on (and this is not an exhaustive list).  In addition, research has also shown that that the use of 
political quotas not only changes how people view their politicians, but also how they view their 
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daughters and son and their chances and how the both boys and girls view their own aspirations 
– with attendant changes in behaviour.  

 
 
OTHER LITERATURE  
 
Beall, J., 2008. Cities in Fragile States, Crisis States Research Centre, London School of Economics, London  
http://www.lse.ac.uk/internationalDevelopment/research/crisisStates/download/publicity/CitiesBrochure.pdf 

This document outlines the findings of ongoing research on the role of cities in state transformation 
as well as the relationship between cities and development. Results point out that decentralisation 
policies may not always have a positive impact in contexts with ethnic and religious conflicts, but be 
damaging and used to favour or bribe particular groups of the population. The paper encourages 
the reader to be more critical about the potentials of political decentralisation in fragile states. It also 
highlights the need to invest in the design of mechanisms of coordination between different tiers of 
government.  

 
Bell, E. 2009. Society in state-building. Lessons for improving democratic governance. Synthesis report. 
The Dilemma of Devolving Power to Provinces. Initiative for Peacebuilding (IfP). 
http://www.initiativeforpeacebuilding.eu/pdf/Synthesis_society_in_statebuilding.pdf 
 
Booth, D. 2010. Towards a theory of local governance and public goods’ provision in sub-Saharan Africa, 
Africa Power & Politics Working Paper no. 13. London: ODI, Irish Aid, DFID 
http://www.institutions-africa.org/filestream/20100812-appp-working-paper-13-towards-a-theory-of-local-
governance-and-public-goods-provision-in-sub-saharan-africa-david-booth-aug-2010 
 
Bossuyt, J. et al., 2009. Supporting domestic accountability. Exploring conceptual dimensions and 
operational challenges. European Centre for Development Policy Management, Discussion Paper No. 93 

http://www.die-gdi.de/uploads/media/Supporting_domestic_accountability.pdf 
 
EuropeAid 2011. “Engaging Non-State actors in New aid modalities for a better development outcomes 
and governance”, Case 2- Strengthening citizens and CSOs voice and accountability in decentralized 
services delivery – the Protection of Basic Services Project: Ethiopia. EC Reference Document (Draft 
Version, October 2010) 
 
Gaventa, J. and Barret, G. 2010. So what difference does it make? Mapping the outcomes of citizens’ 
engagement, IDS Working Paper 347. Institute of Development Studies.  
http://www.ids.ac.uk/files/dmfile/Wp347.pdf 
 
 
Unsworth, S. ed. (2010), 'An Upside Down View of Governance', CFS, IDS, Brighton 
  
Jackson, P., and Scott, Z. 2007. Local Government in Post-Conflict Environments, Paper prepared for the 
UNDP Workshop on Local Government in Post-Conflict Situations, Oslo Governance Centre, Oslo 28-29 
November 2007 
http://204.200.211.31/Publications/Governance/Gov_Prac_doc/Local%20Government%20in%20Post%20
Conflict%20Situations.pdf 
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This paper reviews the literature on local government in post-conflict environments, including 
institutional structure and design, centre-local relations, elite capture and neopatrimonialism. There 
is an increasing recognition that decentralisation is a political process and that local governance is 
important in post-conflict environments for several reasons. However, recent research on 
decentralization in post-conflict situations and fragile contexts shows that reality is contradictory 
and conflicting, as decentralization has been used by elites to extend their power and control over 
state institutions and territory. The author calls upon donors to adopt sequenced approaches when 
supporting decentralization process. 

 
Nixon, H., 2007, ‘Some Considerations on Local Democracy and Traditional Societies’, in Bennett, J. 
(ed.), 2007, ‘Scratching the Surface: Democracy, Traditions, Gender’, Heinrich Boll Foundation, Pakistan 
http://www.boell.de/en/content/scratching-surface-democracy-traditions-gender 
 
Venning, P. 2009. Impact of budget support on accountabilities at the local level in Indonesia. Volume 
2009/1. OECD Journal on Budgeting. 
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/43/29/43410364.pdf 
 
 
GUIDELINES AND HANDBOOKS 
 
DFID, Ministerie voor Buitenlandse Zaken, ODI 2002. Decentralisation and Political Accountability, Key 
Sheets for Sustainable Livelihoods. 
http://www.odi.org.uk/resources/details.asp?id=2314&title=decentralisation-political-accountability  
 
EuropeAid 2007. Supporting Decentralisation and Local Governance in Third Countries. Tools and 
Methods Series: Reference Document n. 2, chapter 2 
www.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/infopoint/publications/europeaid/138a_en.htm 
 
USAID 2009. Democratic Decentralisation Programming Handbook. Chapter 5, Washington 
 
http://capacity4dev.ec.europa.eu/system/files/file/19/07/2011_-_0957/8-
usaid_decentralisation_programming_handbook.pdf 
  
 
 
OTHER INTERESTING MATERIAL SUGGESTED DURING THE SEMINAR 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
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Session 1.4 (B): Political economy, politics and 
decentralisation 
  
 
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
Given the complexity of processes such as local governance and decentralisation, one 
emerging ‘’school of thought’’ emphasises the political economy dimensions of formal and 
informal institutions, and the way they interact and create incentives that affect the behaviour of 
local elites, bureaucracies and citizens or citizens groups. Recently, a number of donors have 
started to apply a political economy lens to decentralisation, in order to inform more realistic 
engagement strategies of development partners.  

This session presents key concepts and features of a political economy approach, and deals 
with the relevance for donor engagement in decentralisation. 
  
Through a buzz-group session, more country specific experiences will be solicited so as to 
further familiarise participants with core concepts and implications of this politically informed 
approach.  
 
PART 1 - POLITICAL ECONOMY AND DONORS: AN INTRODUCTION  
 
Donors are operating in a highly complex field. Increasingly, there is recognition among donors 
that political and institutional dynamics need proper attention in order to better appreciate the 
opportunities and challenges for donors to contribute to development outcomes. Donors have 
developed analytical tools – commonly referred to as political economy analysis or diagnostics – 
to better understand these dynamics, actors and factors that affect development outcomes and 
processes. These donor driven approaches draw the attention in particular to: 

 The interaction of political, social/institutional and economic processes in a society 
 In particular, the driving actors, interests and incentives  
 The behaviour of groups and individuals 
 The distribution of power and wealth between them (especially between women and 

men as well as rich and poor parts of the population) 
 And how these relationships are created, sustained and transformed over time. 

 
Such political economy analyses have a long historic pedigree, with multiple intellectual 
traditions. Politics is understood in terms of contestation and bargaining between interest groups 
with competing claims over rights and resources. The analysis is equally concerned with the 
economic processes that generate wealth, and that influence how political choices are made. In 
reality, these processes are closely inter-related and part of a unified set of dynamics that 
influence development outcomes. 
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Political economy: 
 
Political economy is understood to mean „the interaction of political and economic processes in a society: 
the distribution of power and wealth between different groups and individuals, and the processes that 
create, sustain and transform these relationships over time.”  
(source: How to note, DFID, 2009) 
 

David Booth, senior expert of ODI’s Africa Power and Politics Programme reminds that the 
political economy analysis (PEA) is not a hard science that requires strict adherence to a single 
method of enquiry and empirical testing. There are a range of political economy tools available, 
most of which rely on qualitative assessment and the informed judgment of the analyst. These 
tools help to set out a range of questions that are likely to be relevant to be asked in a particular 
context. The World Bank, the EC, SIDA, DANIDA, GTZ, NORAD, and the Dutch Directorate 
General for International Development have all developed Political Economy tools or 
approaches. The most elaborate are those of the World Bank and the EC. DFID, for example, 
uses the so-called Drivers of Change model, which looks at the interactions between agents, 
institutions and structural features.   
 
The training presents a “workhorse model”, which combines the interactions of history, formal 
and informal institutions and “here and now” politics. In the words of a DEVCO Concept Paper: 
“Political economy analysis is therefore particularly concerned with how a country or sector 
context shapes the interests, incentives and capacity of political and economic elites. Deeply 
embedded social, economic and political structures, sources of revenue, and the global and 
regional environment are all important in influencing whether elites have incentives to nurture 
economic growth and create public goods, or to pursue narrow interests of self-enrichment. For 
the ruling political elite, a principal consideration will be what they must do to win and retain 
power. However, more intangible factors such as ideas, values, ideology and reputation can 
also influence elite incentives. In fragile situations, extreme fragmentation of elite interests can 
undermine collective action.” 4 
 
Such political economy analysis can also be applied on donor behaviour and preferences, as 
donors are also political actors whose formal and informal institutional arrangements influence 
and incentivize those who work in it.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                        
4 Unsworth, S. and Williams, G. (2011), “Using Political Economy Analysis to improve EU 
Development Effectiveness”, A DEVCO Concept Paper. 
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Consideration on possible pro-poor elements in decentralization and local governance 
 

While it is often conceived that decentralization and local governance are basic precondition for effective 
poverty reduction, research findings showed mixed results on demand-driven service delivery and pro-
poor growth, social inclusion and equality. But what are the obstacles behind and possible solutions?  
First of all, it is necessary the driving factors for exclusion, inequality and poverty into account, which 
concerns primarily the following: 
 
 Unequal power relationships: Existing power relations often hamper participation of the poor and 

vulnerable as different forms of elite capture prevail. Local patterns of power relations – e.g. 
preference given to the participation of older, land-owning and better-off men – are often deeply 
embedded in local society and norms and thus strongly internalized and almost invisible. Facing 
social, political or cultural exclusion and discrimination, poor and vulnerable people may be too 
isolated or oppressed to seize new opportunities to act.  

 Insufficient representation of marginalized and vulnerable groups at local level: Even in a small 
community “the poor” are not a homogeneous group, as they are confronted by multiple and various 
drivers and manifestations of deprivation and barriers. Political discrimination, social exclusion, 
analphabetism and lack of articulation capabilities and influence are factors hampering active 
participation of such groups in local decision-making processes. 

 Lack of transparent information-sharing and accountability: Informal relationships and loyalties, 
prevailing biases are factors contributing to keep people in poverty. Additionally inefficient downward 
accountability, lack of transparent and understandable information (e.g. not considering 
analphabetism and local languages), unawareness of rights etc. restrain poor people to participate in 
local development and to hold local authorities accountable. 

Understanding these drivers (e.g. through local power diagnostics), donors can play an important role in 
challenging unequal power relations. Facilitating enhanced participation of excluded groups in planning-, 
budgeting and decision-making processes are in itself starts to rebalance power relations. But is 
necessary to go beyond superficial “participation” such as public meetings where participants have no 
real influence. Attempts to tackle unequal power relations must also extent to informal institutions and 
practices which perpetuate inequity and disempowerment. One also has to bear in mind, that bottom-up 
empowerment – e.g. by strengthening local community based and/or human rights organisations – have 
to be combined with policy dialogue about governance reform.  
 
Efficient mechanism to promote inclusive participation must include binding elements for local authorities 
to be responsive to all citizens’ concerns, requirements and priorities so that there is a credible incentive 
for people to participate. Promoting inclusive participation also requires involvement of the right actors, 
e.g. people already showing some degree of commitment to progressive change; but also cooperation 
with local elites is necessary as these have to be convinced of the potential of pro-poor development.  
Approaches to promote equality and empowerment need to be carefully planned and sequenced based 
on an analysis of the prevailing power relations and constraints faced by marginalized and vulnerable 
groups. Apart from political discrimination and exclusion from local decision-making processes, also 
access to basic social and economic services and critical economic resources, such as land, is often 
denied or restricted. Thus, social and political empowerment must go hand in hand with economic 
empowerment and enhancing the livelihoods of the poor and vulnerable. This is crucial, as practical 
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livelihood obstacles, such as costs and lost time for income-generating activities or simple overload of 
work – as it is often the case for women – exclude the poor from participatory decision-making processes.  
Inclusive local planning- and budgeting processes can lead to real changes in resource allocations, as in 
the case of Porto Alegre, which is likely the best-known participatory budget model in the world.5 
Introduced in 1989 by the workers party this initiative aims to democratize the operations of local 
government and to promote dialogue between government and society by opening new public spaces for 
citizen involvement in local budget policies (i.e. basically budgetary decision and monitoring of public 
expenditures). Altogether this process contributed to make the participatory budgeting pro-poor and 
supported the empowerment of people living in poverty. Such changes require an enabling framework, 
broad commitment at political level as well as from the civil society, but also dissemination of procedures 
and guidelines in simple, understandable language, as well as capacity development (e.g. on specific 
tools) and joint learning are necessary. 
 
Promotion of social accountability mechanism – initiated and supported by the state, citizens or both – are 
also crucial and should be integral parts of local decision-making processes. Various tools exists 
strengthening citizens’ advocacy and information, participatory monitoring and evaluation, social audits, 
public expenditure tracking, ombudsman etc. Such tools have to be linked with official government 
processes and should address inclusivity by especially focusing on issues being particularly of 
importance for the poor and vulnerable (e.g. social protection or safety nets).  
 
Decentralization should not been seen as an end in itself, but as a process to enhance pro-poor growth, 
inclusion and equality. This requires strategies and approaches to readdress social and regional 
disparities, e.g. through resource allocation formulae or equalization grants, which provide additional 
resources to marginalized areas and attention to inclusion and equity. Capacity development and 
empowerment are also crucial instruments for paving the way for more inclusive and equal processes, 
awareness on rights and duties, transparency and accountability, but must involve all actors. Capable and 
responsive local government will not bring about inclusive participatory decision-making processes, if the 
local citizens are not enabled to participate in such processes and to articulate themselves.  
 
 
PART 2 - POLITICS AND DECENTRALISATION: FINDING THE APPROPRIATE 
TOOL  
 
Although guidance on political economy approaches for sub-national levels of governance is not 
yet well rooted or developed, there are experiences that may demonstrate their relevance for 
this training module. A number of donors have developed political economy tools for country 
and sector levels. Now there is also some interest in applying a political economy approach to 
decentralisation processes.  

DANIDA, the World Bank, and USAID have been active in this area. The Chief Economist of the 
Africa Region at the World Bank, for example, puts political economy analysis clearly on the 
map, when he introduces the WB publication on the Political Economy of Decentralisation 
Reforms: “For too long, decentralisation has been considered a technical issue. This volume 
                                                        
5	  LogoLink	  (Learning	  Initiative	  on	  citizen	  participation	  and	  local	  governance:	  Resources,	  citizens	  engagements	  and	  
democratic	  local	  governance	  (ReCitE);	  A	  topic	  guide	  prepared	  for	  the	  international	  workshop	  on	  resources,	  citizen	  
engagements	  and	  democratic	  local	  governance	  (ReCitE),	  Porto	  Alegre,	  Brazil	  5-‐9	  December	  2004.	  
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calls a spade a spade. Decentralisation is a political act. It is driven by political considerations, 
and its outcome will depend on how the political forces that stand to gain stack up against those 
that may lose.”6  

These are the three fundamental questions of the WB tool:  

• What is the initial context and motivation for decentralisation? 

• Who are the key actors, and what are the incentives or motives? 

• What are the roles and incentives of donors? 

 

Not enough attention has been paid to the true (as opposed to the official) motives for ruling 
elites to engage in decentralisation and the incentives for key actors to behave in certain ways 
as decentralisation unfolds. Such context is not a static element, and after a while, 
decentralisation processes tend to create incentives or obstacles for different categories of 
stakeholders and actors that influence the potential for development outcomes. Such an 
example might be the impact of HR policy guidelines of sub-national administrations on gender 
equality within local public administrations. Some factors are and remain beyond the control of 
the development partner, but knowing more about them provides valuable information about 
more realistic or effective support or response strategies. Knowing more about the roles and 
incentives of donors – the political economy of donors – may further help setting out realistic 
targets for donor cooperation and for support programmes.  
 
Further assistance in that direction is offered by the GOVNET and the DAC Sourcebook on 
“donor driven approaches to governance assessments”. DAC undertook indeed a survey of 
donor practices in governance assessments, and donors agreed to a set of guiding principles 
which are very pertinent for step-by-step improvements in working together in developing 
knowledge about context and informing donor engagement strategies. (These guiding principles 
will be dealt with in more detail in session 3.1.) 
 
 
PART 3 - BUZZ GROUPS: EXPERIENCE FROM THE FIELD  
Participants will be asked to discuss in buzz groups their own experience. 

                                                        
6 Eaton, K., Kaiser. K, Smoke, P. (2010). The Political Economy of Decentralization Reforms. Implications 
for Aid Effectiveness, The World Bank 
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KEY READINGS AND BACKGROUND MATERIAL 
 
It will be useful that the participants have reference material available such as Chapter 4 
‘Assessing the Environment for Decentralisation Reform’, of USAID Democratic 
Decentralisation Programming Handbook: A USAID Decentralisation Assessment 
Framework for Practitioners, which describes a four step approach to analysing political 
economy dimensions that affect local governance. The question-based approach makes it a 
user-friendly tool to complement the Dutch Strategic Governance and Corruption Analysis 
framework, SGACA (see below under “Other Guidelines and Handbooks”).   
 
Also, the EC’s “Analysing and Addressing Governance in Sector Operations”, November 
2008 (Reference Document); DANIDA’s Political Economy and Governance Analyses of 
Decentralisation, DFID’s How to Note on Political Economy, the World Bank’s “Problem 
Driven Governance and Political Economy Analysis Framework” (2009), and “The Political 
Economy of Decentralisation Reforms. Implications for Aid Effectiveness”, (2010) are all 
useful materials. See below for more information. 
 
Political economy analysis – decentralisation  
 
Eaton, Kent, Kai Kaiser and Paul Smoke. 2010. The Political Economy of Decentralization Reforms. 
Implications for Aid Effectiveness. The World Bank, Washington D.C. 
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTDSRE/Resources/DecentralizationReforms.pdf 

This document offers a framework for aid practitioners to understand better the broader 
context in which they design and implement decentralisation programs. Pointing at electoral, 
partisan, institutional, coalitional, and bureaucratic incentives that shape decentralisation, the 
framework shows that decentralisation frequently leads to unintended consequences, 
particularly including changes in power dynamics and relationships. Chapter 6 contains a set 
of country case studies used to test and demonstrate the utility of the framework, including 
Cambodia, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Peru, the Philippines, Vietnam, and Uganda. 
The main conclusion is that systematic political-economy and institutional analysis can 
complement the more technical diagnostic and advisory work that is typically carried out by 
development agencies supporting decentralisation programs. 

 
DANIDA. 2010. Political Economy and Governance Analyses of Decentralisation: Overview of 
approaches and tools for political economy and governance analyses and guidance for their 
application to decentralisation reforms.  
http://delog.org/cms/upload/pdf/lgd/Political_Economy_of_Decentralisation.pdf 

This paper belongs to a set of learning material on decentralisation reforms developed by 
DANIDA in order to improve the quality of Danish support to decentralisation reforms and 
approaches for improved local governance and service delivery. This paper reviews 
international literature on analysis of politics of reform at both general and sectoral levels, 
including specifically on decentralisation reforms. It also explores the question of the 
operationalization of political economy analysis, and identifies how such analysis can inform 
prioritisation and sequencing of reforms as well as general programming interventions of 
development partners.  
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Hoffmann Barak D. and Katherine M. Metzroth. 2010. ‘The Political Economy of Decentralisation in 
Ghana’. Paper prepared for the World Bank. 
http://www.delog.org/cms/upload/pdf/PoliticalEconomy-Decentralization_Ghana2010.pdf 

Ghana was reviewing its decentralisation policy for the first time in twenty years. Although the 
new policy is likely to provide local governments with greater administrative, financial, and 
political authority, the extent of the decentralisation is likely to be small, especially in the eyes 
of the average Ghanaian. At the same time, a limited decentralisation might be more sensible 
than a more extensive one. The country faces major challenges in making local government 
more capable and accountable. For a wide‐ranging decentralisation to improve local 
government significantly requires the central government to solve difficult challenges 
surrounding administration and finance at the local level, national unity, and the inclusion of 
traditional authorities in local government. For these reasons, it is not evident that far‐
reaching decentralisation would make local government more democratic and/or effective. 
Instead, the government’s more cautious approach to decentralisation has considerable merit.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

 
USAID. 2009. Assessing the Environment for Decentralisation Reform, Chapter 4 in Democratic 
Decentralisation Programming Handbook: A USAID Decentralisation Assessment Framework for 
Practitioners. 
http://capacity4dev.ec.europa.eu/system/files/file/19/07/2011_-_0957/8-
usaid_decentralisation_programming_handbook.pdf 

Chapter 4 of this handbook is about how successful programming can be designed and 
implemented based on a sound assessment of the environment for decentralisation reform. It 
provides guidance about how to assess the national, subnational, and civil society 
environment in a given country. The assessment framework is designed to help programmers 
define a country-appropriate program for the goal(s) selected and subsequently to select 
specific interventions. The framework can be used to develop programmatic recommendations 
that target the critical decentralisation deficits in a country and that identify primary actors and 
rules in each of decentralisation’s three arenas (national, subnational, and civil society). A 
decentralisation assessment may follow upon and deepen the findings of a democracy and 
governance (DG) assessment that may have been carried out in the development of mission 
strategies. 

 
Greckol, Sonja. Gender Mainstreaming in Local Governments 
http://www.nnewh.org/images/upload/attach/5005gender%20mainstreaming%20EN.pdf 
 
European Commission. 2008. Analysing and Addressing Governance in Sector Operations. Reference 
Document No 4.  

This EC reference document explains how to analyse governance dimensions, and institutions 
for sector operations. It integrates a ‘how-to approach’ with some conceptual work, and 
includes a tool that helps visualise key actors – including public authorities, citizens, and civil 
society organisations which may be active at local level. 

 
 
OTHER LITERATURE: POLITICAL ECONOMY 
 
 
DFID. 2007. Understanding the Politics of the Budget: What Drives Change in the Budget Process? 
DFID Briefing,  
http://www.eldis.org/vfile/upload/1/document/0708/DOC23472.pdf 
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Geir Sundet. 2008. Following the Money: do Public Expenditure Tracking Surveys matter?  Chr. 
Michelsen Institute, U4 Anti-Corruption Centre Issue, N.8, http://www.cmi.no/publications/file/3195-
following-the-money.pdf 
 
Development Partners Working Group on Local Governance and Decentralisation - DeLoG. 2010. 
“What makes Decentralisation work?” in Global Forum on Local Development Report: 5-7.  
http://uncdf.org/gfld/docs/session_8.pdf 
 
Pretorius, C. and Pretorius, N. 2008. Review of Public Financial Management Reform Literature. 
London: DFID 
http://www.sida.se/Publications/Import/pdf/sv/Public-Financial-Management-Reform-Literature-
Review.pdf 
 
Steffensen, J, Tidemand, P et al. 2004. A Comparative Analysis of Decentralisation in Kenya, 
Tanzania and Uganda: Final Synthesis Report, Copenhagen, Nordic Consulting Group.    
 
United Nations Capital Development Fund. 2010. “What makes decentralization work? The political 
economy of decentralization: Implications for approaching reform and empowering local governments” 
Note for Session 8 - Global Forum on Local Development, Kampala, October 4-6. 
www.uncdf.org/gfld/docs/session_8.pdf   
 
Unsworth, S. and Williams, G. 2011, Using Political Economy Analysis to improve EU Development 
Effectiveness, A DEVCO Concept Paper. 

The most elaborate question based PEA framework that can be applied at country and at 
sector levels.  

 
Weller, P. 2001. "Moving the state: the politics of democratic decentralization in Kerala, South Africa, 
and Porto Alegre." Politics and Society 29(1): 131-63. 
 
Wunsch, J. 1998. "Decentralization, local governance and the democratic transition in Southern Africa: 
a comparative analysis." African Studies Quarterly 2(1). 
 
Wunsch, J. 2001. "Decentralization, local governance and 'recentralization' in Africa." Public 
Administration and Development 21(4): 277-88. 
 
 
OTHER GUIDELINES AND HANDBOOKS 
 
Clingendael Institute for the Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 2008. Framework for Strategic 
Governance and Corruption Analysis (SGACA), The Hague: MINBUZA. 
 
Capacity4DEV: the EC’s website has a dedicated working group on political economy  
 
DFID. 2009. How to Note: Political Economy Analysis, DFID Practise Paper.  
http://www.odi.org.uk/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/events-documents/3797.pdf 
 
EuropeAid. 2007. Supporting Decentralisation and Local Governance in Third Countries. Tools and 
Methods Series, Reference Document n.2.  
www.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/infopoint/publications/europeaid/138a_en.htm 
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WEB SOURCES 
 
ECDPM, www.ecdpm.org  
 
Governance and Social Development Resource Centre (GSDRC), Topic guide on Political Economy 
Analysis: http://www.gsdrc.org/go/topic-guides/political-economy-analysis 
 
The Policy Practice: www.thepolicypractice.com  
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Day 2: 
 

Decentralisation, Local Governance 
and Sector Support 

 
 
 
 

Overview 
 
 
Overall Learning Objective 
 
Session 2.1. Administrative Decentralisation 
 
Session 2.2. Fiscal Decentralisation 
 
Session 2.3. Linkages between Decentralisation and Sector Support 
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Overall Learning Objective  
 
The second day of the course starts with a continuation of the introductory module. It aims to 
increase understanding of the concepts of administrative and fiscal decentralisation, as a 
follow-up to the session on political decentralisation.  
The session about administrative decentralisation discusses how functions, tasks and 
responsibilities between different government levels are assigned across and within sectors. 
It introduces the main concepts of administrative decentralisation and increases 
understanding of the challenges that national and local governments are faced with when 
implementing administrative decentralisation, such as coordination and oversight, human-
resource issues and capacity development.  
 
The next session will increase insight in how fiscal decentralisation and own revenues can 
contribute to strengthening accountability. Theories of second-generation fiscal federalism 
will be discussed as well as the four pillars of intergovernmental finance: (1) expenditure 
responsibilities, (2) revenue assignments, (3) intergovernmental transfers and (4) sub-
national debt and borrowing. In this respect, consideration shall also be given to address pro-
poor approaches, social inclusion and equality issues in fiscal decentralisation and 
accountability. Furthermore, attention will be given to support strategies for decentralisation 
and harmonisation and alignment in this regard. 
 
The afternoon module aims to increase awareness and understanding of the relationship 
between sector support, decentralisation and local governance. We look at the relationship 
from two different perspectives: How does sector support influence decentralisation and local 
governance reforms? And what is the effect of decentralisation on sector outcomes? In order 
to help you in dealing with the question of how decentralisation and sector support can be 
more coherent and mutually supportive, guidelines for and examples of sector support will be 
presented. Working in groups, you will increase your insight into decentralisation within 
sectors by analysing and discussing a country case from one specific sector. You will reflect 
on your role as donor and exchange ideas for sector programme support that is coherent 
with (or even strengthens) decentralisation and local governance. 
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Session 2.1. Administrative Decentralisation  
 
INTRODUCTION 

In this session you will increase your knowledge of the basic concepts of administrative 
decentralisation across and within sectors, with such concepts as deconcentration, 
delegation, devolvement and divestment; the subsidiarity principle and multi-level 
governance. The session aims to increase awareness of the fact that the way functions and 
responsibilities are assigned to different government levels can vary from one sector to 
another, depending on the characteristics of each specific sector and the national context, 
thus leading to a sector-specific mix of deconcentration, delegation and decentralisation. You 
will learn about several instruments for shaping administrative decentralisation and making it 
work in practice, such as the legal and regulatory framework, arrangements for inter-
administrative relations, coordination mechanisms, shared responsibilities, regional 
cooperation structures and human-resource solutions. Also integration and consideration of 
cross-cutting issues, appropriate approaches and mechanism for enabling social inclusive 
and equal development should be considered.  
 
 
The session includes an exercise on analysing forms of administrative decentralisation and 
assigning responsibilities to different government levels in a sector.  
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Administrative decentralisation seeks to redistribute authority, responsibility and financial 
resources among different levels of government for providing public services. It is about the 
transfer of responsibility for planning, financing and managing public functions, from the 
central government to lower levels of government: 
 

 field units of government agencies 
 subordinate units or levels of government 
 semi-autonomous public authorities or corporations 
 area-wide, regional or functional authorities 

 
This means a redistribution of authority, responsibility and financial resources among 
different levels of government and beyond. 
 
The overview presented earlier in session 1.3 identifies the main ingredients of administrative 
decentralisation that will be part of this session (see box 2.1.1). 
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Box 2.1.1 Ingredients of Administrative Decentralisation 

 

Existence of lower levels 
of government, agencies, 

field offices
Delivery of public 

services & functions 
at lower levels

Execution ‘on behalf of’ 
central government

Clarifying accountability lines to local and 
central government (control/ tutelle)

Ensuring effective 
local-

intergovernmental 
relationships

Transferring 
decision-making 

authority, 
resources

Building institutional 
capacities at lower 

levels

Administrative decentralisation

 
 
Source: EuropeAid (2007). 
 
 
Administrative decentralisation has three major forms: 

 Deconcentration: shifting decision-making power to central government officials 
located outside the capital. The field offices are accountable for their decisions to 
the central ministry. The main objectives of deconcentration are to improve 
administrative efficiency, enhance service delivery and ensure adequate 
representation of the central government as well as supervision at the sub-national 
level. Deconcentration is considered to be the weakest form of decentralisation, 
although the opportunities for local input vary and sometimes strong field 
administrations can be found. 

 
 Delegation: shifting responsibilities to semi-autonomous government bodies or 

NGOs, which will ultimately be fully accountable to the centre. This is a more 
extensive form of decentralisation. Responsibility for decision-making and 
administration of public functions is not wholly controlled by central government 
but is ultimately accountable to it (examples include public enterprises, housing 
authorities, autonomous school districts and regional development corporations). 
In the francophone context, delegation is generally seen as an instrument of 
deconcentration whereby the minister delegates tasks, responsibilities and 
resources to regional directors, who can then delegate to provincial directors or 
lower levels falling within the authority of the ministry. 
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 Devolution: shifting fiscal powers and decision-making responsibilities to sub-
national governments where sub-national governments are granted substantive 
decision-making authority. In a devolved system, local authorities have clear and 
legally recognised geographical boundaries over which they exercise authority and 
within which they perform public functions. They are accountable to their local 
constituency for their decisions. This form underlies most political decentralisation. 
In francophone countries, there is no special term for this form of political 
decentralisation.  

 
A fourth form of decentralisation is divestment, or privatisation, in which public functions are 
transferred from government to voluntary, private or non-governmental institutions. 
Divestment occurs when governments contract out certain public services or administrative 
functions or when public services, like public transport or energy, are fully privatised to 
private companies. Privatisation is often accompanied by deregulation, which reduces legal 
constraints in service provision and allows competition among private suppliers for services 
previously provided by the government or regulated monopolies. 
 
Several DeLoG specific guiding principles relate to the concept of administrative 
decentralisation. Specific guiding principle 2 underlines the importance of taking the 
decentralisation and local governance context as a starting point. Specific guiding principle 4 
refers to the different stages of maturity of decentralisation and local governance, and 
specific guiding principle 5 asks attention for supporting informed decisions on the 
assignment of functions to different levels of governance. The principles, in short, advise that 
support should be adapted to national systems. Here, it is important to take into account the 
mix of deconcentration, delegation, devolution and divestment; differences between 
countries with a unitary or a federal system (box 2.1.2), a francophone or an anglophone 
tradition (box 2.1.3) or a former communist system (box 2.1.4) and sector-specific 
characteristics. 
 
Box 2.1.2. Decentralisation in Federal Systems 

In some federal systems (Canada or India, for example) local governments are completely under the 
authority of state or provincial governments. The federal government is thereby limited in the 
relationships it may establish with the local level and must seek to affect local behaviour and 
outcomes through the states or provinces.  
 
In Ethiopia, which is also characterised by a federal system, the districts receive un-earmarked block 
grants from central government, meaning that sector budgets can only be consolidated after approval 
by the regions and districts. 
 
Source: Litvack and Seddon (1999). 
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Box 2.1.3 Decentralisation in Francophone and Anglophone Africa 

Francophone Africa 
Burkina Faso and Benin are two West African countries that share a French political, legal, 
administrative and public-finance tradition. The government’s administration, which is based largely 
on the French model, is highly centralised, with only limited powers and spending authority being 
delegated to deconcentrated authorities for service delivery. In both countries, a representative of the 
minister responsible for territorial administration represents sector ministries at a deconcentrated level 
and has formal coordinating powers. 

In Burkina Faso, decentralisation reforms provide for three deconcentrated levels of government as 
well as two tiers of devolved government. In Benin there is one level of deconcentration, with all 
deconcentrated agencies using the same administrative departments, and one level of devolution 
with 77 communes. 

Anglophone Africa 
Both Uganda and Tanzania adopted legislation in the late 1990s aimed at devolving significant 
powers to locally elected urban and rural councils to provide basic services and promote local 
economic development. In both countries, decentralisation aims to improve service delivery as well as 
to enhance local democratic governance. To this end, local authorities have been empowered to 
manage human resources, revenue generation, planning and budgeting.  

Tanzania has retained a regional administrative level that constitutes a deconcentrated layer of 
central government and which provides a potential link between devolved government and central 
government. Uganda has no such intermediary level. There, local government is divided into five tiers 
extending from the district and town level down to the village and ward. 

Source: Land and Hauck (2003).  
 
 
Box 2.1.4 Decentralisation in Former Communist Countries  

In former communist countries, decentralisation of tasks and responsibilities to local authorities has 
been accompanied by privatisation to transform the communist economy to a free-market economy.  
Central control over local governments in these countries often remains strong. In Lithuania, for 
example, the system of local government is two-tiered: the county and the municipalities and villages. 
The counties are territorial units of the state. Only the municipal governments have autonomous 
power, enjoy the right of self-government and form elected bodies.  
All public employees are employed by the labour code of the central  government. Local governments 
can hire new staff but they cannot create new positions nor give different wages or other 
compensation allowances. 
The example of Klaipedia, a flourishing port town in Lithuania, shows that while privatisation and local 
control have put the town on the path to economic success, the capital still holds very tight reigns of 
control. A constraining factor for economic development is, for example, the privatisation of land, 
where the municipality needs to ask permission from the central government. 
Source: Thompson (2007).  
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Assignment of functions 

It has now been argued that the history and stage of development of a country define its 
existing mix of decentralisation, deconcentration, devolution and divestment. However, within 
a country, the way tasks and responsibilities are assigned to different government levels can 
vary considerably from one sector to another, depending on the service it provides.  
 
Before further discussing the way functions and responsibilities can be assigned, let´s have a 
closer look at the three main roles of the state, as defined by Musgrave (1959). 
 

1. Provide a stable economic environment. The maintenance of high employment and 
price stability should be assigned to the central government, for two reasons. First, it 
is impossible for sub-national governments to effectively address macroeconomic 
concerns such as employment and price levels. For example, a successful 
employment program will likely attract job-seeking immigrants from other jurisdictions, 
thereby dampening the employment effect for local residents. Second, one of the 
basic tools of stabilisation policy—control over the money supply through a monetary 
authority—rests with a central bank.  

 
2. Promote a more equitable distribution of income/resources and benefits. Securing 

equity in the distribution of income and wealth should also largely be a central 
responsibility. For example, a local government policy of “pro-poor” tax runs the risk of 
attracting the poor to the jurisdiction, while at the same time providing an incentive for 
high- and middle-income families to relocate to another jurisdiction and/or move their 
capital out of the redistributing district. But regardless of the degree of such mobility of 
labour and/or capital, in the longer term what matters most for an effective income- and 
wealth-enhancing policy is for all types of governments to coordinate an anti-poverty 
strategy   

 
3. Assure a more efficient allocation of resources (when markets fail). The efficiency 

argument (i.e., allocation policy) is the raison d’être for a sub-national role. Allocation 
focuses on two topics: the manner in which the public sector intervenes in how an 
economy uses its scarce resources by collectively purchasing not only final goods but 
also the services of the factors of production (labour, capital and land), and the 
determination of which type or level of government is responsible for which 
purchases. This third role involves establishing criteria, according to a set of 
principles and objectives, for sorting out which government does what with respect to 
the allocation function.  
  

It is crucial to ensure that roles and responsibilities among different levels of government are 
clearly delineated, as ambiguities regarding the roles and responsibilities of each can prevent 
the local government from functioning effectively.  
 
There are four main principles that serve as a guide in assigning functions and expenditures 
(derived from Ebel and Vaillancourt, 2006): 
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1. Most countries determine the assignment of functions and expenditure 
responsibilities in accordance with the subsidiarity principle, which states that a 
function should be performed by the lowest level of government that can do so 
efficiently. See also the European Charter of Local Self-Government in which the 
parties commit themselves to the subsidiarity principle, saying that public 
responsibilities should preferably be exercised by the authorities closest to the 
citizens (box 2.1.5).  
The government should have adequate legal authority and management capacity to 
perform its assigned functions and it should be willing to pursue intergovernmental 
policies for promoting inter-jurisdictional cooperation. The notion that local 
government may be better able than a regional or central government to determine 
how service are  to be organised or delivered is a key part of this management 
principle. This can also help ensure that best practices can be identified through 
experimentation and then adopted by other jurisdictions. 

 
2. Functions should be assigned to that tier of government whose jurisdiction most 

closely approximates the geographical area of benefits provided by the function. For 
example, fire protection services benefit only the residents of the community located 
near the relevant facilities; while activities to prevent air or water pollution benefit 
larger regions or even a nation. 

 
3. Closely related to the previous point is the principle that takes into account the 

heterogeneity of preferences that persons or groups living in different parts of a 
country may display for different amounts of certain services, a different quality of 
service (for a given amount) and/or a different approach to delivering public services. 
Under such circumstances, local governments can be the appropriate service 
provider if the border of the locality matches that of the social preference. Where this 
heterogeneity of preference crosses the line from acceptable to unacceptable is when 
it violates protections of human rights including gender-specific rights, civil liberties, 
the right of people and governments to freely associate and equal access to jobs and 
justice for both women and men.  

 
4. Public goods and services should be provided by the government that can best 

realise economies of scale in production of the good or service. Economies of scale 
refer to the unit cost of production. For any good or service, increasing the amount 
produced may result in increasing, decreasing or constant unit costs. Other things 
being equal, the type of government that can deliver a good or service at the lowest 
possible cost should provide that service. Economies of scale generally accrue when 
a capital-intensive enterprise can spread the high cost of capital over a large number 
of customers. For example, building a sewage treatment plant that services a larger 
region may be more cost effective than having each local jurisdiction build its own 
capital-intensive treatment plant. This being said, economies of scale should not go at 
the cost of poor people’s access. Economies of scale are sometimes also used as an 
argument not to service marginalised or remote areas. 
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Box 2.1.5. European Charter on Local Self-Government European Charter on Local Self-
Government  

The European Charter on Local Self-Government (Art. 4) refers to the subsidiarity principle as 
follows: 

• Public responsibilities shall generally be exercised, in preference, by those authorities that 
are closest to the citizen. Allocation of responsibility to another authority should weigh up the 
extent and nature of the task and requirements of efficiency and economy. 

• Powers given to local authorities shall normally be full and exclusive. They may not be 
undermined or limited by another, central or regional, authority except as provided for by the 
law. 

 

Multilevel governance: Finding an appropriate balance  
Different countries have ended up with very different practices. The optimal size of 
jurisdiction for each service can theoretically differ, but in practice economies of 
administration and transactions costs lead to a "grouping" of roughly congruent services. 
Street lighting or refuse removal are, for example, functions that are most often assigned to 
the local level; rural-urban roads and refuse disposal, to the regional level; and intercity 
highways and environmental policy, to the national level.  
 
Functions that are typically decentralised to the local government level include basic 
education, basic health services, agricultural extension, (rural) water supplies, local roads 
and urban services such as public utilities and sanitation. Note that many of these functions 
are closely related to achieving the MDGs, as depicted in table 2.1.1. 
 
Table 2.1.1 Relationship between Service Delivery Functions Commonly Assigned to Local 
Governments and the Millennium Development Goals 
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The application of the principles for assigning responsibility does not always yield an 
unequivocal answer to the “right” tier to which functions and expenditures should be 
assigned. In general there are two types of local functions:  

• exclusive local functions, delivered and financed from own sources at the local level  

• concurrent functions: public services that are provided locally but funded by central 
authorities through inter-governmental transfers 

 
Specific Guiding Principle 5 says: “There are no hard and fast rules about which functions 
should be assigned to which level of government.” The European Charter of Local Self-
Government mentions that responsibilities should be carried out by the authority “closest to 
the citizen” but leaves open the possibility of assigning financing and regulation 
responsibilities to more centralised tiers of government. The subsidiarity principle does imply 
that not all functions can or should be managed and financed in a decentralised fashion. As 
mentioned before, decentralisation might not always be efficient. It can result in the loss of 
economies of scale and of control over scarce resources by the central government. 
 
The policy and financing of social services are most often provided for by the central level, 
with more or less detailed conditions for the provision of the service by the local level. The 
health and education sector are often more centralised than, for example, the water sector.  
 
Primary education is a good example of a concurrent or shared function. In many countries 
primary education is assigned to the local government. At first glance that makes a lot of 
sense—local schools for local children. Why should a provincial (or national) legislative body 
have anything to say about schooling in a municipality or village? However, a nation or 
province as a whole has a strong interest in a well-educated population, so there is a 
broader-than-local benefit. Indeed, when one applies the four principles presented above, it 
turns out that education can be broken into several sub-functions: for example, setting the 
curricula (a role for a national “core” curriculum supplemented by local options); teacher 
certification (the centre or province may wish to set minimum standards); staff hiring, firing, 
and salary determination (local); and textbook selection (a mix) (adapted from Ebel, 2007).  

 
Legal and regulatory framework 
The negotiation of and adherence to a clear set of rules regulating inter-administrative 
relations are important conditions for the effective functioning of decentralisation. The rigidity 
or flexibility of these structures has important implications for the implementation and 
management of the decentralised system. The World Bank’s ”Decentralization Briefing 
Notes” describe the basic elements for the legal framework for decentralisation: 

• Constitutions enshrine the broad principles on which decentralisation is based, 
including the rights and responsibilities of all levels of government, the description 
and role of key institutions at central and local levels, and the basis on which detailed 
rules may be established or changed. 

• One or more laws (local government act, law on municipal water management, local 
health administration law, etc.) define the specific parameters of the 
intergovernmental fiscal system and the institutional details of the local government 
structure (key structures and procedures, including elections, accountabilities and 
remedies). 
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• A series of regulations associated with each law interpret and detail the practices and 
measures by which the related law will operate. Laws that deal with shared tasks and 
responsibilities include sections on intergovernmental relations. 

 
However, the legal framework is always embedded in and shaped by the broader system of 
national and international laws, ancestral and customary law, market law and religious law. 
 
Some countries have shaped intergovernmental relations through special codes or policy 
documents related to specific sectors. In the Netherlands, intergovernmental relations are 
described in the Code of Inter-administrative Relations. The Spatial Policy Document (see 
box 2.1.6) is an elaboration of the intergovernmental framework of the Netherlands for one 
particular sector. In France and Rwanda, special contracts define the cooperation and 
financial arrangements between central and regional governments in multi-annual plans (see 
box 2.1.7 and box 2.1.8).  
 
Box 2.1.6. The Netherlands’ Spatial Policy Document 

The Spatial Policy Document sets out a change of course in spatial policy in which there is more 
room for decentralised authorities. The reason behind the policy change is that municipalities and 
provinces are considered to be in a better position than the State to formulate suitable solutions for 
spatial problems. The Spatial Policy Document therefore states explicitly that there may be regional 
differences. This by no means implies that the role of the State is defunct. The State is responsible for 
defining a so-called basic quality (generic framework for decentralisation). Furthermore, there is a 
specific role for the State in the National Main Spatial Structure. This main structure consists of 
bodies such as national parks and national urban networks. In the six urban networks, an attempt has 
been made to create separate and unequivocal, but complementary, areas of responsibility. The 
municipalities and provinces within an urban network reach agreement about developments and 
complementariness within these networks. In its turn, the State provides support in complex 
situations. 
 
Source: Code of Inter-administrative Relations, Netherlands Ministry of Home Affairs. 

 
 

Box 2.1.7 Contracts between National and Regional Government in France 

In France, the Contrat de Projet État-Région (CPER) is an agreement between central and regional 
government about the programming and financing of multi-annual plans for policy areas such as 
infrastructure, climate and environment, agriculture, employment, social cohesion. In these contracts, 
the prefect of the region—representing the central government—and the president of the regional 
council agree about the realisation of projects and each party’s financial contribution. Other parties, 
such as the councils of the departments or inter-municipal cooperation structures, can join the CEPR 
on the condition that they contribute financially to the projects that are part of the agreement. 
 
Box 2.1.8 Imihigo Rwanda 

In the wake of the 1994 genocide, the Rwandan Patriotic Front inherited the remnants of a highly 
centralized state administration. For a number of years the government engaged in crisis 
management, attempting to meet the basic needs of a traumatized population. In 2000, in an effort to 
improve local service delivery, the RPF-led government began a program of decentralization. Under 
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the new arrangement, mayors were responsible for implementing development programs. A chief 
concern for the central government was how to make mayors accountable. In response to this 
challenge, the government in 2006 launched an innovative system known as the imihigo process. 
Imihigo had its roots in a pre-colonial Rwandan cultural practice whereby leaders or warriors would 
publicly vow to achieve certain goals—and face public humiliation if they failed. The modern imihigo 
process linked this traditional Rwandan practice with planning, monitoring and oversight. By 2010, 
government officials believed that the imihigo process had resulted in improved service delivery in the 
districts.  
 
Source: Scher, Innovations for successful societies, Princeton University (2010) 
 

Implementation challenges  
Administrative decentralisation is a process of civil-service reform in which roles and powers 
shift between national and sub-national governments. When national governments 
decentralise responsibilities, they retain important policy and supervisory roles. They have a 
crucial role in promoting and sustaining decentralisation by developing appropriate and 
effective national policies and regulations, which takes account of social inclusion and 
equality issues amongst others.. In addition, they must create enabling conditions that allow 
local units of administration or NGOs to take on more responsibilities. 
 
The Kampala Call to Action is aimed at local government design and management of 
development policies in order to accelerate the achievement of the MDGs. It calls on national 
governments to do the following: 
 

• give local authorities sufficient autonomy to exercise leadership, foster innovation in 
development, mobilise local resources and stimulate citizenship 

• make sure that decentralisation reforms are not limited to political and administrative 
structures but also stimulate a development-oriented and democratic mind set of local 
governments 

• show leadership at the national level by overcoming bureaucratic obstacles and 
developing central state capacity to supervise and support local authorities 

• establish the structures necessary for effective inter-governmental relations to ensure 
cooperation and consensus on localising the MDGs 

 
Shifting roles and responsibilities cause numerous challenges for the implementation of 
administrative decentralisation, related to the following: 
 

• vertical coordination between the different government levels (control and oversight, 
information and monitoring) 

• horizontal coordination (territorial planning and regional cooperation between similar 
levels of government) 

• human-resource issues and capacity development 
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Vertical coordination 
The coordination between government levels becomes more complicated in the case of 
shared rather than exclusive responsibilities. It requires a supervisory and monitoring role by 
central government (control or tutelle) that has to be supported by a continuous two-way 
exchange of information between national and sub-national levels of government. Systematic 
collection, analysis and reporting of information are essential for central government to verify 
compliance with policy goals, analyse alternative outcomes and guide future decisions. The 
type of information needed depends on the service-delivery objectives in the various sectors 
(health, infrastructure, education, etc.). 
 
Depending on the country context, concentrated government offices can play an important 
role in supervising and monitoring local government units at the regional or local level, 
especially when the capacity of local governments is weak; they can then provide support 
and guidance.  
 
An important implementation issue related to vertical coordination is how to ensure a certain 
degree of monitoring of quality of performance without compromising newly found local 
government discretion? Experience shows that too much coordination and control ends up 
facilitating re-centralisation.  
 
One way to address the risk of re-centralisation is the establishment of a permanent body, 
such as a local government association, with proper representation at various levels. A local 
government association can address coordination issues and give sub-national governments 
institutional space for defending their interests. It can function as a coordination instrument 
for central government since it supports its members in the elaboration and implementation 
of new laws and regulations. At the central level, a ministry of local government can be 
charged with the implementation of decentralisation and can deal with issues of vertical 
coordination.  

 
Horizontal coordination 
An efficient provision of local services and management of local resources often involves 
coordination between local units of the same government level. Territorial cooperation and 
coordination is required not only because of economies of scale in providing services but 
also because certain tasks, such as managing natural resources (like water and forests) as 
well as infrastructural development, cannot be restricted within administrative boundaries. In 
some cases, effective structures for cooperation have even ended up in an amalgamation of 
neighbouring local government units.  
 
Territorial or spatial planning, which can be done at the national, regional and local level, 
relates to the geographical areas where resources are spent (for example, on infrastructural 
investments or regional hospitals). It requires both inter-sectoral coordination and 
coordination between government units of the same level. When decentralising, it is 
important to assess how resources are distributed over different regions, how existing social 
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and regional disparities are addressed and which government level is responsible for 
management and coordination.  
 
Regional cooperation and territorial planning are important for the following:  
 

• realising joint investments in infrastructure 

• fostering broad-based/inclusive regional social and economic development 

• managing natural resources and eco-services in a sustainable manner 

• managing demand-driven and pro-poor local services delivery 

• inter-sectoral coordination , information exchange and joint learning 

 
Horizontal coordination also relates to the cooperation between sub-national governments 
(through such mechanisms as associations of municipalities or unions of mayors, chief 
executives or professionals) to represent and defend their interests vis-à-vis the central level. 
Local government associations function as a coordination instrument for central government 
as well, since they support their members in the elaboration and implementation of new laws 
and regulations. Another function of the associations is that they share lessons and 
experiences and work on capacity development by providing training and advice to their 
members. 
 

Box 2.1.9 Support to LGA Kosovo 

The Association of Kosovo Municipalities (AKM) has an important role in the Local Governance and 
Decentralisation sector in Kosovo. One of its core functions is to do advocacy and lobbying at the 
central level on behalf of municipal authorities. To finance this function the AKM is dependent on a 
membership fee. However, due to the low collection of fees its financial situation is very unstable. 
They seem to be stuck in a vicious cycle: only advocacy “victories” will make the members pay their 
fees, but victories are hard to achieve without the appropriate means to cover the costs. Additionally, 
the AKM is frequently involved in donor projects as an implementing partner. These projects take up 
so much of their time that this leaves little space for lobbying and advocacy activities.  
The 3 year support programme of SDC to the AKM tries to break the vicious cycle by temporarily 
subsidising the gap in fee collection, while helping them to achieve a stable source of revenues. 
Since there is no Local Government Association in the region that can break even through 
membership fee only, this includes support on developing other revenue sources, such as fee for 
service delivery (training, sharing of best-practices, etc.). 
 
The programme has currently been running two years and has resulted in a significant strengthening 
of the AKMs lobbying and advocacy activities. The planning and prioritization of its lobbying and 
advocacy work has improved and important successes have been achieved. This resulted in an 
increased satisfaction among members with the performance of AKM and an increase in the 
collection of membership fees. However, this increase has not been sufficient yet and the financial 
dependency on donor money remains. 
 
Source:  http://www.swiss-cooperation.admin.ch/kosovo/en/Home/A_list_of_current_projects 
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Human-resource issues  
Decentralisation of tasks and responsibilities to lower government levels requires 
organisational reforms in the civil service. In the case of both deconcentration and devolution 
this implies a shift of staff from central ministries to lower units of government. A central 
question here is what level of government should have the power to determine human-
resource policies (pay scales e.g. equal pay, performance-based incentives, female friendly 
working hours etc., , hiring and firing personnel, non-discrimination and equal treatment)? 
 
The advantage of devolution instead of deconcentration is that local authorities will be better 
able to respond to local conditions and needs. If sub-national governments have the 
discretion to determine pay scales, to hire and fire personnel and design their own 
employment policies, they will be able to hire a civil service that matches the community’s 
needs and budget constraints.  
 
In practice, however, it often happens that local authorities are given responsibility for 
providing services but must provide the service by using public-sector employees whom they 
do not control. This considerably reduces sub-national autonomy. 
 
When assessing the reach of administrative decentralisation at the local level, one should 
take into account the issue of human resources by looking at the following: 
 

• the right to hire and fire government workers in service sectors that have been 
decentralised 

• the possibility to fill open positions without permission from the central government 
and by setting the job qualifications 

• the right to determine salary levels and to supplement salaries on a performance 
basis 

• the right to determine the number of positions of government employees at the local 
level 

 
Decentralisation of authority for human resources to lower levels of government does 
however also have some risks: 
 

• Since skilled civil servants prefer to work in more-developed areas, decentralisation 
might lead to a skewed distribution of human resources. This poses serious problems 
for local authorities in delivering basic services (for example, in the field of health or 
education). There are several ways of dealing with this. A cadre system can be 
developed in which highly skilled civil servants rotate between more- and less-
developed regions (India). Another solution is providing higher salaries or other 
incentives (education, housing) for people working in less-popular areas (see the 
example of Tanzania, box 2.1.9). 

• Smaller units of government have less room for building expertise in certain fields. 
They have only a limited number of staff dealing with more topics, which leaves less 
opportunity for specialisation. Shortages of skilled people can be exacerbated when 
responsibilities are divided among smaller jurisdictions. One way to address this 
problem is to pool resources for specialised staff or central consultancy services. 
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Box 2.1.9 Attracting Health Workers in Rural Areas 

The geographical imbalance of the health workforce in Tanzania represents a serious problem when  
it comes to delivering crucial health services to a large part of the population. A recent experiment in  
Tanzania shows that rural districts can help make rural jobs more attractive and increase the 
recruitment of health workers in rural areas. The most important incentives for attracting health 
professionals are the offer of continuous education after a certain period of service, increased 
salaries and hardship allowances. Other measures, that are less powerful, however, are offers of 
decent housing and good infrastructure, including equipment. 
 
The World Bank’s African work force programme, which aims to address the shortage, low 
productivity and mal-distribution of health workers in Africa, found that improved housing, properly 
equipped clinics and education for their children often ranked higher than wages in attracting and 
retaining health workers.  
Source: Kolstad (2010).  
 

Capacity development  
Capacity development in decentralisation processes is crucial not only because sub-national 
levels have to adapt to their newly assigned responsibilities in service delivery but also 
because the national government has to adapt to its new role. It must create conditions, set 
standards and supervise in order to create sustaining conditions for local government service 
delivery and to monitor quality and equity in access and utilization. The new tasks require 
new knowledge and skills as well as a shift in mind-set in which national governments learn 
to let go and live with the consequences of decentralisation. The central level may have to 
give up the direct provision of services and become better at developing broad policy goals 
and ensuring equal opportunities and  inclusive access and user rights across the nation.  
 
Box 2.1.10 The Case of Uganda 

The case of Uganda, a country that embarked on a very ambitious decentralisation programme in the 
late 1990s, makes it clear that public-sector reforms did not take adequate account of the changes to 
the roles and functions required of line ministries. There was no strategy document to provide overall 
guidance to the decentralisation process. The Ministry of Local Government did not play its role as 
promoter of decentralisation reform, and line ministries continued to function in traditional ways as 
implementers, rather than facilitators, of policy. This was an important obstacle to the implementation 
of the decentralisation policy.  
 
Source: Kasumba and Land (2003).  
 
At the local level, government administrations have to adjust to their new tasks and 
responsibilities as well. Local staff often lacks the knowledge and skills necessary for 
developing policies in cooperation with local stakeholders and for managing and monitoring 
service delivery. The lack of capacity at the local level is often an excuse for central 
governments to refuse to transfer authority and financial resources. In session 3.3 attention 
will be paid to the assessment and support of capacities at the local level.  
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Integrating Gender considerations in Public Procurement Processes   
Example: Promoting Female Participation in Public Procurement in Kenya  
 

 
GIZ-Sponsored Training Programme as part of the Initiative “Promoting Women Participation in Public 
Procurement” November, 2013. Source: Joyful Women Organization  
 
The GIZ-supported Public Finance Reform (SPFR) Programme supports the Kenyan Government in 
reforming its public finances at national and county level. The programme aims to ensure the more 
efficient and effective spending of public funds to guarantee improved service delivery. One key task 
of the programme is supporting the Public Procurement Oversight Authority (PPOA) in developing and 
enhancing the capacity of practitioners and individuals involved in the public procurement process.  
 Over the course of the programme it became evident that, compared to men, the participation of 
women in public procurement was very low – both on the demand and supply side. On the demand 
side, a study commissioned by the GIZ program confirmed existing gender inequalities – only an 
estimated 1% of women owned businesses won public contracts. Identified reasons were a lack of 
knowledge in the public procurement process and a lack of awareness of the opportunities among 
business owning women. Many also perceived corruption and difficulties in accessing credits and 
tender information as hindrances to their involvement in public procurements. Another problem 
identified was that many women owed businesses were not eligible for public procurements as they 
were not formally registered with the National Treasury. On the other hand, gender inequality also 
existed on the supply side of the procurement process. Male procurement officers were not only in the 
majority, but women officers also largely held lower ranked positions.   
 
Based on these insights, the SPFR Programme along with the PPOA, UN Women, Kenya Institute of 
Supplies Management (KISM) and Kenya Association of Women Business Owners (KAWBO), initiated 
activities to promote female engagement in public procurement.  
Activities aimed at promoting the professional development of women participating in public 
procurement on both the supply and demand side, with a focus on enhancing gender equality through 
intensive trainings and awareness raising campaigns. First, female business owners were trained to 
increase the number of public contracts won by women. Besides the trainings the initiative supported 
the National Treasury in setting up a mechanism to register women owned businesses and started an 
awareness rising campaign on the registration procedure.  
 
Some results were that more than 1200 businesswomen had been capacitated on public procurement 
processes and that more than 73 % of women who had been trained submitted tenders to procuring 
entities within three months after the training. Further, the National Treasury recorded a 70 % increase 
in 2013 in registration of women owned businesses. Second, trainings were developed for female 
procurement officers to strengthen equal job opportunities within the procurement profession. As a 
result, 160 women participated in trainings for procurement officers and 46 % of women procurement 
officers, registered as members of the professional procurement body (KISM) were in higher positions 
by the end of 2013.  
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KEY READING AND BACKGROUND MATERIAL 

Evans, with Nick Manning (2004) Administrative Decentralization: A Review of Staffing Practices in 
Eight Countries 
http://www.gsdrc.org/docs/open/PO59.pdf 

What impact do different dimensions of managerial control have on administrative 
decentralisation? What lessons can be learned from the paths taken by countries with 
relatively high levels of administrative decentralisation? This unpublished paper prepared for 
the World Bank examines staffing and managerial control within the context of 
decentralisation. Based on case studies of decentralisation in Benin, India, Indonesia, Mexico, 
Pakistan, the Philippines, Poland, and Uganda it proposes a framework for analysing 
managerial control. 

 
Green, A. 2005. Managing Human Resources in a Decentralized Context 
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTEAPDECEN/Resources/Chapter-7.pdf 

What are the implications of decentralisation for human resource management? How have 
governments in East Asia addressed the issue of civil service management in relation to 
decentralisation? Using case studies, this book chapter from the World Bank examines human 
resource management in decentralised contexts. It argues that human resource management 
should be seen as a central component in the design of decentralisation rather than a 
separate stand-alone process. 

 
Litvack, J. and J. Seddon. 1999. Decentralization Briefing Notes. WBI Working Papers. World Bank, 
Washington DC. Pages 9–14 and 39–47.  
http://info.worldbank.org/etools/docs/library/8680/Decentralization%20Briefing%20Notes.pdf 

This publication describes the different forms of and the rationale for decentralisation. It 
provides a broad overview of the several types of decentralisation that can occur across 
countries, and even within the same country and sector. Six notes are included, each focusing 
on a different sector: education; health care; safety nets; infrastructure; irrigation, water supply 
and sanitation, and natural-resource management and the environment. The central idea of 
the publication is that distinguishing among different types of decentralisation facilitates the 
discussion of policy design and, particularly, of impact. For example, whether a country 
chooses to “deconcentrate”, “delegate”, or “devolve” certain functions—and the impact of 
those decisions—will depend on the policy makers’ objectives, as well as on many factors 
related to the political, administrative and fiscal structure of that country. It aims to promote 
consistency in discussions of decentralisation to avoid comparing apples and oranges and to 
ensure that lessons can be elicited where appropriate. 

 
European Commission, 2007. Annex 2: Thematic note on gender in public administration reform and 
decentralisation, in: Supporting Decentralisation and Local Governance in Third Countries, pp. 87-93, 
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/what/governance/documents/decentralisation_local_governance_refdoc
_final_en.pdf 
 

 
OTHER LITERATURE 

Ebel, R. and F. Vaillancourt. 2007. Intergovernmental Assignment of Expenditure Responsibility. In 
R.D. Ebel and G. Péteri (eds), The Kosovo Decentralization Briefing Book. The Open Society Institute, 
Budapest. http://pdc.ceu.hu/archive/00005307/01/decentralization__4_.pdf 
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EuropeAid. 2007. Supporting Decentralisation and Local Governance in Third Countries. Tools and 
Methods Series: Reference Document No. 2. EuropeAid, Brussels. 
ec.europa.eu/europeaid/infopoint/publications/europeaid/138a_en.htm 
 
Ferreira do Vale, H. 2010. Theorizing Institutional Changes: Understanding Decentralization and 
Federalization in Brazil, Spain and South Africa. University of Pompeu Fabra, Barcelona. 
 
Kolstad, J. 2010. How Can Rural Jobs Be Made More Attractive to Tanzanian Health Workers? 
Findings from a Discrete Choice Experiment in Tanzania. Health Economics 1(2):196–211. 
 
Musgrave, Robert A. 1959. The Theory of Public Finance: a Study in Political Economy. New York: 
Mcgraw-Hill. 
 
Scher, D. 2010. The promise of imihigo: decentralised service delivery in Rwanda, 2006-2010. 
Innovations for successful societies, Princeton University. 
http://www.princeton.edu/successfulsocieties/policynotes/view.xml?id=133 
 
Thomson, H.B. 2007. The Process of Decentralisation in Ex-Soviet States: A Case Study on the 
Republic of Lithuania. Applied Research Projects, Texas State University-San Marcos. 
 

GUIDELINES AND HANDBOOKS 

Global Forum on Local Development. 2010. Kampala Call to Action. UNCDF, New York. 
www.uncdf.org/gfld/en/index.php?page=declaration 

The Kampala Call to Action, adopted in October 2010 by national governments and their 
development partners, calls for a joint effort to support a “Local Development through Local 
Government” (LDLG) approach in order to accelerate achieving the millennium development 
goals. The approach relies on the design and management by local governments of local 
development strategies to achieve sustainable development.  

 
UN-HABITAT. 2009. International Guidelines on Access to Basic Services for All. UN-HABITAT, 
Nairobi. 
www.unhabitat.org/downloads/docs/6243_488_K0950029_HSP_GC_22_2_ADD6.pdf 

These international guidelines are key to promoting good governance at all levels and to 
strengthening local authorities. They are to serve as a catalyst for policy and institutional 
reform at the national level to further enable and empower local authorities in improving urban 
governance in regard to attaining the millennium development goals related to human 
settlements. The UN-HABITAT agenda recognises that sustainable development of human 
settlements can be achieved through the effective decentralisation of responsibilities, policy 
management and decision-making authority (including the authority to collect revenues) to 
local authorities—those closest to and most representative of their constituencies. It also 
recommends that governments should examine and adopt, as appropriate, policies and legal 
frameworks from other states that are effectively implementing decentralisation.  
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OTHER INTERESTING MATERIAL SUGGESTED DURING THE SEMINAR 
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Session 2.2. Fiscal Decentralisation  
 

INTRODUCTION 

The second part of the morning will introduce fiscal decentralisation and own revenues as a 
way to strengthen accountability. Theories of second-generation fiscal federalism will be 
discussed and the four pillars of intergovernmental finance—(1) expenditure responsibilities, 
(2) revenue assignments, (3) intergovernmental transfers and (4) sub-national debt and 
borrowing—will be introduced. The focus will be on supporting strategies for decentralisation, 
harmonisation and alignment.  
 
You will engage in group discussions and are actively invited to relate and share your 
experiences concerning challenges and potentials in fiscal decentralization and 
accountability, appropriate measures and approaches to enhance social inclusion and 
equality..  
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Part 1: Why fiscal decentralisation? 
 
Potential benefits of fiscal decentralisation.  
According to Oates (2005), the two main benefits of fiscal decentralisation are (1) more 
accountability on the part of government officials because they are on the hook for service 
delivery to the local population that elected them and (2) more willingness on the part of the 
local population to pay for services because they get what they want.  
 
Another important benefit is the promise of increased revenue mobilisation. This happens 
because decentralisation can broaden the aggregate tax base by reaching the traditional tax 
bases of income, consumption and wealth in ways that a central government cannot.  
 
Finally, some argue that successful fiscal decentralisation stimulates innovation in economic 
decision making because it allows a variety of experiments and initiatives that can, through 
comparison and learning, improve the overall performance of the system. Furthermore, 
competition between jurisdictions may enhance the overall performance of the government.  
 
Costs associated with fiscal decentralisation (adapted from Oates, 2005). There can 
also be costs associated with fiscal decentralisation, which is, perhaps, why not all places 
choose this route. 
 
Heading the list is macroeconomic control. Central governments would like the flexibility to 
respond quickly to changes in the economy—to raise taxes or cut expenditures to deal with a 
deficit, for example. If the government is locked into a fixed share of revenue allocated to 
local governments, the ability to cut the deficit by reducing expenditures is significantly 
reduced.  
 



 
 

89 

Another line of thinking is that national priorities for capital investment do not conform to local 
government choices. The national government is interested in investments in infrastructure 
that have regional and national benefits, such as irrigation, national roads and energy. Sub-
national governments will be focused on capital investments with regional and local benefits. 
 
A third cost of decentralisation is that the centre will lose some control over social and 
economic investments as well as infrastructure development because local governments will 
have some discretionary spending power. The net result of fiscal decentralisation could be a 
shift of resources from central governments, which have higher rates of savings and 
investment, to provincial and local governments, which spend at a greater rate on 
consumption of goods and services.  
 
A fourth point is that revenue centralisation gives greater potential for equalisation. However, 
just because the central government has more funds to allocate, it does not necessarily 
follow that it will allocate these funds on an equalising basis. In fact, most countries do very 
little equalisation through their grant systems. Equally, not sufficient attention is given to 
other instruments for equalisation, like the establishment of benefit-sharing mechanism, or 
improved distribution, such as social protection schemes. 
 
Linkages between fiscal, administrative and political decentralisation. In order to attain 
the full benefits of fiscal decentralisation, it is important to acknowledge that supporting fiscal 
decentralisation alone is not enough. To truly empower local communities and to achieve 
pro-poor and social, gender equitable outcomes, it is crucial to take account of the linkages 
of fiscal decentralisation with administrative and political decentralisation.  
 
Introducing the four pillars of fiscal decentralisation. Fiscal decentralisation and fiscal 
empowerment of local governments is traditionally divided into four elements or “pillars”: 
(1) the assignment of responsibilities for expenditure, (2) revenue assignments and local 
revenue administration, (3) the design and provision of inter-governmental fiscal transfers 
and (4) local government borrowing and debt. Since we have already discussed the first pillar 
as part of the session on administrative decentralisation, we will not discuss it again during 
this session, but we will go straight to revenue assignments and administration. 
 
Some attention should also be given towards local budgeting mechanism (participatory, pro-
poor, gender budgeting), allocation of money according to local budgeting, control of 
spending, transparent information etc. 

 

Part 2: Instruments for financing sub-national governments  
The second pillar of intergovernmental finance: Revenue assignment.  
 
The second pillar of inter-governmental finance—revenue assignment—refers to the mix of 
user charges, taxes and transfers assigned to each level. Local governments in developed 
as well as developing countries rely to a greater or lesser degree on a number of local own-
source revenues to fund expenditures within the local realm of responsibility.  
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Functions of the state. According to Musgrave (1959), as discussed in the session on 
administrative decentralisation, there are three main roles or branches of the public-sector 
budget: 
 

• To provide a stable economic environment. The maintenance of high employment 
and price stability should be assigned to the central government. This is true for 
two reasons. First, the economically and fiscally open character of economies in 
sub-national jurisdictions prevents sub-national governments from effectively 
addressing macro-economic concerns such as employment and price levels. 
Second, the institutional economic reality is that one of the basic tools of 
stabilisation policy—control over the money supply through a monetary authority—
rests with a central bank. 

• To promote a more equitable distribution of income/resources/benefits. For much 
the same reason, because sub-national economies are “open”, securing equity in 
the distribution of income and wealth and benefits should largely be a central 
responsibility.  

• To assure a more efficient allocation of resources (when markets fail). The 
efficiency argument (i.e., allocation policy) is the raison d’être for a sub-national 
role. Allocation focuses on two topics: (1) the manner in which the public sector 
intervenes in how an economy uses (allocates) its scarce resources by collectively 
purchasing not only final goods but also the services of the factors of production 
(labour, capital and land) and (2) the determination of which type or level of 
government shall be responsible for which purchases. 

 
This third role involves establishing criteria, according to a set of principles and objectives, 
for sorting out which government does what with respect to the allocation function. This leads 
us to the most important guiding principle of revenue assignment: finance should follow 
function (for examples see table 2.2.1). The country specific-guiding principles of DeLoG 
describe three main reasons for this: 

• One cannot establish the required level of sub-national government revenues 
without an estimate of expenditure needs.  

• If finance does not follow function, it becomes difficult to effectively impose hard 
budget constraints at the sub-national level if there is an insufficient assignment of 
revenues.  

• The economically efficient assignment of revenues requires prior knowledge of the 
assignment of expenditures.  

 
DeLoG (2009) calls for strengthening the mobilisation and foreseeable nature of local 
governments’ resources. Why does this need to happen? 
 

• Sub-national governments are often more accountable for controlling spending if 
they are also responsible for revenues. 

• It reduces excessive demand by sub-national governments for transfers from the 
centre. 
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• It allows tax policies (tax levels and structure) to be tailored to the local conditions 
and preferences of sub-national governments (and citizens!). 

 
In the DIE discussion paper by Weimer (2012), the municipal tax base in Mozambique is 
analysed. The paper seeks to answer three main questions: what are the fiscal 
characteristics (base, taxation rates, collection modalities, etc.) of the municipal revenue 
base; what are the main reasons for its underutilisation; and, what would be necessary steps 
to successfully tap into the existing revenue reserves? It reviews and discusses the findings 
of six case studies conducted in 2010/2011 and produced through extensive fieldwork on 
municipal revenue administration and patterns. They were part of a governmental municipal 
support programme in Mozambique financed by Austrian, Danish and Swiss development 
agencies and were executed in collaboration with the World Bank. A short summary of the 
main conclusions of the paper can be found in box 2.2.1. 
 
Box 2.2.1 Municipal tax base in Mozambique: High potential – Low degree of utilisation 

 
 
 
Features of an ideal local revenue source. As mentioned earlier, DeLoG (2009) 
recommends fostering the sustainable mobilisation of own resources by local authorities in 
connection with the relevant services. Taxes that are “‘ideal” for local governments to 
mobilise, are taxes 

• that achieve a “correspondence” between the tax and the benefits from local 
government services  

• are relatively easy to administer 
• do not easily give “perverse incentives” to taxpayers 

 
Revenues commonly assigned to the local level include taxes such as property taxes, user 
fees (for example, utility fees, fees for garbage collection or market fees), licensing and 
permit fees, and rent on local government property, such as buildings and equipment. An 

In Mozambique municipalities have an institutional framework that, in theory, gives them 
considerable fiscal autonomy. They have a wide range of revenue sources and, thus, a 
theoretically sufficient resource base for their devolved functions, including potentially buoyant 
taxes linked to the use and occupancy of land and the taxation of buildings. However, they do not 
make sufficient use of it, both for technical reasons linked to the crucial phases of collection and for 
reasons of the political economy and the local power relations.  
 
The analysis of the revenue collection pattern leads to the conclusion that the main sources of 
revenue collected burden the poorer strata of local society and have less of a tax burden for 
property-owning (land, buildings) socio-economic classes, i.e. the local elite, since property tax is 
rarely collected. The underutilisation of their own resources makes the municipalities 
(unnecessarily) dependent on non-own-source revenue (transfers and donations) and jeopardises 
their already weak sustainability. Above all, the underutilisation of their own-source revenue 
deprives the municipalities of resources for public investment and services, crucial for their 
legitimacy and that of the elected mayors.  
 
Source: Weimer (2012). Municipal tax base in Mozambique: High potential – Low degree of 
utilisation. 
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overview of which sources of funding relate to certain categories of expenditures is given in 
table 2.2.1. 
 
To be addressed: While assigning revenues at local level has some benefits, it might also 
lead to increased inequalities, as local authorities may decide on different numbers of 
revenues/taxis, different levels etc.  

	  
 
Planning and Budgeting 
Example: Gender and municipal plans and budgets in Kosovo 
 
When a national government plans the budget it is normally dedicated to a population as a whole. It 
appears to be neutral and there is normally no reference, who benefits, nor distinction between men 
and women.  
Gender responsive budgeting (GRB) refers to different needs and interests of men and women. 
GRB seeks to incorporate a gender equality perspective into the budgetary process to ensure an 
efficient allocation of resources based on identified needs, and to restructure revenues and 
expenditures to strengthen gender equality and women’s empowerment. GRB does not involve 
making separate budgets for men and women. 
Depending on context, situation and aims, GRB can be applied to several tasks: 

• “Show the percentage of men and women benefiting from certain budget allocations 
• Review the overall programme or budgets of a particular sector such as education or health 
• Allocate resources to specific programmes for women contributing to gender equality 
• Apply a gender perspective throughout the planning and budgeting cycle […] 
• Analyse expenditures and/or revenues from a gender perspective, who is paying for what 

and who is receiving what” (s. LOGOS II, 2012) 
In the republic of Kosovo a series of regulations were adopted through the Agency of Gender 
Equality and other mechanisms. The Agency has also taken the initiative in the sphere of GRB to 
include an article by which the central and local governments must base their planning and budget 
allocation an equal management of public finances, in a way both men and women can enjoy equal 
benefits form, the state budget.  
Looking at the participatory 
planning and budgeting 
process there are a number of 
GRB tools that could be used 
at various stages of the 
process:  
In Kosovo the Swiss-Kosovo 
Local Governance and 
Decentralisation Support 
Programme (LOGOS) 
supported participatory 
planning and budgeting. This 
included consultation of men 
and women and preparation of 
meetings in villages (especially 
together with women, who 
have no experience of such processes). LOGOS trained municipality officers (gender equality 
officers) on GRB, provided different municipal departments with gender checklists and helped to 
develop gender action plans.  
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Table 2.2.1 Expenditures Related to the Assignment of Revenues  

  

Local government expenditure  
(local service delivery and/or local 
infrastructure) Examples Appropriate funding source 

1 Local government services that are 
excludable and that do not have any spill-
overs or equity implications 

Excludable club 
goods, such as 
public swimming 
pools;  
Local utilities 

User fees or quasi-user fees 
  

2 Local government services that are not 
excludable or those that have local spill-
overs ("truly" local services) 

Local parks, minor 
local roads;  
Refuse collection in 
urban areas 

Local taxes 

3 Local government services that have spill-
overs between local jurisdictions 

District roads; 
Mosquito control 

Local taxes combined with 
inter-governmental (matching) 
grants 

4 Local spending on national priority 
programmes (i.e., national priorities where 
provision is delegated or devolved to local 
government) 

Public education; 
Public health care 

Sectoral/conditional inter-
governmental grants 
(supplemented by local 
revenues as demanded by 
political priorities) 

5 Local spending on programmes that have 
important equity implications, or national 
implications for spill-overs  

Social welfare 
programs; 
Public education; 
Pure public goods 

Sectoral/conditional inter-
governmental grants, 
equalising general-purpose 
grants 

6 Local spending on local capital 
development 

Capital-development 
programs 

Borrowing (if possible); 
Intergovernmental grants 

 
 
Lessons learned.  
 
Complete local autonomy for generating revenue would imply that local governments are 
able to assess and set the tax base, set the tax rate and administer or collect the revenue. 
Few countries provide their local authorities with such a high degree of discretion unless 
there are substantial mechanisms for public and social accountability in place to make sure 
the collection and utilisation of these funds occurs in accordance with local priorities. The 
utilization of natural resources (such as forests) or the provision of licenses to third parties 
may contribute to the revenue basis of local governments, but decentralization – with the 
exemption of some countries in South-East Asia or Latin America – has not yet been very 
much aware of local forest management so far.7 The same is definitely true, when it comes to 

                                                        
7 One organisation, which is very active in this field of work, is the Center for International Forest 
Research (CIFOR), one of the specialized centres of the Consultative Group on International Agri-
cultural Research (CGIAR).  
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natural parks and protected areas, which are handled by central government, which usually 
claims the benefit and thus leaving local governments behind.8 
 Unfortunately, it is frequently true that there are fewer good local revenue options available 
for local governments in developing countries compared to their counterparts in more-
developed economies.  
 
Local revenue reforms have had limited success, the OECD-DAC Lessons Learned on 
Donor Support to Decentralisation and Local Governance (2004) states that support has 
been piecemeal and scattered, e.g. some donors have worked on improving property taxes, 
others on income taxes without a clear picture of the overall tax potential and capacity, there 
is need for a more systematic approach to this issue:  
 

• Take into account basic LG incentives to collect taxes, link support with other 
initiatives, especially to transfer systems and benefit-sharing mechanism.. 

 Support to LG tax administration is needed in order to make systems more efficient, 
fair, legitimate and equitable. 

 Support to the development of systems with more stable, predictable and high 
yielding LG taxes is needed. Some taxes are so expensive to collect that the 
administrative costs surpass the tax yield.  

 
Donors should also keep in mind that local taxation is a highly political issue and thus 
sensible issue and can affect power relations:: keep the incentives of various stakeholders in 
mind. Steffensen (2010) points out that in Uganda and Tanzania, for example, several local 
taxes have been abolished recently without sufficient consideration of alternative sources. In 
other countries (e.g., Zambia), the central government strongly controls local government tax 
rates and the tax base, and there are numerous examples of political interference in the 
mobilisation of local government revenues. 
 

Part 3: Inter-governmental fiscal transfers  
The third pillar refers to inter-governmental transfers, which are needed in the variety of 
circumstances in which sub-national governments operate—explicitly or implicitly—as agents 
of the national government.  
 
DeLoG’s (2009) country-specific guiding principles advise establishing mechanisms that 
ensure that financial transfers from the State to sub-national governments are done in a 
regular, transparent and foreseeable way, along with supporting modalities for equalisation 
aimed at reinforcing balance and solidarity between territories and social groups.  
 
Reasons for intergovernmental transfers. The revenues from local taxes are almost 
always insufficient for carrying out the functions assigned to local governments. Thus, inter-
governmental transfers are required to mitigate this imbalance. There are many different 
kinds of inter-governmental transfer systems, and they have different types of impacts on 
                                                        
8 According to the experience of the ADC (for example from Tanzania and Ethiopia) this might result in 
very long lasting tensions between national and local government as well as more or less autonomous 
management bodies. 
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local government finances. Some stimulate local spending, some are substituted for local 
revenue efforts, some are equalising and some lead to more fiscal autonomy for the local 
government than others. DeLoG’s (2009) guiding principles say that countries too often enter 
into the process of grant design without clear objectives for what the transfer system is to 
accomplish. Well-designed transfers typically have three objectives (adapted from Ebel and 
Péteri, 2007): 
 

1. providing incentives for efficient spending and utilisation of the municipal revenue 
base 

2. guaranteeing sufficient funds for managing local functions by mitigating vertical 
imbalances  

3. supporting regional equalisation of communities by mitigating horizontal imbalances  
 
Design. As with any fiscal policy, intergovernmental transfer systems differ in the quality of 
their design. If designed poorly, the system will not only fail to address imbalances, it will 
create additional problems. However, a well-designed and well-implemented rule-based 
system of inter-governmental fiscal transfers brings greater stability, predictability and 
discretion to local government finances, and thereby promotes good planning and efficient, 
demand-driven and pro-poor local service delivery.  
 
There are two steps to the design of grants. First, the amount of the grant must be 
determined; that is, the total amount to be transferred among the sub-national governments 
must be determined. This is referred to as determining the “distributable pool”. The second 
step is that of determining how the pool will then be distributed between the different sub-
national governments. 
 
1. Determining the distributable pool. There are three ways to determine the total amount to 
be transferred: (1) as a fixed share of national government revenues, (2) as part of the 
annual budget decision and (3) as a proportion of approved, specific local expenditures to be 
reimbursed.  
 
Establishing a fixed percentage of total national revenues to be transferred is the best way of 
providing some degree of stability and transparency. However, some governments prefer to 
decide the total amount in the distributable pool in accordance with budgetary priorities as 
part of the annual budget decision. With this system, the central government exercises a 
significant amount of control over sub-national governments, and determination of the pool 
becomes an ad hoc exercise. In addition, in the event of a national recession or decrease in 
central revenues, sub-national governments will face big revenue cuts. 
 
There are various methods for determining the distributable pool where reimbursement of 
certain expenditures (cost reimbursement) is opted for. This third type of transfer system is 
always closed-ended because the central government decides what kinds of expenditures 
are eligible for reimbursement. Consequently, in such cost-reimbursement transfer schemes, 
the decisions tend to be ad hoc.  
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2. Distribution of the pool among sub-national governments. There are three basic models for 
allocating the total amount of transfers from national to local government budgets. These 
methods generate different types of incentives for local governments (adapted from Ebel and 
Péteri, 2007): 
 

• Gap-filling model: The gap-filling model is the most centralising form of grant 
allocation, where both municipal budget expenditure for particular services and 
total local government revenue, including own-source revenue, are estimated for 
each local government. Under gap-filling arrangements, there is little or no 
incentive to raise own-source revenues because transfers are automatically 
decreased by the amount of any surplus above the planned own-revenue 
appropriations.  

 
• Local government respects hard budget constraints: This model, used for 

calculating general grants, provides greater autonomy in deciding municipal 
expenditures and creates incentives for raising own-source revenues. Under this 
model, national budget grants are calculated by formulae and carry with them a 
high degree of fiscal flexibility and autonomy. Methods used for distributing general 
grants include population size and number of users of services as well as poverty 
indicators(e.g., students, elderly in health-care facilities, social assistance).  

 
• Fiscal capacity-based methods: This is the most “policy neutral” model for grants, 

and it is built on the difference between expenditure needs and own-source 
revenue capacity. This method calculates local expenditures through formulae 
and, at the same time, takes into account standardised estimates of potential 
revenues that a sub-national government could mobilise if it applied average 
national tax rates (and revenue charges) to its available revenue bases. 
Consequently, methods of transfer serve equalisation purposes (municipalities 
with low revenue potential and/or higher expenditure needs receive higher grants) 
without destroying local incentives for own-source revenue efforts (local 
governments get no compensation for uncollected revenue below the average 
level, and the surplus in own revenue does not automatically decrease the 
transfers).  

 
Design implications. In addition to the design-related concerns that were mentioned above, 
Boex & Yilmaz (2010) warn that, if the distribution of inter-governmental transfers is 
determined by the central government in an ad hoc and opaque manner, transfer systems 
can give rise to inefficiencies in allocation and poor budget execution due to uncertainty at 
the local level regarding the receipt of resources. Such uncertainties can lead to poor 
budgeting practices and can weaken the accountability of local governments to their citizens. 
Similarly, excessive restrictions imposed by the centre on the use of funds transferred to the 
local government frequently diminish the ability of local governments to respond to the 
preferences of their citizens. It is not uncommon, for example, for inter-governmental 
transfers to be ear-marked for specific, centrally approved infrastructure projects or for 
specific local expenditures, such as salaries for local staff recruited and hired by the central 
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government. Such centralised control and the uncertainty associated with it undermine 
stability and predictability in local policy making the system more prone to political pressures. 
 
Lessons learned. For local governments to function effectively there is need for a clear, 
transparent, equitable, timely, and predictable fiscal transfer system. In the publication 
“Fiscal Decentralisation and Sector Funding Principles and Practices”, Steffensen (2010) 
says that implementation of reforms for inter-governmental transfers teach us that it is 
important to ensure the following set of guidelines:  
 

• close dialogue among all core stakeholders  (including women, (ethnic) minorities 
etc.) in the design work  

• proper buy-in to the introduction of the reforms from core stakeholders and 
champions of the reform, as well as a clear institutional framework for the inter-
governmental transfer system  

• current follow-up and support to the administration of the inter-governmental 
transfer system, particularly regarding performance-based systems that are more 
demanding 

• transparency and accountability in all phases of the work on inter-governmental 
transfer systems: transfers are about funds, and funding is important for power. 
Hence, it is important, but challenging, to avoid political capture of the inter-
governmental transfer system 

  

Part 4: Sub-national debt and borrowing  
Local borrowing can act as a significant and sound source of financing, especially in 
countries where own-source revenues and inter-governmental transfers fall short of 
responding to local investment needs. However, sub-national governments should borrow 
only for financing capital (investment) expenditures, such as improvements in infrastructure, 
which provide a flow of benefits over time.  
 
The main arguments for using borrowed money for capital projects may be summarised as 
follows (adapted from Swianiewicz, 2007): 

• Efficiency. Because capital (investment) expenditures provide a flow of current 
benefits over time (the life of the project), it is efficient to spread the recovery of 
capital costs over that same time period.  

• Equity. Equity or fiscal “fairness” is enhanced by spreading out the payment of the 
capital costs over successive generations that benefit from the subsequent year-
to-year flow of services. 

• Timing. Borrowing allows for faster implementation of projects, and benefits 
derived from investments can be enjoyed earlier. Indeed, in some cases, earlier 
completion of a project may generate additional revenues or reduce current 
expenditures (e.g., new, more efficient lighting or heating systems). Moreover, 
faster implementation often reduces the total cost of an investment project. 

• Practicality. Borrowing often enables the use of external grants that require pre-
financing.  
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However, irresponsible borrowing or excessive reliance on sub-national borrowing can create 
negative incentives for local governments and could potentially put macro-economic stability 
at risk. National governments have addressed this problem by attempting to regulate the 
level of local borrowing, by limiting, controlling or prohibiting the issuance of debt by local 
governments. 
 
Lessons learned. Steffensen (2010) outlines the following lessons learned on local 
government borrowing: 

• Local government borrowing should be backed by a robust and transparent legal 
framework, as well as systems and procedures for where to borrow and for which 
purposes—and possible ceilings and frameworks for monitoring and supervision.  

• It is critical that central governments establish a reputation for maintaining a hard 
line against sub-national debt relief. By alerting potential lenders that aid will not be 
forthcoming, governments can ensure that sub-national borrowing is confined to 
levels that sub-national governments themselves are able and willing to repay.  

• Intermediate borrowing institutions may be a step on the road towards private 
credit to local governments, but can also be a stumbling block (when agencies are 
not properly designed, displacing private capital, when central government 
representatives put themselves in managing positions/boards or when agencies 
are not driven by competitive methods). 

• Local governments are not in a good position to function as lending institutions for 
others, such as bodies for delivery of micro-credit to community groups. This is 
risky business and often linked to patronage and lack of transparency.  

• Strong incentives for local governments to ensure creditworthiness should be 
supported by initiatives on local government borrowing. In this regard, 
performance-based grant systems—with a system of assessment of indicators of 
public financial management (PFM) and links to allocations—may be an important 
intermediate tool for promoting a higher level of local government creditworthiness 
and fiscal discipline.  

• Debt thresholds may be established in a manner to ensure that local government 
borrowing is not getting out of hand. There are good reasons to restrict local 
government borrowing to development-oriented areas, such as capital investments 
in infrastructure (e.g., roads and utilities) and services (e.g., schools and health 
centres), and to establish some ceilings, particularly in the first phases.  

• In cases where there is no formal regime in place for local government borrowing, 
there are examples of severe informal borrowing, often leading to problematic 
fiscal positions and a large amount of outstanding arrears (unpaid bills and credits) 
in local government. This is observed in various countries like China, Uganda, 
Zambia and the Solomon Islands. 
 

Part 5: Harmonisation and alignment of support to decentralisation 
The findings from an OECD survey in 2004 revealed that support to fiscal decentralisation 
reforms is often fragmented, scattered and without an overall strategy and action plan. 
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According to Steffensen (2010), these findings are still valid today. However, he points at 
some examples of aid modalities that show potential for improved harmonisation and 
alignment of support, such as the performance-based grant systems and joint financing 
agreements. Furthermore, a briefing paper from the German Development Institute (DIE, 
2010) points to the potential of integrated fiscal decentralisation (IFD) for harmonisation and 
alignment. IFD refers to a nation-wide transfer (distribution) system whereby a central 
government allocates resources to local government bodies in accordance with a single 
distribution formula. In other words, IFD is a unified fiscal framework for local development 
that integrates both sectoral and regional perspectives (see box 2.2.2 for an example of IFD 
in Ethiopia). This approach offers an opportunity for improving harmonisation and alignment:  

• The existence of such a mechanism would reflect the partner country’s spending 
priorities, and it would allow donor agencies to finance such an account jointly.  

• IFD could also help to reduce disbursement pressures experienced by individual 
donors, while at the same time, improving the predictability of development aid. 
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Box 2.2.2 Protection of Basic Services Programme in Ethiopia 

 

The Protection of Basic Services (PBS) Programme supports the government of Ethiopia’s 
commitment to expand access to decentralized basic services. It is aimed at increasing access and 
quality of basic services, while building government systems capacity and supporting the 
government of Ethiopia’s decentralisation drive. It follows a nationwide, programmatic approach 
across several sectors, channelling resources through government public financial systems directly 
to district governments. In the interest of fairness and transparency, regional governments 
distributed block grants to local governments according to intergovernmental fiscal rules. Over the 
course of the PBS Program, total basic service spending by regions and district governments almost 
doubled, from US$505 million in 2005 to US$1,149 million in 2009. These block grant resources are 
complemented by capacity building to promote transparency and local accountability, maintain 
fiduciary standards and generate accurate results. These activities include a pilot effort for local 
governments to plan and manage capital investments in a transparent and participatory manner; a 
US$12 million initiative to promote social accountability, the largest social accountability program in 
Africa; and a financial transparency and accountability program to make local budget and service 
delivery information available to service users. Results include: 

• Local governments could hire an additional 100,000 primary school teachers nationwide. 
This has contributed to increasing the net primary school enrolment rate increased from 
68.5 percent (2005) to 87.9 percent (2010) 

• Child immunization rate increased from 70 (2005) to 82 percent (2010) through placement 
of 35,000 health extension workers nationwide, so that two trained workers are in every new 
health post in every community in the country and essential immunisation materials are 
available in each of these health posts;  

• Rural access to potable water increased from 46 percent (2005) to 65.8 percent (2010);  
• Improved transparency as all regions and 90 percent of local governments posted budgets 

in public places; and  
• Strengthened accountability and fiduciary systems since quarterly audits took place for 95 

percent of local governments nationwide (730 out of 770). 

The PBS has been supported by the World Bank (WB), as well as 10 other development partners 
(AfDB, the Governments of Austria, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Spain, CIDA, DfID, KFW and the 
EC). The guiding principles for donor participation are harmonisation of aid and integration with the 
government of Ethiopia’s financial systems. The WB is responsible for harmonising donor 
contributions, co-chairing the PBS Development Partners group, and channelling funding on donors’ 
behalf. The first phase of the programme (PBS 1) involved donor contributions of US$814 million. 
Most PBS 1 donors provided their financing through WB-administered trust funds (US$660 million). 
These trust funds used pooled arrangements subject to common procurement and financial 
management processes. To accommodate individual donors’ interests to support different sub-
programs, WB managed a large portfolio of 19 multi-donor trust funds.  

Recently the second phase of the programme has started (PBS 2), for which more than US$850 
million in donor co-financing has been committed, with likely additional contributions of nearly 
US$366.8 million. Sustainability of the program is ensured since it is a program owned by the 
government of Ethiopia and financed in large part by its own resources, and by using the country 
systems, while strengthening capacity for improved public financial management and accountability. 

Source: www.worldbank.org 
For more information on the PBS Programme, see also Box 1.4.1 in the Session on ‘Political 
decentralisation and Political Economy Analysis’.  
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There are many analyses of fiscal decentralisation as a policy strategy. Most focus on 
evaluating the decentralisation experience around the world and looking for the match 
between theory and practice. Far less attention has been given to implementation strategies. 
This leading paper offers some rough guidelines for implementation: 12 “rules” that can form 
the basis of a decentralisation strategy. It begins with a discussion of the rationale for fiscal 
decentralisation (i.e., a statement of the objectives that should lead the design of a 
decentralisation program). It then turns to the guidelines that could form the backbone of a 
strategy.  
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The question of combining the implementation of the new aid agenda with the challenges of 
advancing subsidiarity oriented decentralisation in many developing countries has been 
neglected for some years, as most of the discussion on ownership, the use of partner country 
systems, donor harmonisation and alignment has been focused on the central government 
level. This being the case, this document discusses the opportunities for and challenges to 
integrated fiscal decentralisation (IFD) from a domestic and a donor perspective, considering 
its potential in terms of alignment, coordination and the absorption of ODA funds. 

 
DeLoG. 2009. Fiscal Decentralisation and Options for Donor Harmonisation.  
http://www.delog.org/cms/upload/pdf/wg/Fiscal_Decentr-FinalReport2009.pdf 

The DeLoG Secretariat has commissioned a desk study in the area of fiscal decentralisation 
with a focus on local taxation, in order to produce recommendations on two levels: (1) 
simplification and optimisation of fiscal systems and (2) harmonisation of development 
partners’ interventions. Reference is made to positive as well as negative experiences in a 
range of countries, including states at different stages of fiscal decentralisation. With regard to 
revenue generation at sub-national levels, the focus is on real property tax and market fees 
and taxes. Selected examples regarding innovative modalities for performance-based grants, 
sub-national borrowing and public-private partnerships are also analysed. 

 
Steffenson, J. 2010. Fiscal Decentralisation and Sector Funding Principles and Practices. DANIDA, 
Copenhagen.  
http://um.dk/en/~/media/UM/English-
site/Documents/Danida/Activities/Strategic/Human%20rights%20and%20democracy/Democracy/FISC
AL%20DECENTRALISATION%20Annex%203.ashx 

This paper provides a general introduction to the subject of fiscal decentralisation (FD) as well 
as lessons learned from a number of developing countries with recent experiences with FD. It 
introduces the main principles behind and components of FD and the links to sector funding. It 
also introduces some experiences from various modalities for support to FD, based on 
experiences from a large number of reforms in developing countries in Africa, Asia and Latin 
America. A number of technical annexes provide more detailed information on some of the 
core issues. 
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http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=917485 
 
DeLoG. 2009. To Enhance Aid Effectiveness: “Specific Guiding Principles for Enhancing Alignment 
and Harmonisation on Local Governance and Decentralisation That Will Apply to Specific Country 
Contexts”. DeLoG, Bonn.  
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The IMF Government Finance Statistics Manual describes the standards used for the 
compilation and presentation of fiscal statistics. The manual covers the concepts, definitions, 
classifications and accounting rules used to compile the database, and is intended as a 
reference volume for compilers of government finance statistics, fiscal analysts and other 
users of fiscal data. The 2001 edition of the manual replaces the 1986 version and introduces 
major changes in the methodology for the compilation of government finance statistics. 
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Session 2.3. Linkages between decentralisation & 
sector support  
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
After the elaborate discussion of the three components of decentralisation (political, 
administrative and fiscal decentralisation) and their coherence, the afternoon of Day 2 will be 
dedicated to the relationship of decentralisation with sector support programmes. Central 
question is how can sector support programmes and decentralisation reforms become 
mutually reinforcing? This relates to specific guiding principle 5, saying that sector support 
programmes should help to strengthen decentralisations.  
 
After an opening exercise, in which you have to place yourself on the lines international-local 
and decentralisation-sector, you will explore the relationship between sector support and 
decentralisation in development processes. The impact of sector approaches on 
decentralisation and local governance will be discussed as well as the (potential) benefits of 
decentralisation for improved sector performance. It will be argued that sector approaches 
tend to overlook the role of local and regional governance in pro-poor, inclusive and social 
equitable public service delivery (micro-macro gap) and explanations will be given for the fact 
that the effect of decentralisation on demand-driven service delivery and poverty reduction in 
practice often stays behind expectations.  
 
Then, you will get acquainted with country examples of and tools for creating linkages 
between decentralisation and sector support, such as the consistency check and lessons 
learned.  
 
In two working groups you will analyse and discuss a country case from one specific sector, 
derived from the practice of one participant. The cases illustrate sector objectives and 
decentralisation policies, assignment of functions between the different government levels, 
inter-administrative and fiscal arrangements, human resources and capacity development 
issues and the impact on access, affordability and quality of public services. They help in 
increasing insight in how decentralisation in sectors can contribute to service delivery 
outcomes and citizens satisfaction.  
 
The second part of the working groups as well as the plenary feedback session focuses on 
what donor partner can do to better integrate decentralisation and sector support. You will 
discuss questions related to your own working practice and gather ideas for sector 
programme support that is coherent with or even strengthens decentralisation. 
 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
How to combine sector support programmes and decentralisation reforms? 
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The main challenge for this afternoon session is: how to combine sector support 
programmes and decentralisation reforms so that they reinforce each other in improving 
demand-driven, social inclusive and equitable  service delivery for both women and men? 
Remember the specific guiding principle 5 that underlines the importance of ensuring that 
sector support programmes do not run counter to decentralisation. 
One of the main objectives of decentralisation is improving service delivery and poverty 
reduction by making governments more responsive to citizens’ needs, interests and 
priorities, improved, inclusive and equal access to and utilization quality public services and 
strengthened accountability. The demand-driven  delivery of services to the population of a 
country needs to be geographically dispersed. This automatically involves not only the sector 
ministries in the capital but also regional and local governments in the country. The 
distribution of functions and responsibilities between the different levels of government and 
the inter-institutional arrangements can vary considerably between sectors, depending on the 
service that is provided.  
 
Sectoral and territorial approaches to development are both needed: 

 Sectoral ministries strengthen intra-sectoral technical quality, effectiveness, efficiency 
&  equality 

 Ministries of planning, regional (territorial) development and finance assure inter-
sectoral effectiveness, efficiency. and equality 

 Both think at the national level in a top-down perspective with sectors dominating the 
territorial  

 LGs naturally have a territorial approach, strengthen intra-sectoral user-quality and 
inter-sectoral effectiveness and efficiency 

 
Administrative accountability of ministries and LGs to the executive receives government and 
donor attention and social accountability of LGs to their population receives donor support 
Both governments and donors tend to neglect the role of the legislative and judiciary in 
seeing that sector and territorial approaches to development are implemented as intended 
The role of the legislative branch is focussed on adoption of policies and legislation with little 
attention for legislative quality, oversight over subsequent (lack of) enabling legislation, 
implementation and/or enforcement (political accountability). The role of the judiciary in 
administrative appeal between the population, LGs and ministries and in jurisprudence as a 
major mutual learning tool is neglected (legal accountability) 
 
Impact of Sector Approaches on Decentralisation 
 
The sector wide approaches (SWAPs) that emerged in the nineties as an alternative to 
project support, increased alignment with national polices as well as capacities of national 
ministries. However, other aimed effects like the increase of government ownership and an 
improved quality of services at the local have been reached only partially. Ellen van Reesch 
in her article about micro-macro-linkages in sector wide approaches, asks attention for the 
negative side effects of SWAPs. The focus on national ministries, sector programmes and 
budget support, in combination with project support at the community level, creates a ‘micro-
macro gap’ in which intermediate level is overlooked - also referred to as the ‘missing 
middle’. See also box 2.3.1 lessons on the Train4Dev lessons on SWAPs.  



 
 

106 

 
 
Decentralisation can help in overcoming the micro-macro gap because it strengthens 
accountability lines from the national to the local level and vice versa, as well as 
accountability from local authorities to their constituencies. 
 
Box 2.3.1 Lessons on SWAPs 

The Joint Learning Programme (JLP) on Sector Wide Approaches, a sub-programme of the 
Train4Dev-network, has summed up lessons learned in the paper ´SWAPs in motion: from aid delivery 
to a sector perspective´. This document, based on several regional JLP-seminars, asks attention for 
the tendency of donors to engage with partner governments in top-down planning in which central 
ministries determine what needs to be done. It notes that this may interfere with decentralisation 
reform and established mandates of sub-national governments, and may not be based on real local 
needs and priorities. The authors recognise that most SWAPs have failed to take on board relevant 
stakeholders outside central governments – not only local governments but also civil society 
organisations - in policy formulation, implementation and monitoring. 
 
Source: SWAPs in motion: from an aid delivery to a sector development perspective. 
 
Small group exercise: 

 What impact does sector support have on the decentralisation process and local 
government performance in your country of work? 

 Define three challenges for including decentralisation and local governance in sector 
support. 

 
Part 2 Impact of Decentralisation on sector outcomes 
 
Reasons for decentralisation: 

 Improving democracy, public social and economic services, reducing poverty and 
inequality 

 governments more responsive to citizens’ needs 
 more inclusive and equal access to and quality of public services 
 strengthened downward and social accountability 

 Empowering local communities (governance) 
 Effectiveness and efficiency gains 

 accommodating differences in local priorities 
 inter-sectoral coordination 
 improved local resource mobilisation 
 seizing local opportunities 
 preventing & solving local (trans border) conflicts   
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Gender Example: Sector decentralisation 
IMPACT, Serbia – Municipal Waste and Wastewater Management 
 
In the period between 2009 and 2011 the GIZ Project “Strengthening Local Self-Government” has 
provided support to strengthen capacities of local self-governments in planning of sustainable 
municipal infrastructure, primarily in the area of waste and water management - implemented in 
cooperation with Serbian Ministry of Environment and Association of Towns and Municipalities.  
One main topic was how to integrate a gender perspective into waste management issues. The 
available data indicated that women in Serbia are less employed than men, but more burdened with 
household and unpaid work, they are less frequently owners of property and belongings and they 
occupy less significant position in society.  
Throughout 2011 local waste management plans with clearly defined gender sensitive measures 
have been adopted by municipal assemblies of South Backa Administrative District and as a result 
the integration of women in the decision-making process is already changing: 11 municipalities have 
organized consultative meetings and public hearings with 50% representation of women, Roma and 
civil society organizations.  
The key aspects of the methodology used in gender mainstreaming of the waste management plans 
were: 

• Analysis 
• Identification of needed data and 

collection of data 
• Assessment of the situation 
• Formulation of measures 
• Definition of Local waste 

management plans-segments and 
establishment of gender indicators to 
monitor activities 

 
After the adoption of local waste 
management plans by all municipal 
assemblies, the GIZ Project together with 
Serbian Environment Ministry have published 
a short waste management guide in 
illustrations (comics). With a genderized 
mind-set the pictures illustrate a smooth way 
of showing how gender equality can be taken 
into account in everyday life within our waste 
management awareness raising.  
 
The picture shows the necessity of waste 
reduction in the kitchen. Originally the picture 
displayed only a woman, the picture above 
shows now the genderized way of presenting 
the topic: “Gender equality can be taken into 
account in everyday life within our waste 
management awareness raising” (GIZ SLS, 
2012). 
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Lack of commitment to decentralisation 
Conflicting interests:  

 Loss of resources and privileges of ruling elite 
 Perceived loss of participatory sector achievements 
 Pressure to achieve quick results in terms of agreed service delivery indicators and 

time needed for mutual institutional learning with other actors:  
 accommodating diversity of situations and priorities 
 tasks and responsibilities have to be redefined, facilitation and coordination 

mechanisms installed 
 consultations (between levels, sectors and with non-state actors) take time 

and benefits are not obvious 
 
Jamie Boex in his article on localising the MDGs identifies six main obstacles for service 
delivery at the local level, three of which have to do with technical obstacles and three with 
political and institutional constraints, see box 2.3.2.  
 
Box 2.3.2. Obstacles for improved service delivery at the local level  
 
Technical obstacles 

• Weak capacity of local government. 
• Poor design of decentralisation reforms and weak intergovernmental systems.  
• Absence of linkages between the national poverty reduction strategy and the local public 

sector.  
 

Political and institutional obstacles 
• Resistance because of domestic political considerations. 
• Resistance by central level bureaucracies (line ministries). 
• Centralising bias of the international development community. 

 
Source: Localizing the MDGs: Unlocking the potential of the local public sector to engage in 
development and poverty reduction. 
 
 
Both the country characteristics and the sector specific arrangements between the different 
government levels, influence in an important way the quality of and access to public services. 
For the benefits of decentralisation to materialise, a technically sound system of 
intergovernmental relations is required in which there is a balance between the political, 
administrative and fiscal mechanisms. The poor design of decentralisation reforms and weak 
intergovernmental systems are important obstacles for improved and demand-driven service 
delivery.  
 
For understanding weak performance by the local level, it is not only important to look at the 
technical obstacles but also to the political and institutional obstacles. Even when there are 
laws, policies and systems in place, the commitment of (sector) ministries to implement 
decentralisation and involve local governments is often weak. There are several reasons for 
this. Some have to do with time constraints. Poverty reduction strategies, social inclusion and 
equalisation strategies, gender equality strategies, and MDG-objectives aim at concrete 
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results in the short and medium term while involving sub-national levels of government 
requires more time: tasks and responsibilities between the different layers of government 
have to be defined and coordination mechanisms installed. Moreover, the engagement in 
consultation processes both between national and sub-national levels and between 
government and non-government actors is time consuming and therefore seen as less 
efficient. If the effectiveness of resulting choices and the quality in terms of end user 
satisfaction – both more difficult to observe and measure - are taken into account, the 
efficiency may very well have increased. 
 
It is also important to look at the role of the donor community. Donors tend to focus on 
national governments and to overlook the local and intermediate level. They may even 
reinforce local dependency on the centre and undermine the decentralisation process:  
 

• channelling resources through central ministries strengthens their control over the 
entire sector; 

• the lack of incentives for the centre to involve lower levels of government or civil 
society, reinforces top down planning and budgeting and reduces the influence of 
local governments in the formulation of sector strategies; 

• earmarked funds reduce the flexibility of the local level to respond to the demands of 
the community; 

• fiscal transfers from the centre often require excessive reporting from lower to central 
government levels, at the expense of accountability from local authorities to their own 
community; 

• clear roles and responsibilities are often lacking as well as capacities at the different 
levels of government, making it difficult for an effective transfer of responsibilities and 
resources. 

 
The obstacles described earlier clarify why there is often no clear perceived positive impact 
of decentralisation on service delivery outcomes. Research in different countries and various 
sectors on the impact of decentralisation on service delivery and poverty reduction shows 
mixed results. One has to keep in mind that decentralisation is not a panacea! 
 
A study by the OECD concluded that of 19 countries, only one-third revealed that 
decentralisation has actually led to improvements in poverty reduction. In the majority of 
cases, decentralisation had no impact at all. The study identified the following characteristics 
of positive performers:  
 

• reforms inspired by desire to improve social, economic and political conditions; 
• governments visibly believing in the process and the ability to shape it; 
• decentralisation programmes adopted by design; 
• governments capable to carry out reforms with transparency, participation and policy 

coherence;  
• adoption of a comprehensive approach concurrently undertaking political, fiscal and 

administrative decentralisation; 



 
 

110 

• real delegation of power to lower tiers of government, rather than just 
deconcentration. 

  
The OECD Lessons Learned on Donor Support to Decentralisation and Local Governance 
stress the need to further examine the conditions under which decentralisation improves 
service delivery to underprivileged groups, including the poor and vulnerable..  
 
The lack of clear effects of decentralisation on service delivery outcomes is often used as a 
reason for re-centralisation.  
 
This is all the more surprising in the light of general agreement that administrative reforms 
are long-term processes. The reform of the water boards, a key decentralised water 
management system in The Netherlands, a necessity acknowledged in the second half of the 
nineteenth century has taken at least a century. 
 
Link between sectoral and territorial approaches to development 
 

 Decentralisation brings in the territorial and local perspectives necessary to improve 
sector outcomes 

 Sectoral and territorial approaches to development are both necessary to improve 
quality of and access to public services 

 Therefore it is crucial to understand and adapt to evolving national administrative 
systems in and between sectors and LGs  

 
Box 2.3.4 Consistency check for sector support 
 
Legal context  
• Is there a legal framework which outlines and defines the roles and responsibilities of the 
respective levels within government? 
• How does the legal framework foresee the relationship of the sectors vis-à-vis the decentralised 
levels in government? 
• Is the legal framework enforced? 
 
Policy 
• Is the sector support not in conflict with the decentralisation policy of the partner government? 
• Is the sector support in line with the decentralisation policy and guidelines of the European 
Commission? 
 
Dialogue and coordination 
• To what extent did policy dialogue take place with the partner government? 
• At which level and with whom of the partner government did the dialogue about the planned 
intervention and its objectives, outcomes and effects take place (central, regional, decentralised)? 
• Regarding consultation and coordination with other development partners, is the planned sector 
support not in opposition to the decentralisation support interventions of other partners? 
• Did consultations take place with non-governmental actors active in the sector? 
 
Implementation 
• To what extent are the implementation arrangements (central management/ decentralised 
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management/ financing via international organisations) for the sector support not in opposition to 
efforts to support decentralisation? 
• To what extent are the financing modalities (sector budget support, pool funding, EC procurement 
and grant procedures) for the sector support not in opposition to efforts to support decentralisation? 
• Where non-governmental actors will be involved in the implementation of the sector support 
programmes, how will arrangements ensure that their work does not undermine efforts to strengthen 
the decentralisation process? 
 
Capacity development 
• Do capacity development activities for governmental and non-governmental actors and their 
organisations for the sector take account of the decentralisation policy? 
• Are the systems and procedures set up in such a way that they do not undermine efforts to 
support decentralisation? 
 
Accountability 
• How is accountability in the sector support programmes arranged? Does it not conflict with the 
decentralisation policy or efforts to support decentralisation? 
• To whom and at which levels are the actors accountable? Only upwards, which might weaken 
efforts to strengthen decentralisation and local governance? 
 
Source: Supporting Decentralisation and Local Governance in Third Countries – EuropeAid 
 
Small group exercise:  
 

 What impact does decentralisation and local governance support have on the sector 
processes and performance in your country of work? 

 How can pro-poor approaches, social inclusion and equality issues, ecological 
sustainability best addressed in decentralisation and local governance on the one 
side and sector support on the other? (are other approaches, support mechanism 
needed or are / can they be aligned?) 

 Define three challenges for including sector support in decentralisation and local 
governance support 

 Define three challenges for harmonizing sector donor groups and the LGD donor 
group 

 
 
  



 
 

112 

KEY READINGS AND BACKGROUND MATERIALS  
 
Boesen, N. and Dietvorst. 2007. SWAPS in motion: from an aid delivery to a sector development 
perspective. Reflections of the Joint Learning Programme on Sector Wide Approaches, January 2007 
to April 2007. Train4Dev-network. 
http://www.sti.ch/fileadmin/user_upload/Pdfs/swap/swap456_Boesen_2007.pdf 

The paper takes a closer look at experiences with Sector Wide Approaches (SWAPs) as 
discussed in the Joint Learning Programme events of the Train4Dev-subgroup on SWAPs. 
The authors analyse the current practice of sector policies in a macro-context, public financial 
management, institutions and capacities, accountability and monitoring and harmonisation and 
alignment. They promote moving beyond the aid effectiveness agenda and adopt a sector 
development perspective as the basic point of departure, taking into account actual sector 
performance, the wider political economy, governance and accountability at sector level and 
decentralisation and deconcentration. The authors argue that during the JPL-events, it 
became evident that SWAPs risk anchoring key actors from government and development 
partners solidly in offices, meetings and conference rooms in the capital, thereby losing touch 
with the realities on the ground. They fear that too great a focus on the vertical sector 
approach may come at the cost of territorial approaches that emphasise local autonomy and 
local government mandates. 

 
Boex, J. 2010. Localizing the MDGs: unlocking the potential of the local public sector to engage in 
development and poverty reduction. 
http://www.urban.org/publications/412237.html 

Given vast scale of the global development challenge, it is increasingly clear that the 
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) are pursued in a manner that is excessively top-down 
in nature and that the distance between central government authorities and their citizens is too 
large for central authorities to effectively empower the people over the public sector. This 
paper explores to what extent local public entities - whether in the form of elected local 
governments or through deconcentrated local departments of the national government - can 
contribute to achieving poverty reduction and development outcomes. 

 
Holvoet, N. 2012. New Opportunities for Gender Equality? PRSPs and SWAPs from a Gender 
Perspective. In: Evolutions in Development Thinking and Policy. University of Antwerp.  
http://diplomatie.belgium.be/en/binaries/engendering_en_tcm312-65190.pdf 

This note points out the opportunities of both PBAs and SWAPs for increasing gender equality 
and empowerment. It also presents empirical evidence that programme objectives cannot be 
achieved without integrating a gender dimension. 

 
Kasumba, G. and A. Land. 2003. Sector Wide Approaches and Decentralisation: Strategies pulling in 
opposite directions? – A case study from Uganda. Study prepared in the context of a five-country 
review on the relationship between Sector Wide Approaches and decentralisation, coordinated by the 
European Centre for Development Policy Management.  
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Download.nsf/0/658BA5912BFD5939C1256CF000
4A336C/$FILE/uganda_report_final_version.pdf 

The case study describes the decentralisation policy of Uganda in relation to the efforts for 
poverty eradication. It describes a.o. the impact of conditional (sector) grants on 
decentralisation and the lack of commitment for capacity development that goes beyond 
concerns of project implementation. The authors give suggestions for donors to reinforce the 
process of decentralisation in Uganda. 
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Reesch, E. van. 2007. Bridging the Macro-Micro Gap: Micro-Meso-Macro Linkages in the Context of 
Sector-Wide Approaches. In: A rich menu for the poor: Food for thought on effective aid policies. 
Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 
http://capacity4dev.ec.europa.eu/public-pub.sector-reform-decentralisation/document/van-reesch-e-
2007-bridging-macro-micro-gap-micro-meso-macro-linkages-context-sector-wide-ap 

Although Sector Wide Approaches have contributed to a n increase in funding for social 
service delivery and better management capacity at the national level, the impact on  the local 
level is as yet less evident. The article seeks to explain the ‘micro-macro gap’ and argues that 
a systematic effort is required for it to be bridged. Rather than reverting to donor-driven 
interventions at local levels, the challenge is to help strengthen mechanisms within the partner 
country that ensure more macro-micro linkages. 

  
 
OTHER LITERATURE 
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Policy Management Brief 12. European Centre for Development Policy Management.  
http://www.ecdpm.org/pmb12  
 
Ehtisham, A. and G. Brosio. 2009. Does decentralization enhance service delivery and poverty 
reduction? Studies in Fiscal Federalism and State–Local Finance series, University of Maryland. 
  
Education and Decentralization: implications for sector policy dialogue. Not published. 
  
Handley, G. 2009. Sector Budget Support in Practice. Literature Review. ODI and Mokoro.  
http://www.odi.org.uk/resources/docs/5575.pdf 
 
Jütting, J. et al. 2004. Decentralisation and poverty in developing countries: exploring the impact. 
OECD Development Centre, Working paper No. 236. 
http://www.oecd.org/dev/33648213.pdf 
 
Jütting, J., E. Corsi and A. Stockmayer. 2005. Decentralisation and Poverty Reduction. Policy Insights 
no. 5. OECD. 
 http://www.oecd.org/dev/34425321.pdf 
 
Land, T. and V. Hauck. 2003. Building coherence between sector reforms and decentralization: do 
SWAPs provide the missing link? Discussion Paper No. 49. European Centre for Development Policy 
Management. :  
http://www.ecdpm.org/dp49 
 
Steiner, S. 2005. Decentralisation and Poverty Reduction: A Conceptual Framework for the Economic 
Impact. German Development  Institute. 
http://ideas.repec.org/p/wpa/wuwppe/0508006.html 
 
Veigel, K., 2012. Decentralisation Matters for the Poor. KfW discussion paper.  
https://www.kfw-entwicklungsbank.de/Download-Center/PDF-Dokumente-
Positionspapiere/2012_04_Decentralization-for-the-poor_ENG.pdf 
 
Williamson, T. et al. 2008. Building Blocks or Stumbling Blocks? The Effectiveness of New 
Approaches to Aid Delivery at the Sector Level. Publication for the research project ‘Good 
Governance, Aid Modalities and Poverty Reduction: Linkages to the Millennium Development Goals 
and Implications for Irish Aid’. http://www.odi.org.uk/resources/docs/2269.pdf 
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Williamson, T. and C. Dom, 2010. Making sector support work for service delivery. Project briefing 
ODI/Mokoro.  
http://www.odi.org.uk/resources/docs/5629.pdf 
 
 
GUIDELINES AND HANDBOOKS 
	  
EuropeAid. 2008. Analysing and Addressing Governance in Sector Operations. Tools and Methods 
Series, Reference Document No 4. 
ec.europa.eu/europeaid/infopoint/publications/europeaid/documents/149a_en.pdf 

This document seeks to offer guidance to EC sector specialists on how to analyse and 
address governance in sector operations in a more systematic and comprehensive way. The 
European Commission (EC) and EU Member States invest a considerable amount of aid in 
traditional sectors such as health, water and sanitation, education, and transport and 
upcoming sectors like forestry, mining, migration and security sector reform). Getting results in 
all these policy areas is critical to make progress towards the Millennium Development 
Goals.  Yet ensuring sustainable results with sector aid is a challenging task. Often the issue 
is not a lack of good ideas and funding, but political constraints and institutional issues in and 
beyond the sector, or what are broadly termed ‘governance’ issues. Sector programmes 
sometimes face challenges because the governance environment is not conducive to them. It 
is therefore becoming a key consideration for EC sector specialists to ensure that governance 
is adequately addressed in their sector.  

	  	  
EuropeAid. 2007. Guidelines for EC Support to Sector Programmes - Covering the three financing 
modalities: Sector Budget Support, Pool Funding and EC project procedures Tools and methods 
Series. Guidelines No 2.	  
ec.europa.eu/europeaid/multimedia/publications/publications/manuals-tools/t105_en.htm 

Sector approaches or sector-wide approaches (SWAPs) are processes aimed at the 
development of coherent sector policies and strategies. They involve governments, donors 
and other sector stakeholders in a unified process and framework. The Guidelines describe 
the key characteristics of these processes and outline how the Commission believes they may 
best be supported. They deal in particular with the EC's instrument for supporting a sector 
programme, which is called a sector policy support programme (SPSP). 

 
EuropeAid. 2007. Supporting Decentralisation and Local Governance in Third Countries. Tools and 
Methods Series: Reference Document no. 2. 
ec.europa.eu/europeaid/infopoint/publications/europeaid/138a_en.htm 
 
UN HABITAT. 2009. International Guidelines on Decentralisation and Access to Basic Services for all.  
www.unhabitat.org/downloads/docs/6243_488_K0950029_HSP_GC_22_2_ADD6.pdf 

These international guidelines are a key instrument to promote good governance at all levels 
and to strengthen local authorities. They are to serve as a catalyst for policy and institutional 
reform at the national level to further enable and empower local authorities to improve urban 
governance in attaining the human settlements-related Millennium Development Goals. This, 
because the Habitat Agenda recognises that sustainable human settlements development can 
be achieved through the effective decentralisation of responsibilities, policy management, 
decision-making authority (including revenue collection authority) to local authorities, closest to 
and most representatives of their constituencies. It also recommends that Governments 
should examine and adopt, as appropriate, policies and legal frameworks from other States 
that are implementing decentralisation effectively.  
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Day 3: 
Designing and implementing coherent 

support strategies 
 
Overview 
 
Overall Learning Objective 
 
Session 3.1. How to assess local governance and decentralisation? 
 
Session 3.2. Strategic support options 
 
Session 3.3. Designing and implementing harmonised and aligned support strategies 
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Overall Learning Objective 
 
The aim of the third day is to provide more insight into the assessment, design and 
implementation of support strategies for decentralisation and local governance. It should 
provide the knowledge and skills you need to assess local governance and decentralisation 
impact and to design and implement aligned and harmonised donor support to national 
decentralisation and local governance reform in various country contexts including taking into 
account gender dimensions.  
 
The ever-expanding corpus of (local) governance assessments is discussed in the first 
morning session. Key guiding principles for choosing and using such assessments are 
presented, as well as examples of experiences of a few donor agencies’ experiences with 
assessment of decentralisation and local governance. A deeper understanding of the context 
and political economy of decentralisation and local governance reforms should enhance your 
ability to provide support that contributes to desired social inclusive and equitable as well as 
ecological sustainable development results. It will also be looked at the relationship between 
the methods for assessing and aid and development effectiveness of decentralisation and 
local governance, and at experiences of joint governance assessments.  
 
On this basis, ways to act on the findings of the assessments will be explored and strategic 
support options discussed in terms of entry points, sequencing, harmonisation, national and 
local ownership, sustainability and robustness of support strategies in the context of plausible 
scenarios of the evolution of the relevant context. 
 
The afternoon sessions are entirely spent on design and implementation of harmonised and 
aligned support to government-owned strategies. After a brief introduction three groups will 
discuss design and implementation issues in the three related areas of funding modalities for 
local governments, capacity development and decentralised service delivery. The results of 
these exchanges will be reported and discussed in plenary in the second afternoon session.  
 
All sessions are conceived to encourage the exchange of participants’ experience and focus 
on the practical aspects of coordination and cooperation between donors and of aligning with 
partner government’s national policies and strategies. This will help the participants to apply 
harmonisation and alignment in their own working context. 
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Session 3.1. How to assess local governance and 
decentralisation 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Before starting with designing strategies, programmes and operational actions, it matters to 
properly assess and analyse the context. Analysing the context in which decentralisation 
develops, the gender norms, structures and relations prevalent in the respective context and 
the forms that decentralisation takes in a particular environment, is not part of the exact 
sciences. Moreover, not one tool has been developed that answers all the questions, and 
there are numerous practices, assessment models and schools of thought.  
 
Given this diversity, the first part of this session will present the ‘universe’ of governance 
assessment tools and the impact they can make, in order to give an overview of what is 
available. The experience of capitalisation of local governance assessment tools will also be 
presented. In a small group discussion, you will then exchange your experiences with 
working with assessment tools.  
 
The second part of the session discusses how the collection, assembly and publication of 
results for local governance performance can impact public policy-making at the local (and 
national) level.  
The third and final part of the session, will discuss the relationship of methods for assessing 
decentralisation and local governance with aid effectiveness.  
 
A short wrap-up will allow you to discuss on the relevance and difficulties of this module. 
 
This session is built on three main pillars: 
 
1. DAC GOVNET on donor approaches to governance assessments: The DAC Network on 
Governance of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, which has 
support from all the members of DeLoG, has undertaken important work on donor 
approaches to governance assessments, which is highly relevant for this training module. 
The resulting GOVNET Sourcebook on governance assessments is a very user friendly, 
insightful and snappy document that helps to see the wood through the trees. It distinguishes 
between the more normative and the more analytical approaches, a distinction that we have 
also adopted. It also deals with some of the confusion in the area of analysing or assessing 
context and governance (conceptual, theoretical, and practical). The DAC Sourcebook also 
summarises and explains five guiding principles, one of which encourages donors to use as 
much as possible a diversity of governance assessments tools.  
 
2. A User’s Guide to Measuring Local Governance: Substantial work on assessing local 
governance has been undertaken, but it remains fragmented. The United Nations 
Development Programme has undertaken an important effort to provide some guidance on 
measuring local governance. The UNDP Source Guide provides an overview of 22 globally 
applied tools that focus exclusively on assessing local governance. It is impossible to present 
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these, so the training will primarily deal with a number of key guiding elements: (1) the 
purposes of assessing local governance, (2) and how these affect the choice of tools or 
assessment approach.  
 
3. Experiences of assessing or measuring governance at local level: Some participants have 
relevant experiences of working with one or more assessment tools that they will share with 
the audience. Their experience and contributions can provide good inputs fur further 
discussions on strengths and weaknesses of working with such - often prescriptive - 
assessments. The discussion may lead to illustrating the need for combining such 
assessments with more analytical work – not only on local governance, but also on core 
assumptions and on refining the understanding of governance processes and their links to 
development. An example for such analytical work might be conducting a gender analysis at 
macro, meso and micro level to identify the leverage for governance reforms with regard to 
gender equality.  
 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
Part 1: Introduction - looking for clues  
 
This part presents the highly complex field in which donors operate: multiple tools have been 
developed to better assess governance, the context, or a particular problem area. But often 
practitioners get lost. Building on the findings of the DAC Network on Governance, this part 
presents a few generic findings that are highly relevant for practitioners who are looking for 
appropriate ways to better understand or assess the context in which they work. A step-by-
step question based methodology is proposed to help with identifying the key issues one has 
to take into consideration when developing an assessment approach to governance:  
 

1. What is being assessed? 
2. What is the purpose of the assessment? 
3. Has the assessment a social inclusion and equality perspective? 
4. What approaches are taken to data and analysis? (how is capacity 

development of partner countries taken into account?) 
5.  
6. What role do country partners play in the assessment process? 

 
In this context, some time will be dedicated to discussing complexity (in the choice of tools) 
and the underlying theory of change. 
 
Part 2: Assessment tools and decentralisation  
 
This part introduces the existing tools that practitioners may want to consult. It has two sub-
components.  
 
Introducing the UNDP Source Guide 
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The UNDP guide deals with 22 local governance assessments. It provides some guidance as 
to how to use the UNDP guide. Where should one pay attention to when identifying 
approaches to assessing local level governance? What can be expected from such 
assessments? And what are the limitations? It is a very comprehensive document that will 
give you a good idea of what is available and what the biggest differences and similarities 
between the tools are. 
 
How to find the appropriate tool in the Source Guide? 
The 22 assessment tools or sources are grouped in three categories: 
 

1. Approaches based on multiple stakeholders 
2. Approaches based on citizen perspectives 
3. Self-assessments by local government institution. 

 
Main features of the tools 

 
 Source: Adapted from UNDP Users’ Guide to measuring local governance, p.49  
 
 
Examples of tools (from UNDP Source Guide) 

 
TOOL # 1: Measuring Municipal Performance (Paraguay) 

MIDAMOS is a set of 31 qualitative and quantitative indicators organised into 5 main themes 
of municipal management: finances, internal administration, service delivery, democratic 
participation, and legislative activity. 
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Source: Adapted from UNDP Users’ Guide to measuring local governance 
 
Objectives of this tool: 

• promoting good governance at the municipal level; 
• encouraging citizens and CSOs to develop the capacity to understand and evaluate 

municipal administration; 
• supporting the perception amongst authorities and public officials that good 

governance practices are in their professional, political, and personal interests. 
 

TOOL # 2: Social Audit of Local Governance (Bosnia Herzegovina) 

Introduced in Bosnia and Herzegovina through World Bank support 
It collects information on local governance through household surveys focusing mainly on: 

 respondents’ experience of 10 essential public services (housing conditions, local 
roads, transport, waste removal, water supply, sanitation, heating of households, 
electricity, health facilities, education – including preschool education);  

 citizens’ participation in the area under consideration. 

The queries focus on the technical details of each service, citizens’ access and usage and 
citizens’ satisfaction with the quality of services.  
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Source: Adapted from UNDP Users’ Guide to measuring local governance 
 
TOOL # 3: Local Integrative Initiative (global) 
 
Objectives: 

• to generate credible and actionable data assessing the existence and effectiveness of 
key governance and anti-corruption mechanisms at the county, state, province, 
region-level; 

• to assess the strengths and weaknesses of sub-national anticorruption and good 
governance mechanisms. 

 
Methodology: the tool quantitatively assesses the opposite of corruption:  

• access that citizens and businesses have to a country’s provincial, regional or state 
government;   

• their ability to monitor its behaviour;  
• their ability to seek redress and advocate for improved governance.  

 
The indicators measure: 
Sub-National Civil Society, Public Information and Media 
Sub-National Government Accountability 
Sub-National Administration and Civil Service 
Sub-National Oversight and Regulation 
Sub-National Anti-Corruption and Rule of Law  
 
Pilot case: Liberia 
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Source: http://local.lr2007.globalintegrity.org/  
 

Some agencies’ experiences with Local Governance Assessments  

Participants from the Swiss Development Cooperation (SDC) will present this agency’s 
experience with local governance assessments. In particular, this presentation will be 
composed of two main blocks: 

• Learnings from the SDC Local Governance Assessments capitalization. 
• Use of the Guidelines and Toolkit for Local Governance Assessments. 

 
For more information on the work done by SDC in this sector, we invite you to consult the 
Key Readings and Background Material listed at the end of this Session. 
 
Also, there will be one presentation from the German implementation agency KfW that has 
recently developed a tool called the Decentralisation Scorecard. This is a very detailed tool 
that contains 35 questions of which 28 are being scored. 
 
Small group discussion 
After the presentation of a few tools, you will engage in a small group discussion (5-7 
persons), which tries to find out whether you are familiar with any of the assessment tools (at 
country level, local level, on thematic issues, etc.).  
 
Your group will have 15 minutes to discuss the following questions: 

 What are experiences of working with assessments of local governance and/or 
decentralisation? 

 What are strengths and weaknesses of the tools or approaches used? 
 Are principles such as participation, inclusion, equality, transparency and 

accountability sufficiently addressed? 
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In a plenary session you will share the key tools and findings with the rest of the group.   
 
From some example of tools to assess local governance and decentralisation, it becomes 
evident that one needs to better understand – and hence tackle – political dimensions in a 
particular context. The political economy approach to context analysis that was previously 
discussed in session 1.4 can be complementary to local governance assessments.  
 
It is important to keep in mind that essentially local government assessments do not “do” 
much in and of themselves. They are merely snapshots of the situation, and they are only 
useful if their findings are acted upon. This leads us to the next part of this session, after you 
have carried out a governance assessments, what can you do with the results? 
 
 
Part 3: How to act on the findings of local governance assessments 
 
Key contextual factors influencing the policy impact of assessment results 
The collection, assembly and publication of results for local governance performance serve 
little purpose if they do not have an impact on public policy-making at the local (and national) 
level. If an assessment is exclusively donor-driven, there is the real danger that such an 
initiative will be reduced to a one-off exercise. However, even when the government is 
financially supporting the exercise, the issue of policy uptake and sustainability is still a 
serious challenge.  
 
The context of the assessment varies greatly across countries, according to three main 
factors: the main agent that carries out the assessment, the relative openness of the political 
process to reform, and the voice that the assessment achieves in the local public domain. 
Differences across these contextual features of each assessment will have an impact on the 
character of the assessment itself and the degree to which policy uptake and reform is 
possible in the future. These factors are explained in more detail in Box 3.1.1. 
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Box 3.1.1 Key contextual factors influencing the policy impact of assessment results 
 
1. The main agent that carries out the assessment 
The key distinction is between those assessments that are government-led and those that are civil 
society-led. Government endorsement adds official legitimacy to the exercise but in some contexts 
may negatively affect perceptions of its independence and validity. In addition, there are related 
issues, particularly in deeply divided societies, concerning the ideological or political affiliation of 
the agent, his or her sex, the composition and the representativeness / expertise (in terms of pro-
poor growth, social inclusion, equality, sustainability)  of the team actually carrying out the 
assessment. Clearly, in order to maximise the political space for influencing policy uptake, an 
assessment team should be as broadly based as possible in order to bring all major local 
stakeholders and different sets of interests on board, including those of marginalised groups. A 
team that is too narrow or one that is unbalanced or biased in some way can affect the legitimacy 
of the assessment and ultimately the possibility for reform. 
 
2. The relative openness of the political process to reform  
The more the local governance system in general is open to reform the more likely will the 
particular assessment proposals themselves be better received and the reform process itself will 
be easier to initiate, implement and maintain. The impulse to carry out a local government 
assessment is often associated with some sort of crisis of governability, popular dissatisfaction or 
disquiet about the political status quo. In many countries, the ‘trigger’ for carrying out an 
assessment is precisely the recognition that a recent decentralisation programme has not 
generated the expected improvements in local governance and service delivery  
(or that it had a negative impact on the gender/power relations, increasing inequality gaps etc.) 
 
3. The voice that the assessment achieves in the local public domain  
There is a growing recognition that the failure of research to influence policy formulation is often 
the result of the absence of a clear communication strategy targeted at policymakers. For this 
reason, right from the start of the initiative, the agent carrying out the assessment needs to 
develop a clear strategy for communicating the results, rather than leaving the design of such a 
strategy until after the results are available. This strategy should be innovative, identifying and 
prioritising ‘multiple points of entry’ by which the results can impact on opinion shapers and policy-
makers and include an agreed minimum spend in the overall budget on research communication. 
There is often an implicit trade-off when contemplating the policy uptake of a local governance 
assessment. On the one hand, official government-led assessments may have more formal voice, 
but they need to be careful to ensure that they are representative, valid and legitimate exercises 
that include broad representation of key stakeholders. On the other hand, assessments led by civil 
society organisations or academic/think-tanks may benefit from a certain autonomy, independence 
and validity, but may well have to compete for control of the public space in communicating their 
results and will need to achieve consensus with government actors in order to bring about a reform 
process. 
 
Adapted from: A Users' Guide to Measuring Local Governance (UNDP) 
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There are several broad areas in which the tools for comparative performance measurement 
of local governance can be ‘operationalised’ by using the results to impact on public policy 
formulation and implementation. What they have in common is that they all seek, in different 
ways, to activate and/or strengthen the various accountability mechanisms that are implicit in 
a devolved system of local government – downward accountability to citizens and upward 
accountability to central government (this is explained in more detail in box 3.1.2).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Box 3.1.2 Using assessment results to strengthen downward and upward 
accountability 
 
Strengthening the downwards accountability of local government to its citizens  
The assembly and dissemination of comparative local governance performance data can be 
used to strengthen the downwards accountability of local government to its citizens by 
seeking to influence the very basis on which citizens make their voting decisions. In many 
countries a political culture rooted in populism, patronage and clientelism can be found, 
through which politicians are re-elected despite poor governance performance. 
Disseminating the results of local governance assessments in an index has the potential to 
change voting behaviour. When citizens start to recognise that their voting patterns do not 
match the rankings of the candidates, it is likely that their decision will be focused more on 
‘programmatic’ considerations in future elections. Thus by strengthening the accountability of 
elected officials to the electorate, local elected officials are pushed to perform better. 
 
Strengthening the upwards accountability of local government to central government  
The assembly and dissemination of comparative local governance performance data can 
also be used to strengthen the upwards accountability of local government to central 
government by influencing the allocation of the fiscal transfers from central to local 
government. General local governance performance may be used as a criterion for 
allocating central government fiscal transfers to local government. The justification for linking 
fiscal transfers to this wider local governance performance is simple – the better is the local 
governance performance in general, the greater is the probability that the transferred funds 
will be used effectively, irrespective of whether they are ear-marked or not.  
 
The measurement of governance performance also helps to identify deficiencies in the 
internal management of local government. Such measures provide a practical means to 
identify those local governments in need of special assistance in capacity building. In many 
countries central government support for capacity-building in local governance is limited by 
shortage of financial and human resources. Such measures enable training bodies to 
allocate these limited resources in a more efficient manner by concentrating efforts on the 
poorer performing local governments. Such assessments also provide evidence to identify 
those high-performing local governments, which may play a supportive role in ‘knowledge 
transfer’ and technical assistance to their weaker counterparts. 
 
Adapted from: A Users' Guide to Measuring Local Governance (UNDP) 
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Institutional opportunities for policy uptake 
Irrespective of the particular area for which the results of an assessment may be used, 
reformers face a major challenge to ensure that policy uptake actually occurs and that it is 
sustained. UN-HABITAT has identified a range of institutional mechanisms that strengthen 
local governance by promoting transparency and accountability with a social inclusion and 
equality perspective. Some of these provide convenient ‘entry points’ by which the 
assessment results of local governance performance can be fed into the policy-making 
arena.  
 
 
Part 4: (Local) governance assessments and aid effectiveness 
 
The final part of the session, will discuss the relationship of methods for assessing 
decentralisation and local governance on aid effectiveness, and will specifically focus on joint 
governance assessments. 
 
Critiques of application  
There are numerous criticisms of the commonly employed measurements specific to types of 
assessments and governance assessments in general, that also pertain to local governance 
assessments. There is critique on the traditional form of applying (local) governance 
assessments. Some of the following points are put to discussion: 

- There is debate over the sources used – whether sources are reliable, and how many 
and which sources provide the best measurements. For example, Knack (2006) 
states that a change in the mixture of sources used, impacts the conceptual and 
statistical precision. In addition, it is important whether sex aggregated data is 
collected – both though qualitative and quantitative measures. … and about 
availability of reliable disaggregated data, capabilities to collect and analyse data… 

- The margin of error is often routinely ignored by those who use these measurements, 
such that cited differences between countries and between different times are, in fact, 
not statistically significant (Hoyland et al, 2009).  

- Other criticisms are that measurements lack transparency, suffer from selection bias 
and do not help developing countries identify how to improve the quality of 
governance.  

- Development agencies fail to build on country systems or harmonise with other 
development agencies, and they often lack clear purpose to drive the choice of 
assessment tools (OECD, 2008; OECD, 2009). 

- Governance assessments are generally driven by agency needs and concerns and 
that there seems to be less interest in learning about the links between governance 
factors and development outcomes (OECD, 2008; OECD, 2009).  

 
Trends in (local) governance assessments  
The access to the enormous amounts of information available online, allow policymakers and 
advocacy groups to make better-informed decisions and measure improvements more 
accurately. The World Bank, for example, has a website on which they provide free and open 
access to a comprehensive set of data about development in countries around the globe, 
together with other datasets cited in their online data catalogue. 
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Furthermore, new forms of assessments are increasingly country-led. Knack et all (2003) 
have argued for a ‘second-generation’ of indicators which are generated through a 
transparent process, available across many countries over time, of high quality, accurate, 
social and regional disaggregated and specific. To move beyond both uncritical acceptance 
and overt scepticism of governance assessments, Hood et all (2008) suggest creating a 
ranking of different types of governance assessment methodologies. Crawford (2003) 
criticises the logical framework approach  and advocates a ‘genuinely’ participatory approach 
to governance assessments. He states that national actors should take control over the 
process and provide the key input and that the assessments process should be used as a 
tool for building democratic governance itself. 
 
In spite of calls for a more harmonised approach that encourages country ownership, draws 
on, and aligns with, nationally driven or peer-based assessments, examples of such 
assessments are rare (OECD DAC, 2009). The model of a joint governance assessment has 
attracted interest as an alternative to conventional practice (donors undertake separate 
assessments with little or no government involvement), and such an exercise could be an 
important way to advance the Paris Principles for aid effectiveness.  
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KEY READINGS AND BACKGROUND MATERIAL 
 
OECD DAC, 2008. Survey of Donor Approaches to Governance Assessment. Organisation for 
Economic Cooperation and Development - Development Assistance Committee, Paris. 
http://www.oecd.org/development/governanceanddevelopment/42258487.pdf  

Many development agencies are engaged in assessing governance. What are their 
approaches and how can these be more effectively harmonised? This study from the 
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development   surveys development agencies’ 
use of general and thematic governance assessment. Most approaches are driven by policy 
dialogue, detailed planning of governance enhancement activities and strategic decisions 
regarding aid to specific countries. Linkage to a donor’s programme, demand from the field 
and removal of institutional disincentives are important in determining how governance 
assessments are used. 

 
OECD DAC, 2009. Donor Approaches to Governance Assessments: Guiding Principles for Enhanced 
Impact, Usage and Harmonisation. Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development - 
Development Assistance Committee, Paris  
http://www.oecd.org/development/governanceanddevelopment/42338036.pdf 

This note presents the findings of an initial survey of donor governance assessments, which 
pointed to the risk of frequent duplication and overlap between donor tools, as well as the 
need to improve practice with regard to greater reliance on partner country assessment 
processes. The guiding principles for enhancing the impact, usage and harmonisation of 
governance assessments are presented in five areas: (1) Building on and strengthening 
nationally driven governance assessments; (2) Identifying a clear key purpose to drive the 
choice of assessment tools and processes; (3) Assessing and addressing governance from 
different entry points and perspectives; (4) Harmonising assessments at country level when 
the aim is to stimulate dialogue and governance reform; and (5) Making results public unless 
there are compelling reasons not to do so. 

 
UNDP Oslo Governance Centre (n.d.). A Users’ Guide to Measuring Local Governance.  
http://www.undp.org/content/dam/aplaws/publication/en/publications/democratic-governance/dg-
publications-for-website/a-users-guide-to-measuring-local-governance-/LG%20Guide.pdf 

The guide provides guidance to practitioners on the field on the multiplicity of tools and 
methods that are being used by different donor institutions to measure, assess and monitor 
governance at the local level. The first part is a discussion of theoretical/conceptual issues 
relating to local governance and outlines what is meant by local governance and describes the 
kinds of issues, concepts and priorities for local governance that existing measurement and 
assessment tools tend to focus on. This first part also provides guidance on challenges and 
opportunities for assessing local governance. The guidance is based on direct feedback from 
users of assessment tools, a distillation of good practices, and four illustrative case study 
examples.  
The second part, or Source Guide, is an inventory of 22 existing assessment tools and 
methodologies produced by different institutions specifically for the local and decentralised 
level. Detailed information is provided on each tool, including: history, objectives, applicability, 
the types and sources of data used, methodology used, key actors/stakeholders involved, the 
results reporting format, the gender and poverty focus (if it has one), strengths and 
weaknesses, the coverage, timeline, the assumptions in the method, contact details and any 
supplementary tools/guidelines related to the particular instrument.  
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http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/46/60/30395116.pdf 
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ID=1 
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Session 3.2. Strategic support options  
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This session will focus on strategic support strategies for decentralisation. It will discuss 
issues such as entry points, sequencing and capacity development. It provides ideas and 
aims at triggering discussions on obstacles to, and opportunities integration of cross-cutting 
issues as well as for better harmonisation and alignment of development partner support. 
 
During the first part of this session, a power-point presentation will introduce the basic issues 
arising while designing support strategies. You will then have an opportunity to engage in 
small group discussions to share examples of successful support strategies. You will be 
asked during this exercise to identify a list of recommendations for designing effective 
support strategies for (sector) decentralisation and local governance. 
 
The second part of the session will focus on the challenges of designing aligned and 
harmonised support strategies. It will start with a brief plenary presentation on the overall 
response strategies that relate to the country typologies.	   The session will end with a 
discussion on the challenges faced when dealing with harmonisation and alignment in the 
design of support to (sector) decentralisation and local governance. At the end of the 
discussion the main points will be summarised, and the conclusions will be linked back to the 
theory that was presented throughout this day.  
 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
Part 1: Introduction 
 
How to identify strategic options for supporting decentralisation? 
Concrete strategic options for support to local governance and decentralisation (in sectors) 
should preferably be based on a thorough analysis of the country context in which the ‘open-
system’ approach has been applied, a solid political and institutional analysis of the country 
context has been carried out, and the different actors and stakeholders in the 
decentralisation process have been mapped and understood This should be completed by 
poverty and inequality, gender assessments amongst others. ( 
 
There are four key aspects mentioned in EuropeAid’s Reference Document on Supporting 
Decentralisation and Local Governance in Third Countries (2007) that need to be considered 
when identifying concrete strategic options: focus, entry point, sequencing and determining 
the capacity development approach. 
 
The focus very much determines the nature of the decentralisation programme or project(s), 
which can be grounded in a theory of change underlying supporting processes in several 
ways: 
• bottom-up, 
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• top-down (which might be justifiable under certain conditions), 
• a combination of both. 
 
Clarity is also needed on whether the support is to strengthen administrative de-
concentration, fiscal decentralisation and/or political decentralisation (promoting the 
emergence of local governance and democracy). Other important focus questions are to 
what extent the support should concentrate on demand-driven and inclusive service delivery, 
stimulate sustainable economic (rural) development and strengthen state institutions as well 
as non-state actors and empowerment of the poor and vulnerable.. 
 
In terms of entry points, a variety of options may emerge from the assessment, for example: 
• central government institutions; 
• regional governments; 
• local governments; 
• local economic actors, producer organisations, private companies; 
• civil society, non-governmental organisations, associations, media; 
• supervisory bodies, such as parliaments, audit courts and ombudsmen. 
 
The philosophy of supporting processes with either a bottom-up approach, a top-down 
approach, or a combination of both, as mentioned above, can be operationalised through 
focusing on one of these different actors and entry points. For example, in a centralised and 
highly controlled environment, support to non-governmental and community-based 
organisations can help to create a bottom-up development dynamic which, over the longer 
term, might result in the creation of capacities at the decentralised level. Those capacities 
should  be further strengthened at later stages, when the environment is more conducive to 
the implementation of a national decentralisation policy. 
 
Alternatively, there might be times, or opportunities, when the decentralisation process can 
be supported through broad involvement of central government institutions. 
Choices evidently can be thematic (and all-encompassing, like providing training to local 
councillors throughout a country) or sector-specific whereby one or more levels are 
supported (e.g. the central, regional, district and commune levels).  
 
A choice concerning sequencing requires a good understanding of the decentralisation 
process in terms of its maturity, momentum, the time it takes to advance the reform and how 
it can be linked with complementary government reform initiatives, such as public finance 
reform. The sequencing aspect also demands thorough coordination with other development 
partners and the processes they are engaged in. Activities engaged in by other actors can 
help to determine whether development partner support should link with that of other 
partners, or whether the focus should be on unattended areas. You will find tips and tricks on 
sequencing in Box 3.2.1.  
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Finally, another crucial aspect of the design process is having clarity on the capacity 
development approach (CD) to be followed. This includes issues such as the feasibility and 
affordability of an intervention, its sustainability after the support is ended, options for 
coordination and management by partners and how to strengthen capacities (including on 
cross-cutting topics such as gender equality). However, the capacity development approach 
is often not well thought through, and a lack of sustainability of development partner 
interventions has been an on-going concern (OECD, 1999). Capacity development is often 
too restricted to the technical-functional dimension (i.e. skills and capabilities amongst 
others) and does not take the political dimensions (e.g. motivation, incentives, relations, 
interests etc.) sufficiently into account. 
 
 
An interesting approach in this regard is UNDP’s approach to CD, which takes the existing 
base of capacity in every situation as its starting point and supports national efforts to extend 
and retain them, building on nationally determined priorities, policies and desired results. 
According to the Reference Document on Capacity Development for Local Governance and 
Decentralization that was drafted for DeLoG by Arne Svensson in 2009, similar approaches 
are used by other DeLoG members. This approach is centred on the idea that CD is a 
process that comprises a set of ongoing interventions and recognises the five steps captured 
in figure 3.2.1 as the core approach to CD. For every context, the process begins by jointly 
establishing the need for a rigorous approach to capacity development, conducting 
assessments to establish the capacity baseline, suggesting responses based on the 
assessment outcomes, providing implementation support to the responses and helping with 
measuring change in capacity are the fundamental steps to be followed. This approach is 
then adapted and tailored to the specific situation.  

Box 3.2.1 Tips and tricks: Some lessons learned on sequencing 
 Develop shared plausible scenarios for critical external factors 
 Identify shared likely “critical paths” 
 Prioritise investing in a shared vision on decentralisation  
 reforms with the greatest possibility of achieving results in a relatively short period of 

time aligned with government policy and donor harmonisation  
 Avoid trying to do too much too quickly 
 Be aware and incorporate to the extent possible the various dimensions (political, 

administrative, fiscal) throughout the process 
 Be sure powers are transferred before supporting capacity building 
 Emphasize facilitation of mutual ‘learning by doing’ (finance) 
 Train only when the need is felt  
 Create incentives for improved performance  
 
Mainly From: EuropeAid (2007). Reference Document on Supporting Decentralisation and 
Local Governance in Third Countries. 
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Figure 3.2.1 UNDP’s Capacity Development process 
 

 
 
Source: UNDP. 2007. Supporting Capacity Development: the UNDP approach.  
 
 
Regarding decentralisation and local governance reform, the CD approach must move 
beyond training and low-level technical assistance in order to address broader questions of 
political changes, institutional change, leadership, empowerment and public participation, 
thus, ensuring sustainability. The CD approach assesses capacity at three different 
interrelated levels in an evolving context: 
 

• Individual level – This refers to the skills, experience and knowledge of the people 
within an organisation (or with the organisation), acquired through formal training and 
education, or through learning-by-doing. The individual level should not be limited to 
people working within the organisation but also include partners and civil society. 

• Organisational level – This includes policies, procedures and frameworks that allow 
an organisation to fulfil its mandate.  

• Inter-organisational level – This includes policies, procedures and frameworks that 
allow an organisation to collaborate to attain development objectives.  

• Evolving context or system level (Enabling environment) – Organisations and 
people work within a broader system. The enabling environment includes policies, 
legislation, power relations, culture and social norms – also known as the “rules of the 
game.”  
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In their 2004 evaluation series “Lessons learned on Donor Support to Decentralisation and 
Local Governance”, the OECD DAC presents the results of an analysis of thirteen 
evaluations that they received from OECD/DAC members. In this report they state that only a 
few of these programmes have been successful in securing short-term sustainability, partly 
due to a lack of a well thought through CD approach. They point out that there seems to be 
great potential for ensuring longer-term sustainability through: 

• Better institutionalisation or up-scaling of pilot programmes: 
The ultimate form of sustainability is where the content or practice of a programme is 
completely institutionalised in government policy or decision-making procedures in 
the partner country. In order for development partner programmes with limited 
geographical focus to become institutionally sustainable at the national level they 
need to be scaled up and replicated in all districts.  

• Formulation of exit and/or mainstreaming strategies in every support programme from 
the initial stages: 
The ultimate goal of every external actor in governance reform should be to make it 
redundant as soon as possible. However, a clear exit strategy is often still missing in 
project documents. 

 
Small group exercise 
You will be engaging in a small-group discussion, which aims to distil lessons learnt from 
your own experiences regarding effective support strategies to decentralisation (in sectors) 
and local governance. You will first be asked to come up with examples of decentralisation 
strategies that - in your opinion – have been successful in terms of social inclusive and 
equitable as well as ecological sustainable development.. Subsequently, you will analyse 
what made these strategies successful. Finally, you will distil a list of lessons learnt from 
these examples and group these examples according to four steps of the identification 
process: 
 

•  Focus 
•  Entry points 
•  Sequencing of support 
•  Capacity development approach 

 
Managing the identification process tends to be labour-intensive and time-consuming, and 
careful management is key. In Box 3.2.2, you will find some general tips and tricks. 
 
Box 3.2.2 Tips and tricks for managing the identification process 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Tips and tricks  
 
• Promote and facilitate a gender-balanced and inclusive multi-actor dialogue throughout 
the process, 
• Make sure that government stays on board 
• Mobilise existing sources of local knowledge, including key female resource persons 
• Coach the consultants  with a pro-poor and gender perspective 
• Be gender sensitive, social inclusive,  transparent and communicate about outputs. 
 
Adapted from: EuropeAid (2007). Reference Document on Supporting Decentralisation 
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Issues in the identification phase are: 

• How candid a donor should -and can - be about assessments and theories of change 
underlying his support strategy given the necessity of multi-actor dialogue and 
government ownership of the process? 

• How to include “the voices of the poor”, i.e. the citizens that neither read or write nor 
speak the language of the government of their country? 

• How to ensure a balance (gender, vulnerable groups, and ethnic minorities)? 
 
 
Part 2: Alignment and harmonisation in the design of support strategies 
 
Strengthening nationally driven DLG policies through harmonised strategic responses 
DeLoG´s country specific guiding principles call for development partners (DPs) to build on 
and strengthen nationally driven DLG policies with harmonised strategic responses from DP 
according to the different degrees of and commitment to decentralisation and local 
governance. DeLoG has developed overall response strategies that relate to specific country 
typologies.  
The four main overall response strategies are outlined in the country specific guiding 
principles and correspond with the country typologies that were presented in the morning. 
 
1. In “actively decentralising countries” with country-owned decentralisation strategies and 
political will: development partners are invited to fully align their strategies, approaches, 
funding instruments and procedures to the national framework. 

• DPs can support programmes that provide comprehensive and harmonised support 
to all key aspects of decentralisation reforms (policy, legal, political, fiscal and human 
resource management). 

• Also support development of management capacities at central and local level and 
adjustments of institutional arrangements during implementation of National 
Decentralisation Strategies, fiscal reforms to balance local revenue and fiscal transfer 
systems 

2. In “advanced intermediate decentralising countries”, the task at hand will be to stimulate 
the emergence and consolidation of a coherent national policy on decentralisation while 
providing support for policy experiments with selected national and local stakeholders (within 
and outside government) 
 

• Assisting central level authorities to implement, monitor and evaluate decentralisation 
policies and their impacts  

• Pro-poor growth, social inclusion and equality and demand-driven public service 
delivery. 

• Supporting fiscal decentralisation (this is strategic when some basic legal framework 
and LG responsibilities are in place) 

• Developing capacities for effective and gender-responsive local government 
• Supporting inter-municipal cooperation 
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• Promoting local accountability and community empowerment (especially the 
empowerment of marginalised groups within communities) 

• Assisting central government to coordinate donor support for decentralisation. 
 
3. In “early intermediate decentralising countries”, response strategies will have to build on 
existing windows of opportunities (in sectors or at local level) and support drivers of change. 

• Supporting the design of national decentralisation policies and strengthening the 
related capacities (support LGAs and/or mechanisms for representation of LGs in 
policy dialogue) 

 
4. In “non-decentralising countries” or fragile states/post-conflict situations. Focus first on 
creating a basic legitimacy (i.e. rule of law) and invest then in shaping the pre-conditions for 
a decentralisation vision through a variety of entry points and instruments. It is of critical 
importance to act jointly as donor community. If no formal coordination structure exists 
among DPs working on decentralisation and local governance in a country, such a forum 
should be set up. All relevant DPs, including DPs working with decentralisation within specific 
sectors, should be invited.  

• Support advocacy for public administration reform and decentralisation (policy 
dialogue, support to national policy research centres) 

• Taking account of principles of good governance – participation, inclusion, equality – 
and human rights 

• Stimulating the demand side for reforms (general public, municipalities, NGO’s and 
private sector) 

 
For the countries in the categories with limited commitment to promote decentralisation and 
enter into dialogue with DPs, where the process is recent, the following steps could be taken: 

• If you cannot align, then harmonise: if the national government is not interested in any 
alignment at all, the DPs could still move forward regarding the harmonisation 
process, using the general guidelines to harmonise support to key institutions, 
financial management, reviews, audits, etc. 

• Although only few advances may be made within the five critical pillars for 
decentralisation, these few advances could be used as the first “building blocks” for 
harmonisation, e.g. a common approach to fiscal decentralisation. 

 
For the countries in the categories with stronger commitment, one or more roundtables 
should be promoted for dialogue, a road map for alignment and harmonisation should be 
agreed, and the principles from the General Guiding Principles on alignment and 
harmonisation applied. 
 
For all categories of countries the following elements can be relevant: 

• Start up a dialogue with stakeholders without waiting until all DPs commit themselves 
to Alignment and Harmonisation (A&H). 

• Evaluate periodically the progress made by DPs toward harmonisation (and conduct 
peer reviews). 
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• Require each DP to draw up A&H strategies that include coordination between 
general DLG support and sector programme support as well as support to cross-
cutting issues (e.g. gender), though each is free to make decisions. 

• Harmonise support to civil society participating in processes of decentralisation and 
local governance. Basket funds for support to civil society with national management 
and governance structures have shown good results and could be replicated and 
expanded. Address social, political and economic empowerment of the poor and 
vulnerable. 

• It is difficult to achieve a common technical assistance plan, but this would represent 
a great step forward. 

• The establishment of joint gender sensitive monitoring, evaluation and audit 
mechanisms is a key issue. 

 
 
Preconditions and action points for improving DP alignment and coordination 
The preconditions and action points for improving DP alignment and coordination that were 
derived from four country studies (Benin, Nepal, Nicaragua, Tanzania) carried out for DeLoG 
(Alignment strategies for Decentralisation and Local Governance, 2007) are summarised 
below: 
 
DP Alignment to country strategies: 
The alignment of DP support to country strategies depends strongly on the framework 
provided by partner governments, and the alignment process can take various forms: 

• Alignment to non-coherent national strategies can lead to conflicting and 
contradictory support strategies, therefore integration of decentralisation into overall 
national strategies is essential (poverty Reduction Strategy Paper). 

• Gradual alignment to key elements of a national framework can facilitate the 
development of a comprehensive overall support programme with joint funding 
mechanisms. 

• An overall strategy for development cooperation and partnerships (Joint Assistance 
Strategy) will facilitate alignment and harmonisation. 
 

DP Coordination Mechanisms: 
To improve coordination between government and DPs and between DPs in order to make 
support to decentralisation and local governance more efficient, it is essential to: 

• Make coordination more comprehensive horizontally and vertically to be able to 
address all dimension relevant to the decentralisation process in a coherent manner 

• Ensure government commitment for its leadership role for the DP coordination 
• Set-up road map with specific milestones for enhancing coordination and 

harmonisation within the DP group, moving from exchange of information, mapping 
exercises and the development of ToRs for the group towards joint missions, 
common funding mechanisms and partnership and representation arrangements. 

 
In their publication “Lessons learned on DP support to decentralisation and local 
governance”, the OECD-DAC (2004) states that it is widely recognised that development 
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partner coordination is crucial for cost-effective utilisation of scarce resources. However, 
although most DPs have committed to this harmonisation of procedures and modalities, 
changing the traditional way of operating has proved to be a challenging and lengthy 
process. In terms of alignment, the OECD states that although some DPs are already co-
ordinating their support with partner governments’ policies, plans and capacity building 
programmes, it is frequently observed that co-ordination is limited and represents 
programme weakness. Furthermore, they argue that DP coordination is generally weak as a 
result of many factors, including a common belief that this should be the responsibility of 
government rather than DPs themselves; the need of agencies to deliver a readily identifiable 
product; and the preference of governments to deal with DPs on an individual basis. They 
recommend that DPs and partner governments should examine obstacles to effective DP co-
ordination and endeavour to make sure that DP programmes in this field are better co-
ordinated. 
 
In order to move towards more harmonised and aligned approaches for decentralisation and 
local governance, a first step would be to understand the factors inhibiting and supporting 
this in their own and other DPs organisations. A next step would be to try to alter the 
inhibiting factors and build upon the supporting factors, in order to create a climate that is 
more conducive to working in a aligned and harmonised manner.  
 
We will discuss these issues. The questions you will be asked to discuss are: 
 
When designing support strategies, what are the obstacles for effective donor harmonisation 
and alignment:  

•  within development partners’ organisations?  
•  within partner governments? 

And (how) can these be altered? 
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KEY READINGS AND BACKGROUND MATERIAL  
 
DeLoG, 2007. Alignment strategies for Decentralisation and Local Governance. 
http://www.delog.org/cms/upload/pdf/wg/AlignmentStudy_MainReportFinal_Oct2007.pdf 

This report summarises the findings of four country studies (Benin, Nepal, Nicaragua, and 
Tanzania) and consolidates these findings in view of the four thematic issues related to aid 
harmonisation and effectiveness and puts forward the lessons learned and perspectives.  

 
OECD-DAC, 2004. Lessons learned on DP support to decentralisation and local governance. 
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/46/60/30395116.pdf 

This publication contains a synthesis of evaluation studies of decentralisation and local 
governance support programmes, aimed at practitioners dealing with the design, management 
and evaluation of such programmes as well as those stakeholders involved in local 
government reforms, e.g. civil society organisations, politicians and central and local 
government officials. The study identifies a number of areas where positive results have been 
achieved, particularly in the field of fiscal decentralisation and financial management, as well 
as in relation to the strengthening of civil society at local level. On the other hand, the study 
singles out a number of issues in need of further evaluation and research.  

 
Svensson, A., 2009. Reference Document on Capacity Development for Local Governance and 
Decentralization. DeLoG.  
http://www.sdc-decentralization.net/en/Home/library/Documents?applState=detail&itemID=3611 

The Reference Document should provide guidance and practical recommendations on the five 
steps of the capacity development (CD) cycle: (i) engage with stakeholders; (ii) assess 
capacity assets and needs; (iii) formulate capacity development responses; (iv) implement 
capacity development responses; and (v) evaluate change in capacity, and ensure sustained 
national capacity development. 
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http://mirror.undp.org/magnet/Docs/dec/GLOBAL2.HTM 
 
J Court, V Fritz and E Gyimah-Boadi 2007. Measuring Governance: What Guidance for Aid Policy?  
http://www.odi.org.uk/pppg/politics_and_governance/publications/GAPWP5.pdf 
 
EuropeAid. 2007. Reference Document on Supporting Decentralisation and Local Governance in 
Third Countries. Brussels, Belgium. 
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/what/governance/documents/decentralisation_local_governance_refdoc
_final_en.pdf 
 
EuropeAid. 2008. Reforming Technical Cooperation and Project Implementation Units for External Aid 
provided by the European Commission. Brussels, Belgium. 
http://ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/backbone_strategy_technical_cooperation_en.pdf 
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Session 3.3. Designing and implementing 
harmonised and aligned support strategies  
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This first afternoon session builds on the previous one – strategic support options – to focus 
on design and implementation of harmonised and aligned support strategies for 
decentralisation. After a short introduction, you will jointly reflect on the role donors can play 
as agents of change and addressing social inclusion and equality, pro-poor and human rights 
approaches.. Then, you will break up into groups for a structured exchange of experience on 
four questions:   
  

• How to support the design and operation of different funding mechanisms for local 
government?  

• How to support the design and implementation of capacity development 
programmes? 

• How to support the design and implementation of decentralised service delivery? 
• How can you consider gender aspects in designing support strategies? 

 
The discussion in the groups will draw on practical cases, some of which will be presented by 
participants. Due attention will be given to the challenges of coordination, harmonisation and 
alignment as well as lessons learned.   
  

After the tea break the conclusions of the three groups will be reported and discussed in the 
plenary session.  
 
The emphasis is on the following exchange of participant’s experience. First in three groups 
followed by discussion in the plenary. 
 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
The main points of previous sessions will be recalled with an emphasis on how to deal with 
the complexity of decentralisation processes and central-local collaboration. 
 
Local government and decentralisation as a complex multidimensional (multi-sector, multi-
actor, multi-level) and open system is the starting point. The relevant context evolves. The 
system is composed of multiple interacting learning and adapting actors, each with their own 
culture, agendas, and perceptions of context and expectations of other actors’ behaviour and 
tacit and explicit strategies to pursue their objectives in the public and/or their own interest. 
These actors interact in multiple arenas at multiple levels and between levels in different 
physical locations and virtual networks. Donors are part of the system. 
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Broader state reforms are an essential part of the relevant context of decentralisation. 
Plausible scenarios of the evolution of the relevant context are necessary to test robustness 
of support strategies under different scenarios. 
 
Important aspects are the likely implementation of regional strategies and cross border 
issues. If decentralisation is implemented the potential for tailor made local solutions by LGs 
to cross border problems is an important aspect of decentralisation. 
 
Many actors are potential and actual stakeholders in building willingness and ability for 
institutional innovation and social change. Elinor Ostrom and others have done fruitful 
research on the institutional variables that influence individuals’ decisions to initiate, support 
or accept institutional innovation (changes in the existing rules and power relations).. 
 
EuropeAid has developed a conceptual framework for the governance process for 
implementing support programmes. Balanced sector- and LGD support, the right mix of 
project-, programme- or budget support the major functions of dialogue, (joint) monitoring 
and decision making should all be understood in the open system perspective. 
 
Based on the ODI Working Paper by Harry Jones we then go into the question of why 
complexity matters in implementing policies and programmes in general and LGD support in 
particular (See box 3.3.1).  
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Box 3.3.1 The challenges of complexity (Jones, 2011) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
When dealing with complexity, facilitating decentralised action and self-organisation, 
building adaptive and emergent responses and using tools for negotiated learning are 
recommended.  
 
Issues can be situated in a cube of interfaces between knowledge and policy along the three 
dimensions of where, when and how. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Different types of issues require different approaches to designing and implementing policies and 
programmes. However, there are some particular features of complex problems that explain why 
they present particular challenges in implementing programmes and policies.  
 
Based on a broad body of research, Jones (2011) has categorised different types of policy issue 
into three dimensions:  
1.  For  some  problems,  the  capacity  to  act  can  come  from  well-defined,  smoothly  operating  
hierarchies; others cannot be controlled by one actor and involve distributed capacities and a  
variety of dynamics at different levels, with ongoing negotiations between them.   
2.  For some problems, there is relatively stable knowledge on cause and effect, or the means for 
addressing issues; this is less well-understood or straightforward for other issues, which are quite 
unpredictable.  
3.  For some problems, there is consensus on the questions policy must address, or the goals it 
must work towards; in others, there are many plausible and equally legitimate interpretations and 
perspectives.   
 
The different approaches needed are essentially about when, where and how knowledge should be 
linked to decision-making for implementation. The first is about where decision-making action takes 
place, and what levels are linked to knowledge (e.g. national vs. local level, women vs. men, young 
vs. old). The second is about when we gain important knowledge about action, and when crucial  
decisions  must  be  made  (e.g.  before an intervention vs. during it). The third is about how 
decision-making can fruitfully take place and how knowledge should be integrated (e.g. 
instrumental and technocratic vs. dialogue-based).   
 
Complex problems are those best characterised by the latter option for any of the three dimensions  
above: there is 1) limited knowledge of different levels and distributed capacities; 2) limited 
knowledge  of cause and effect and high unpredictability; or 3) limited consensus on the questions 
for policy to address or  the  overarching  goals.  
  
When traditional approaches are applied to complex issues, they are based on  inappropriate  
assumptions. They assume that knowledge and policy implementation can be  linked  in a 
straightforward, linear manner. 
 
Source: Taken out of Jones (2011) 
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Figure 3.3.1: Cube of interfaces between knowledge and policy 

 
Source: Jones (2010) 
 
 
In line with this thinking, EuropeAid proposes six ingredients to consider when dealing with 
the complex problem of harmonizing and aligning support: 

• Appointment of a lead DP, 
• Regular meetings open to national stakeholders, 
• Joint assessment, programming and evaluation, 
• Engaging in knowledge networking (joint seminars, e-discussion, etc.), 
• Sharing managerial responsibilities, and 
• Dividing tasks within “arena” work. 

 
After a recall of the main principles of how to support, we show key principles for balanced 
support at and between different levels. Such as: capacity development support at all levels, 
stimulation of execution of discretionary powers, application of subsidiarity, new 
accountability mechanisms, involvement of different actors, inclusive and equitable 
participation, recognition of specificity of sectors, support to sector ownership and donors 
coordination, etc. 
 
Donor organisations are important agents of changes in the system. Their effectiveness as 
such increases to the extent donors: 

 Acknowledge and realise the implications of being part of own national and 
international system as well as of the partner country system; 

 Imagine how they would perceive foreign donor support to administrative reform in 
their own country with current donor approaches; 

 Are willing and able to act as  a change agent; 
 Learn and let learn (support and use knowledge production); 
 Implement donor coordination, complementarity and coherence; 
 Adapt management approaches, processes and procedures; 
 Enable adult learning (right to error is essential); 
 Emphasize enabling conditions avoid process prescription; 
 Allow diversity and accept that end situation is not known. 

 
After recalling a number of recommendations for donors to act as change agents, we 
introduce the group work in four discussions focused on: 
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1. How to design and implement support instruments/modalities for Local Government 
finances? 

2. How to design and implement support for capacity development?  
3. How to design and implement support for decentralised service delivery? 
4. Is there a gender dimension in the three questions you just discussed? In which way 

would gender aspects need to be considered in these three topics?  
 
The findings of each group will then be shared in the plenary.  
 
Important Note: The division into groups has been encouraged here in order to allow 
participants to go into more depth on the specific aspects of the design and implementation 
of support strategies. It is however critical to recognise that each of the topics dealt with 
those specific groups (funding modalities, capacity development, service delivery) are all 
sides of the same coin, and need therefore to be brought together in order to get a 
comprehensive idea of ways and means to design and implement aligned and harmonised 
support strategies. The idea that these three elements should not be seen as exclusive but 
rather in a comprehensive manner, should be made clear by the trainers during the 
introduction to the group work and during the plenary session that closes Session 3.3. It 
should also be made clear that they all have a gender dimension and trainers should be able 
to give complement the work of the groups by giving concrete examples. For maximum 
learning effect, question four should be presented to participants after they have answered 
questions 1-3.  
 
 
GROUP 1: Support Instruments and funding modalities for local government finances  
 
The first group will look into support instruments for sustainable local government finance, 
and most notably funding modalities for local governments, i.e. systems and mechanisms 
that are used to channel financial resources to these entities with a view to provide them with 
sufficient funding to assume their mandate in terms of service delivery and local self-
government. An effort will however be made during the session to highlight the need for 
(support to) complementary reforms of local tax systems, and broader aspects of public 
financial management reforms. 

Sufficient time will be granted to discuss how performance-based grants can be used in 
different country-contexts, how specific criteria such as social inclusion and equality can be 
applied as well as the challenges of alignment and harmonization in this respect. Across-the 
board, participants will also be asked to reflect on how to create/reinforce appropriate 
incentives systems for local governments, not only to develop capacities and reforms in the 
area of PFM, but also to mobilise complementary finance to ensure “the right balance” 
between various sources of financing. 
 
Objectives of the session: 

• Reflect on how donors can best support (fiscal) decentralisation and sustainable 
municipal finance through (funding) modalities that meet the challenges of ownership, 
alignment and harmonization; 
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• Identify various instruments/modalities to support the design and operations of 
different funding mechanisms for local governments (i.e. systems and mechanisms 
that are used to channel financial resources to these entities with a view to providing 
them with sufficient funding to assume their mandate in terms of service delivery and 
local self-government) and assess their pros and cons in sector/country-specific 
settings; 

• Share experiences on how donor can support performance-based financing systems 
for local government in different country contexts (example of basket funding in the 
context of PBGS);  

• Discuss ways and provide guidance on how to create appropriate incentive systems 
for local government (e.g. to mobilise complementary finance, develop capacities and 
reforms). 

• Reflect on challenges and potentials to address social inclusion and equity as well as 
ecological sustainability in local budgeting and allocation.  

•  
 
Questions to be addressed: 

• What are some of the key principles that should guide the context-specific choice on 
the best support modality to encourage sustainable local governments (LG) finances? 

• How can donors support the development of clear, transparent, inclusive, equitable, 
timely and predictable IGFT systems? How can DP support stronger linkages 
between the investment funding, capacity development support and strong incentives 
for LGs to improve performance and capacity? What are the main challenges in 
providing technical assistance to establish/adjust IG fiscal transfer systems? 

• The potential of innovative Performance based grant schemes (PBGS) to influence 
LG public financial performance is often considered to be one of the most promising. 
Yet, PBGS is not necessarily directly implementable in all countries? What other 
support modalities can impact on LG PFM performance and how? 

• How can DP best support the design and operation of different funding mechanisms 
for local governments whilst addressing the challenges of coordination, harmonization 
and alignment? 

• How can DP best support LG mobilise complementary finance? 
 
GROUP 2: Capacity Development 
 
Implementation of support to decentralisation and local governance has to be supported with 
a capacity development perspective in mind. Interventions are for a limited period of time and 
need to serve endogenous processes of change. As such, the role and positioning of an 
intervention need to be continuously reflected upon to ensure that (ibid): 

• Activities can be gradually integrated into the partner context; 

• There is enough space and time for the partner institution/organisation to test its own 
approaches and ideas; 

• Partners construe the intervention as an opportunity to strengthen their own capabilities 
and do not use the resources for gap-filling purposes; 
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• The overall approach of the intervention is supportive and not perceived as dominating.  
 
This is entirely in line with the Paris Declaration, which has been formulated from a capacity 
development perspective. DeLoG´s guiding principles are in line with its principles as they 
are quite specific on the issue of capacity development.  
 
 
Box 3.3.2 DeLoG Specific Guiding Principle 3 

In many ways the issue of lack of capacity at the local government level is a “chicken and egg” 
dilemma. Decentralisation may not take place because of the lack of capacity, but capacity has never 
developed because there never has been any meaningful degree of decentralisation. The 
recommended approach to this issue is a pro-active policy that combines capacity development, 
empowerment and asymmetric measures with progressive devolution of responsibilities and financing 
instruments. It does not make much sense to wait for decades, as in some countries, for the capacity 
to appear at the local level. At such a pace local governments may never be ready. But the need for 
resources and a strategy may not be the main obstacle to developing capacity at the local level; 
rather, the problem may be entirely political.  

• Avoid fragmented ad-hoc approaches. Much remains to be done to properly frame DP 
supported capacity development activities in a coherent, long-term, institutional development 
strategy. Specific areas of attention include the need to (i) fully integrate the political nature of 
capacity development; (ii) respect the legitimate role of the different local actors throughout 
the project cycle (e.g. in the division of roles between central and local governments); (iii) 
combine support to government agencies and civil society actors; (iv) to improve methods and 
tools used to induce organisational change (e.g. within local governments).  

• Adopt an ‘empowerment’ approach to institutional development. In cases where such an 
approach has been adopted, this has led to impressive achievements in building local 
government capacity. In practice, it puts a premium on (i) starting from where the local 
governments are (rather than imposing standard formula for planning and management); (ii) 
accepting that capacity development emerges from a change process that will be incremental, 
unpredictable and risky; (iii) applying basic qualification criteria (willingness to change); (iv) 
injecting discretionary capital funds into local governments (so as to promote learning by 
doing); (v) incentives for good performance and penalties for poor or non-performance; and 
(vi) medium to long-term horizons. 

• Focus more on the ‘demand-side’ for capacity development support. One recurrent criticism of 
capacity development initiatives is that they are too ‘supply-driven’ (i.e. primarily conceived, 
designed and implemented by donor agencies). The need to better map and prioritise the 
‘demand side’ for capacity development is now widely recognised. The task at hand is to 
transfer responsibility for identifying capacity needs to the actors themselves (e.g. local 
governments) while considering practical and strategic gender needs. In cases of recent DLG 
processes, supply offerings must also be made available. One approach could be a flexible 
mix of supply and demand oriented to the specific situation and permitting joint determination 
(by trainer and trainee) of the goals of the measure. 

• Give responsibilities to local structures. DP’s have committed to reduce and finally abolish 
Project Implementation Units and shift to a more diverse set of technical and management 
support. Questions which go along with this policy are to what extent the support can be 
provided through existing (government) institutions and whether there is a need to 
(temporarily) work through other structures attached or even outside an institution (such as 
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women’s groups for example).  

• Capacity development and empowerment of all stakeholders is crucial, but should not be a 
goal in itself. Capacity development should finally enhance demand-driven service delivery 
and fostering social inclusive and equitable development.  

•  
 
3.1 Support and strengthen the domestic capacity to plan, implement and adjust 
decentralisation and local governance reforms and to achieve their objectives at all levels 
(DeLoG) 

Assignments of responsibilities should be in accordance with local capacities – however, without 
accepting some interim gaps it will in most poor countries be impossible to transfer functions. It should 
also be acknowledged that LG capacity can be developed along the principle of “learning by doing” 
and that capacity can be enhanced when responsibilities are being transferred. 

• Place greater focus on strengthening organizational capacity of local government units and 
deploying additional methods of capacity development and  knowledge management such as 
learning by doing backed by coaching and mentoring as a means to promote substantial 
changes to workplace performance or enhanced development capacity of target institutions. 

• Make capacity development more effective through “learning by doing” rather than through 
“listening”. There is an emerging consensus that decentralisation can, in itself, be the best way 
to build local capacity. Actually, it is even argued that the citizen oversight made possible by 
decentralisation can be an important incentive to actively improve capacity. 

Source: DeLoG 

 
Group two will concentrate on approaches and tools for capacity development at the national 
and sub-national level. If decentralisation is perceived as an open system, it is necessary to 
design systematic capacity development programmes, including all levels and sectors 
involved. Participants will share the capacity development processes where they themselves 
are involved in, and design a coherent capacity development programme for a specific case.  
 
 
GROUP 3: Decentralised Service Delivery 
 
This group session will focus on how to support the design of aligned and harmonised 
support to decentralised service delivery. After a brief introduction, our discussion will draw 
on practice cases presented by participants.  
 
The introduction is structured around four questions: 

 What is service delivery? 
 Why decentralise service delivery? 
 How to enhance social inclusive and equitable service delivery and make it 

responsive to local demand? 
  
 What does this imply for decentralising and decentralised service delivery? 
 What does this imply for donors? 
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 What does the idea of decentralised service delivery imply for gender mainstreaming 
in donor activities? 

 
Cases will be presented by previously contacted participants. When describing their agency’s 
experience with Decentralised Service Delivery, presenters may focus on the following 
aspects:  
• Fiscal, administrative, political and governance aspects of the process and result sought 

of decentralisation of service delivery;  
• Roles of ministries, LGs and donors in service delivery decentralisation;  
• Strategic and operational challenges encountered, lessons learned and practical advice 

for other participants that face similar challenges (for instance: How to deal with 
operational challenges or avoid certain pitfalls encountered? What has worked well, what 
was difficult?) ;  

 
Specific attention will be given to the challenges of coordination, harmonisation and 
alignment as well as lessons learned.  As for the other two groups, the conclusions of this 
third group will be reported by two participants and discussed in the plenary session.  
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
A consensus is emerging about: 
• the universal right to necessary social  services (primarily to primary education, health 

care & access to water but also to registry of births and deaths, access to transport, 
agricultural services, etc.); 

• the importance of accountability (political, administrative, social and legal);  
• an analysis in terms of relations between claim-holders and duty-bearers. 
 
It is important to be aware of the fact that service provision chains are interdependent. This is 
evident at the village and neighbourhood level where health posts or schools or pumps are 
seen to be built without energy supply or road access; but less obvious at the national level.  
 
A second important issue in service planning is to link, even in the most urgent situations, 
immediate need satisfaction with a long term perspective on institutional – governance – 
reform. 
 
Two conceptual frameworks for service delivery improvement are dominant in development 
circles: the rights based approach and the World Bank approach. They both emphasize the 
importance of accountability and of rights and duty bearers at the interfaces.  
 
The rights-based approach, as described by the United Nations Economic and Social 
Commission for Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP) distinguishes claim-holders and  duty-bearers,  
identifies  claim-duty relationships linking individuals and institutions in these roles, and 
determines the gap in capacity of claim-holders to claim their rights and of duty-bearers to 
fulfil their obligations. This can provide a basis for actions that, together with the normative 
framework of human rights mentioned above, can lead to institutional changes that support 
the realisation of human rights for all people. Furthermore, the effort is seen as reinforcing 
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itself, as processes of good governance are established and conditions of poverty are 
reduced (see Figure 3.3.2 below).  
(amongst others availability, accessibility and affordability needs to be addressed) 
 
Figure 3.3.2 Description of the Rights-Based Approach 

 
   
 
The 2004 World Development Report proposes a framework emphasizing a long and a short 
road to accountability. The idea is that organisations manage frontline providers and that 
clients exercise client power through interactions with frontline providers (see figure 3.3.2).  
 
In low-income countries a fifth role, played by external finance agencies, affects each of 
these relationships. Weaknesses in any of the relationships or in the capacity of the actors 
can result in service failures. Providers can be made directly accountable to clients (as in 
market transactions) by passing decisions and powers directly to citizens or communities the 
“short route” of accountability. But, more typically, the public sector is involved, so two key 
relationships - voice and compacts - make up the main control mechanism of the citizen in a 
“long route” of accountability. In either case, organizations (such as health, education, and 
water departments) need to be able to manage frontline providers.  
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Figure 3.3.3: Key relationships of power 
 

 
Source: World Development Report, 2004 
 
The private sector service quality approach to service provision allows for a finer analysis of 
what happens at the interfaces in the long and short routes, or in the rights based approach. 
The definition of quality as the gap between perceived and expected performance by a 
stakeholder is culturally neutral because both performance and quality are seen from the 
same stakeholder perspective (citizen/client, provider, politician, etc.). But at each interface 
in the routes or service provision chains from politicians/policy makers to end users/citizens 
perspectives are different, and alignment of quality dimensions must precede any reduction 
of gaps.  
 
At the interface between provider and client, improving service quality means aligning 
diverging dimensions of services, improving performance and/or reducing expectations 
(reduce gaps) for each dimension. But a few dimensions seem to be universal: demand for 
respect, reliability and predictability (it is better to know in advance there will be no water 
than to discover there is none when you need it to drink or wash or cook).  
 
Why decentralise service delivery? For each sector there are things you can and should 
decentralize to improve accessibility and affordability, user satisfaction, gender-sensitive 
targeting and technical quality and others that are better to be kept centralized for the same 
reasons. The right balance between decentralised/centralised service delivery varies per 
sector and depending on the circumstances. In general LGs strengthen a territorial approach: 
user quality, inter-sectoral synergies, potential for cross-border synergies. Central sectoral 
approaches to development strengthen technical quality and regional equity. 
 
Indicative examples: 
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• Local emphasis: rural water supply, education, health 
• Regional: roads, natural resources management (water) 
• National: registration of deaths, births and migration. 
 
What does this imply? 
 Accountability - political, legal, administrative and social – is central to improved service 

delivery. 
 Service delivery and decentralisation of service delivery always involve multiple actors at 

multiple levels: legislative, executive, and judiciary branches of government, cross cutting 
(finance, planning, etc.) and sector ministries, LGs, public and private service providers, 
CSOs customary and religious authorities and citizens. 

 Service delivery and decentralisation of service delivery are complex processes 
 
What does this imply for donors? 
 Donors are important actors in the supply chains 
 But their influence tends to lead to: 

- Strengthening top-down approaches even to decentralisation  
- Reduction of room for experimentation and variation 
- Neglect of the roles of the legislative and judiciary branches of government in 

improving service provision 
- Neglect of local dynamics in accountability 
- Gender blind approaches 

 Partner government ownership, alignment and harmonisation are essential 
 Particularly in developing shared gender sensitive country frameworks for understanding 

the evolution of relevant context, decentralisation processes and improvements in social 
inclusive and equitable service delivery. 
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KEY READINGS AND BACKGROUND MATERIAL  
 
Harry Jones, Foreword by David Booth. 2011. Taking responsibility for complexity; how 
implementation can achieve results in the face of complex problems. Overseas Development Institute, 
Working Paper 330. 
http://www.odi.org.uk/resources/docs/6485.pdf 
 
Elinor Ostrom. Background on the Institutional Analysis and Development Framework. 
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2010.00394.x/pdf 

This article provides an overview of the structure and evolution of the Institutional Analysis and 
Development (IAD) framework and a short introduction to its use by scholars to analyse a 
diversity of puzzles. It then addresses the relationship of IAD to a more complex framework for 
the analysis of social-ecological systems and concludes with a short discussion of future 
challenges facing IAD scholars. 

 
EuropeAid. 2007. Supporting Decentralisation and Local Governance in Third Countries. Tools & 
Method Series, Reference Document no. 2. 
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/what/governance/documents/decentralisation_local_governance_refdoc
_final_en.pdf 
 Chapter 5 of the Reference Document deals with ‘implementing decentralisation support’. 
 
 
Group 1-Support Instruments and funding modalities for Sustainable Local Government 
Finances 
 
DLGN.SDC (2010). Learn book on sustainable local government finances:  
http://www.dlgn-smf.ch/    

The "Learn Book" sums up the main results of DLGN learning project "Sustainable Local 
Government Finances".  It introduces right from the beginning the analytical framework on donor 
support dimensions, which are -- according to the text -- five-fold and encompasses the following 
elements: (1) Support to raise local governments’ own revenues, (2) Support to local governments 
through donor grants. (3) Support to Intergovernmental Fiscal Transfer Schemes, (4) Support to 
local governments for them to become eligible for borrowing, and (5) Support local governments 
through capacity building. Each section includes paragraphs on international trends, on SDC 
experience, on typical challenges encountered, and recommendations for future SDC support 
initiatives. It represents a good introduction to the topic at stake here, and a review of the state-of-
the-art trends when it comes to donor support for sustainable municipal finance. To go further, 
participants could also read the "state-of-the-art" report by KEK-CDC on “Donor Support to 
Sustainable Municipal Finance. A Survey of the International State-of-the-Art.” (see below for 
reference). 

 
UNCDF. 2010. Performance-Based Grant Systems, Concept and International Experience. New York, 
U.S.A.  
http://www.delog.org/cms/upload/pdf-fd/pgbs.pdf  
DeLoG. 2009. Fiscal Decentralisation and Options for Donor Harmonisation.  
http://www.delog.org/cms/upload/pdf/Fiscal_Decentralisation.pdf  

The Secretariat of the Development Partners Working Group on Local Governance and 
Decentralisation (DeLoG) has commissioned a desk study in the area of Fiscal Decentralisation 
with a focus on local taxation, in order to produce recommendations on two levels: (i) 
Simplification and optimisation of fiscal systems and (ii) harmonisation of development partners’ 
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interventions. Reference is made to positive as well as negative experience in a range of 
countries, including states at different stages of fiscal decentralisation. With regard to revenue 
generation at subnational levels, the focus is on real property tax and market fees and taxes. 
Selected examples regarding innovative modalities for performance-based grants, subnational 
borrowing and public-private partnerships are also analysed. 
For this session, participants are encouraged to notably read Chapter 5 on Performance-Based 
Grants System, as well as Annex 9 on technical recommendations for Performance-Based 
Grants. These parts point to key design and operational challenges that donors can encounter 
when supporting such systems and provide guidance on how to deal with these challenges. The 
author also illustrates, how different aid modalities have been used to support grant mechanisms 
in different countries. Drawing on examples, the author illustrates how donors can provide local 
governments with additional financial resources for infrastructure investments and capacity-
building. However, the author also highlight the need to give due attention to complementary 
reforms of local tax systems and broader aspects of public financial management reform.  

 
Group 2- Capacity Development 
 
Akrimi N. and J. W. Nibbering. 2009. Who calls the Shots? Capacity development for local 
governance: a case for harmonisation and alignment. 
http://www.delog.org/cms/upload/pdf/who_calls_the_shots.pdf 

This paper gives an overview of harmonisation and alignment issues that donors and other 
actors face when dealing with capacity development for local governance. To illustrate current 
practices, the paper presents examples from Benin where three Dutch donors (the 
Netherlands Embassy in Benin, SNV Netherlands Development Organisation and VNG 
International, the Co-operation Agency of the Association of Netherlands Municipalities) 
contribute in different and complementary ways to capacity development for local governance. 

 
Land, T., Hauck, V. and H. Baser. 2009. Capacity Change and Performance: Capacity development: 
between planned interventions and emergent processes Implications for development cooperation. 
(Policy Management Brief No. 22). Maastricht: ECDPM. 
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Download.nsf/0/5E619EA3431DE022C125759900
29E824/$FILE/PMB22_e_CDapproaches-capacitystudy.pdf  

Despite the greater importance attached to capacity development, insufficient attention has 
been given to fully understanding how capacity develops in different organisational and 
societal contexts. The same applies to ensuring that aid agencies provide appropriate support 
for country-led efforts. This Policy Management Brief, which draws on the findings of an 
ECDPM study on capacity, change and performance, aims to contribute to a growing body of 
knowledge on capacity development. It does so by highlighting the study’s main findings on 
how capacity develops as well as by taking account of evolving insights on this discussion. 

 
OECD-DAC 2006. The Challenge of Capacity Development: Working towards Good Practice. OECD-
DAC Reference Document.  
http://www.delog.org/cms/upload/pdf/the_challenge_of_capacity_development.pdf  

This document recognises that capacity development is a fundamental component of 
development and aid effectiveness. This is why the DAC Network on Governance and the 
Learning Network on Capacity Development prepared this publication, which reviews 40 years 
of development experience, and concludes that donors and partners countries alike have 
tended to look at capacity development as mainly a technical process, or as a transfer of 
knowledge or institutions from North to South. It explains how donors have often failed to 
recognise the critical importance of country ownership and leadership, and how they 
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underestimated the importance of the broader political context within which capacity efforts 
take place. It also offers invaluable guidance about how to think systematically through the 
capacity development challenge. The evidence suggests that what is necessary is a 
fundamental change in development practice, including focusing on capacity as an 
endogenous process, agreeing at country level on capacity objectives and monitoring 
outcomes from the perspective of the beneficiaries. Such changes could have a substantial 
impact on development outcomes. 

 
Group 3- Decentralised Service Delivery 
 
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, World Bank. 2003. World Development 
Report 2004 ‘Making Services Work for Poor People’. 
http://elibrary.worldbank.org/doi/abs/10.1596/0-8213-5637-2 
 
World Bank. 2005. Service Delivery in LICUS contexts. Balancing Short-term Provision with Longer-
term Institutional Goals. Discussion Note. 
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTSF/Resources/395669-1126194965141/1635383-
1154459301238/LICUSServiceDelivery_ConceptNote.pdf 
 
Sheng, Y.K. et al. 2007. Access to basic services for the poor: the importance of good governance, 
Asia-Pacific MDG Study Series. 
http://www.unescap.org/pdd/publications/MDG-access2basic-service/MDG-access-to-basic-
services.pdf 
 
Jelmin, K. 2012. Democratic Accountability in Service Delivery. A Synthesis of Case Studies. 
International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance. 
http://www.idea.int/resources/analysis/democratic-accountability-in-service-delivery.cfm 
 
 
Parasuraman A., Valarie A. Zeithaml, & Leonard L. Berry, "A Conceptual Model of Service Quality and 
Its Implications for Future Research". Journal of Marketing. Vol. 49. (Fall 1985). 41-50 
http://faculty.mu.edu.sa/public/uploads/1360593395.8791service%20marketing70.pdf 

The attainment of quality in products and services has become a pivotal concern of the 1980s. 
While quality in tangible goods has been described and measured by marketers, quality in 
services is largely undefined and un-researched. The author attempts to rectify this situation by 
reporting the insights obtained in an extensive exploratory investigation of quality in four service 
businesses and by developing a model of service quality. Propositions and recommendations to 
stimulate future research about service quality are offered. 
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OTHER LITERATURE 

Group 1- Support Instruments and funding modalities for Sustainable Local Government 
Finances 
 
AFD. 2005. Financer les investissements des villes des pays en développement. Synthèse des 
travaux du Groupe de travail «Financement des investissements des collectivités territoriales ». Paris : 
AFD.  
http://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/fr/IMG/pdf/ND-24.pdf  
 
German Development Institute Briefing Paper. 2010. Integrated Fiscal Decentralisation: Taking New 
Aid Modalities to the Local Level. 
 
http://www.die-gdi.de/briefing-paper/article/integrated-fiscal-decentralisation-taking-new-aid-
modalities-to-the-local-level/ 

The question of combining  the implementation of the new aid agenda with the challenges of 
advancing subsidiarity oriented decentralisation in many developing countries has been neglected 
for some years, as most of the discussion on ownership, the use of partner country systems, 
donor harmonisation and alignment has been focused on the central government level. This being 
the case, this document discusses the opportunities for and challenges to integrated fiscal 
decentralisation (IFD) from a domestic and a donor perspective, considering its potential in terms 
of alignment, coordination and the absorption of ODA funds. 

 
Ilias Dirie (2008). Municipal Finance: Innovative Resourcing for Municipal Infrastructure and Service 
Provision. Report prepared by Mr Ilias Dirie for the Commonwealth Local Government Forum in 
cooperation with ComHabitat. 
http://www.clgf.org.uk/userfiles/1/File/Municipal_Finance_Paper.pdf   
 
Nitschke, U. and T. Auracher. The right balance. In: D+C, 2010/09, Tribune, pp. 336-337. 
http://www.inwent.org/ez/articles/178161/index.en.shtml   
 
Steffenson, J., 2010. Fiscal decentralisation and sector funding principles and practices. DANIDA, 
Kopenhagen, Denmark 
http://um.dk/en/~/media/UM/English-
site/Documents/Danida/Activities/Strategic/Human%20rights%20and%20democracy/Democracy/Fisca
l%20decentralisation%20annex%201.ashx 

 This Paper is intended to provide a general introduction to the subjects on Fiscal Decentralisation 
(FD) as well as lessons learned from a number of developing countries with recent experiences 
with FD. It introduces the main principles behind and components of FD and the links to the sector 
funding. It finally introduce some experiences from various modalities for support to FD, based on 
experiences from a large number of reforms in developing countries in Africa, Asia and Latin 
America. A number of technical annexes provide more detailed information on some of the core 
issues. In the context of this session, participants are notably encouraged to read Chapter 5 on 
IGFT, Chapter 7 on LG PFM and Fiscal Accountability, as well as Chapter 10 on Support 
Modalities.  

 
United Cities and Local Governments. 2007. Policy Paper on Local Finance, Including the UCLG 
Support Paper.  
http://www.cities-
localgovernments.org/uclg/upload/template/templatedocs/local_finance_policy_paper_en.pdf 
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Werner J., A. Yorke (2006). Options for Finance and Grants to Support Municipal Infrastructure 
Delivery in Ethiopia. Report prepared for the GTZ. Eschborn. 
 
Matthias Boss, Dieter Zürcher, Katharina Walker (2010). "Donor Support to Sustainable Municipal 
Finance. A Survey of the International State-of-the-Art". Zurich, 2010 
 
 
Group 2-Capacity Development 
 
Capacity.org. 2011. Voices of Capacity Development. 
http://www.delog.org/cms/upload/pdf-cd/voices-of-capacity-development.pdf 
 
EuropeAid. 2005. Institutional Assessment and Capacity Development: Why, what and how? Aid 
Delivery concept paper – a contribution to development thinking. 
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/multimedia/publications/documents/tools/europeaid_institutional_assess
ment_capacity_devlpmt_2006_en.pdf  
 
Learning Network on Capacity Development (LenCD). 2011. Case stories on capacity development 
and sustainable results. 
http://www.delog.org/cms/upload/pdf-cd/CDCapacity-Results-Case-Stories-CDandSusREsults.pdf  
 
UNDP. 2007. Supporting Capacity Development: the UNDP approach. Five steps for Capacity 
Development. 
 
UNDP. 2010. Capacity Development: Measuring Capacity. 
http://www.delog.org/cms/upload/pdf-cd/UNDP_Measuring_Capacity_July_2010.pdf 
 
 
WEB SOURCES 
 
Capacity.org: a gateway for capacity development 
http://www.capacity.org/  
 
A good resource portal on capacity development for governance and decentralisation, including 
many links to relevant documents, studies and toolkits, can be found on the website of the 
KIT/Royal Tropical Institute: 
http://www.kit.nl/kit/Capacity-development-for-governance-and-decentralization 
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OTHER INTERESTING MATERIAL SUGGESTED DURING THE SEMINAR 
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Day 4: 
Monitoring Change 

  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Overview 
 
Overall Learning Objective 
 
Session 4.1 Monitoring and evaluation of support to local governments and 
decentralisation  
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Overall Learning Objective 
 
During day 4, you will be guided through the process of designing appropriate monitoring and 
evaluation systems, existing methodologies with their strengths and weaknesses, and 
possible ways of strengthening the gender-sensitive monitoring and evaluation capacities of 
local stakeholders. This will help in identifying useful tools and approaches addressing also 
social inclusive, equitable and sustainable development..  
 
After that we will have a panel discussion that focuses on the practical aspects of 
coordination and cooperation among donor partners and of aligning with country 
governments, which will help you in developing harmonisation and alignment in your own 
working context. The content of this discussion will be adapted as much as possible to the 
need of all participants. The questions that will be discussed will be formulated during the 
course by the team of facilitators taking into account participants’ specific concerns and will 
address outstanding issues from previous discussions in the course. The facilitators’ team 
will subsequently choose panellists that would be able to share specific insights/experiences 
related to these questions.   
 
Finally, the participants will be asked to fill in a detailed final evaluation questionnaire on the 
training course. The results of this evaluation and the comments and remarks collected are 
used to improve the training course in view of future editions. 
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Session 4.1. Monitoring and evaluation of support to 
local governance and decentralisation  
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This session builds on session 3.3 that deals with more general implementation challenges 
of the support to decentralisation related to the choice of instruments and modalities of 
support, financing instruments for local governments, capacity development and social 
inclusive and equitable  service delivery. 
This session will focus on one specific aspect of implementation of assistance: monitoring 
and evaluation. It will inform you on recent trends in the present thinking on M&E of support 
to decentralisation and innovative practices.  
At the end of the presentation, we will stimulate a discussion in the plenary on a few 
challenging issues related to M&E of decentralisation. 
 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
Context  
There has been since the late 90s increasing discussion on approaches and tools for 
monitoring results and impacts of decentralisation processes and related assistance. A 
global trend is the growing interest in performance assessment tools for local authorities. 
The Harmonisation process (Paris/Accra/Busan) has increased discussions on result-based 
management, accountability in interventions, and there has been a shift towards programme-
based approaches. A current trend is the need for ‘evidence of the effectiveness of support 
to decentralisation’., local governance performance and development results.  
 
 
Monitoring and evaluating support to local governance and decentralisation:  
challenges and trends  
M&E of support to decentralisation and local governance is a rather complex and technical 
subject. A review of literature shows that the subject has gained importance in the context of 
the debate on MDGs and the commitments of the Paris Declaration and AAA to result based 
management and mutual accountability. Development agencies and organisations in partner 
countries have invested in (action) research and explored new methods and tools that can 
address the specific challenges encountered when aiming to support decentralisation or 
operating sector programmes in decentralised contexts (Steinich 2000, Lorenz and 
Zimmermann 2004, van Oosterhout 2004, Commission/EuropeAid 2007, Le Bay and Loquai 
2008).   
 
Since the beginning of this decade, efforts have been made to promote a consensus on M&E 
terminology and harmonise approaches to M&E. The work of the ‘DAC Network on 
Development evaluation’ can be quoted in this context. The specific guiding principles of 
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DeLoG give orientations on M&E of support to decentralisation and local governance (see 
below).    
 
Yet, there remain differences in the in M&E culture and practice between donors and aid 
agencies (e.g. with regard to the definition of terms, such as impact and outcome, the 
definition of terms (impact, outcome), the priority given to M&E in every day work, the 
preference for specific approaches and methods (e.g. PM&E tools, randomized trials) or the 
sharing and dissemination of evaluation results. Therefore, it is useful to clarify these 
concepts for the purpose of the course.  
 
Some basic concepts  
The terms “monitoring” and “evaluation” are often used together as “M&E”, suggesting a 
symbiotic relation. This relationship exists because evaluations require information generated 
in the course of monitoring. However, as the below figures show, monitoring and evaluation 
are really two distinct phases in the project/ policy cycle (see figure 1 and 2). 
 
 
Figure 4.1.1 Monitoring and evaluation in the project cycle  

 
Source: http://openeducation.zunia.org/typo3temp/pics/f2c3c1f989.jpg  
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Figure 4.1.2 Monitoring and evaluation of policies  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source: http://www.transport-era.net/about-ent/description-of-ent/procedures-for-cooperation.html 
 
  
 
 
Monitoring refers to a continuous and systematic process of data collection that takes place 
at regular intervals and provides insights into trends (a „sense of direction“). Monitoring 
focuses usually on quickly available data rather than in-depth analysis. The data generated 
can later be used to support evaluations. Monitoring can take place at different levels, e.g. at 
the activity, project/programme, policy level). It generally aims to help to inform management 
and decision makers by checking progress, , challenges observed, effectiveness or efficiency 
of project or policies and defining possible response strategies. For these monitoring needs 
to be institutionalized and linked to decision-making processes (see Brüntrup, M; Bilal, S.; 
Jerosch, F.; Keijzer, N.; Loquai, C., Rampa, F., Reichert, T. 2008: Monitoring Economic 
Partnership Agreements. Inputs to the negotiations and beyond. Bonn: German Development 
Institute).   
 
 
The DAC defines evaluation as “an assessment, as systematic and objective as possible, of 
a planned, on-going, or completed development intervention” (OECD 2010). According to 
this organization, the purpose of evaluations is to determine the relevance and fulfilment of 
objectives, development efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability. Evaluations 
should provide information that is credible and useful should enable the incorporation of 
lessons learned into the decision–making processes of both “recipients” and donors. These 
lessons learned and experiences should also be used for joint learning initiatives. 
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For the purpose of this discussion, two forms of M&E activities should be distinguished 
(USAID 2009): 

• M&E that seeks to assess progress in implementing decentralisation reforms. This 
form of M&E would draw mainly on what is sometimes called output indicators, e.g. 
the number of council meetings held, the number of deliberations of local councils 
sent to supervisory authorities, the number of female government agents trained. 
Such indicators can help to document whether necessary steps have been taken 
towards effective support of implementation of decentralisation programmes and may 
be useful management tools for programme implementation.  

• M&E in respect to outcome is missing !! 
• M&E that seeks to assess the impact of decentralisation on broader development 

goals such as democratization, political stability, inter-regional and social equality or 
poverty reduction. This kind of exercise is much more challenging. It raises the 
question whether and how outcome can be attributed to specific measures of support. 
Aid agencies have tackled this challenge in different ways, e.g. USAID by advocating 
randomized evaluations, GIZ by constructing impact clouds, AFD and SNV by 
arguing that outcomes are best captured in by “capitalizing” experiences).  

 
It should also be noted that there is a difference between evaluating the impact of 
decentralisation reforms, and the impact of a donor intervention in support of decentralisation 
and local governance. 
 
Specific challenges encountered in monitoring and evaluating support to 
decentralisation and local governance  
The discussion on M&E of support to decentralisation and local governance shows that M&E 
in this field of cooperation poses a number of specific challenges (Steinich 2000, van 
Oosterhout 2004, Scherff 2004): 
 

• Methodological challenges. Decentralisation and local governance reforms are multi-
dimensional, involve a large number of stakeholders and take place at different levels 
of a political/administrative system. To monitor and evaluate progress is thus a rather 
complex task. Moreover, the progress and outcome of these processes is influenced 
by many external factors. It is thus difficult to establish to what extent the support of 
one donor, aid agency can influence these complex processes (which is an argument 
for coordination and harmonisation!).  Interventions at the national level are far 
removed from those who should ultimately benefit – the citizens. It is thus often 
difficult if not impossible to establish sound relationships of causality between input, 
outcome and impact variables for projects and programmes that support these reform 
processes.   

 
• Political challenges. Decentralisation reforms are highly political and risky (power 

inequalities!).. They are often stop-and go processes and can be reversed (re-
centralization). External aid can certainly influence and shape these processes, 
especially in highly aid dependent countries, but ultimately it is domestic politics that 
determine the pace and direction of reforms. M&E systems thus have to be geared to 
“moving targets”. They may need to foresee risk indicators and exit criteria. Moreover, 
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assessments of outcomes of (support to) decentralisation processes are  politically 
sensitive and may not always be desirable for „tactical reasons“ (e.g. if they draw 
attention to risks or politically unpopular measures required for the implementation of 
reforms, that the partner government does not want to flag for fear of opposition to 
reforms).    

 
• Capacity challenges. These are weaknesses of decentralised statistical and analytical 

capacity. In many developing countries, statistical and analytical capacities are weak 
and this applies in particular to those of newly established local government. National 
statistics offices may not be sufficiently present at decentralised levels, organizational 
structures and procedures for insufficiently geared to the new political realities (e.g. 
lack of cooperation between line ministries and local governments, off-loading of 
responsibilities for data collection to poorly equipped local entities). Thus, locally 
disaggregated data may not be available in the initial stage of a decentralisation 
process. Also, there is a lack of experience with consultative and participatory M&E 
approaches. 
 

• Cultural challenges and power relations. These include a weak evaluation culture and 
formal accountability systems, which are often a legacy of centralized and 
authoritarian systems. Social norms may also be formidable obstacles to engagement 
in critical analysis and assessment as well as in capturing the full spectrum of local 
perspectives. For this reason, the role of external facilitators becomes crucial. Finally, 
anchoring consultative and participatory approaches can be very time-consuming and 
costly especially in multi-lingual societies. 
 

• Challenges for coordination, harmonization, alignment and development 
effectiveness. Aid managers often claim that there are no or weak policy frameworks 
to align to. The multiplicity of donors and aid modalities intervening at different tiers of 
government with different M&E philosophies and reporting requirements.  Also, the 
shift towards new aid modalities, such as budget support and other programme-
based approaches, poses new challenges in terms of M&E. As discussed in previous 
chapters, these new aid modalities are often used for providing assistance to nation-
wide grant or subsidy schemes for local government. Also, a limited national/local 
ownership is sometimes registered: M&E systems are often established to comply 
with reporting requirements of donors; there are diverging needs of national and local 
governments; links to domestic accountability systems are insufficient. 

Some arguments for ‘‘investing“ in M&E-related support to local governance and 
decentralisation include: 

 Improving the management and steering of support 
 Assessing progress and impact in implementing support and decentralisation reforms 
 ‚Learning‘ process 
 Strengthening accountability to taxpayers and partners  
 Mobilising political support  
 Opportunities for strengthening domestic accountability (systems) 
 Empowerment of the institutions and local actors 
 Promoting social inclusion and equality  
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Trends in the debate on M&E of support to decentralisation and local governance  
The above mentioned challenges are not insurmountable. Development agencies, 
international NGOs, governments and local government associations in developing countries 
have invested in strategic reflections on this subject and in testing of new approaches.  
 
The recent theory and practice show amongst others the following trends:  

• increased efforts to strengthen national and local M&E capacities in partner 
countries at the national and local level; 

• the development and use of participatory and inclusive monitoring and 
evaluation tools to strengthen domestic accountability systems and political 
empowerment;  

• interest in the development of multi-stakeholder tools for assessing the 
performance of local governments; 

• some important efforts of harmonization and alignment.  
 
As the specific guiding principles of DeLoG show and the below case studies illustrate, there 
is also some consensus on the need to invest in joint and harmonized approaches to M&E. 
Box 4.1.1 summarises the orientation provided by DeLoG. The guiding principles reflect 
some of the above-mentioned trends. The seminar will provide an occasion to discuss how 
these principles can be put into practice.  
 
 
Box 4.1.1 Orientations on M&E provided in the specific guiding principles of DeLoG 

 
 

  

• Support the establishment and strengthening of domestic M&E systems, in particular the 

following “ingredients”:   

 a) fiscal analysis units with staff to continuously monitor local government finance;  

 b) an extensive data system that will allow quantitative monitoring and evaluation.  

• Strengthen statistical and analytical capacity at the national and sub-national level.  

• Develop an integrated assessment framework for the political, administrative and service 

delivery elements. 

• Develop appropriate result indicators for pro-poor DLG outcomes.  

• Consider extending PEFA Performance Measurement Framework to decentralised level.  

• Mainstream decentralisation in general budget support mechanisms.  

• Establish national platforms and steering committees at the local level.  

• Build linkages between domestic accountability, result-based monitoring and M&E. 

• Conduct joint diagnostic reviews and assessments at the outset of programmes are the basis 

for harmonised M&E efforts [as the basis for joint M&E systems]. 

 
Source: DeLoG (2008).  
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Focus on some innovative practices  
The following section will focuses on the following trends:  

1) the use of PM&E approaches and tools;  
2) efforts to develop national M&E frameworks and  
3) to strengthen the analytical and statistical capacity for M&E in partner countries;  
4) the benefits of strategic alliances and harmonization.  

 
1) The use of PM&E approaches in support of local governance 
PM&E tools have become increasingly popular in the context of support to decentralisation, 
because if appropriately used and built into donors’ and partners‘ M&E systems, they hold 
the promise to contribute to the following objectives: 

• empower stakeholders of decentralisation/local gov. 
• strengthen national/local M&E capacity and culture  
• enhance to developing domestic accountability systems  
• generate socially and regionally disaggregated data at the decentralised level that is 

relevant for donors and stakeholders of decentralisation  
• bring together a variety of perspectives from the national and local level. 

 
Different types of PM&E tools and experiences, e.g. performance self-assessment tools for 
local government, tools that allow citizens to assess or monitor the activities and 
performance of local government or decentralised service provision (citizens’ score cards, 
citizens monitoring groups, participatory local impact monitoring tools). Other examples that 
could be quoted are experiences with social audits and participatory budget monitoring, 
poverty observatory.   
 
But what is PM&E?  
PM&E is a process through which stakeholders at various levels engage in monitoring or 
evaluating a particular project, program or policy, share control over the content, the process 
and the results of the M&E activity and engage in taking or identifying corrective actions 
(Guijt and Gaventa 1998). This means that PM&E goes beyond involving primary 
stakeholders in a process of conventional M&E, e.g. by consulting them on indicators or 
asking them to provide information. The emphasis rather lies on deepening participation and 
strengthening capacities of local people to analyse, reflect and take action on the basis of 
evidence (Hilhorst and Guijt 2006).  
This is a rather concise explanation of what PM&E encompasses. How PM&E differs from 
conventional methods of M&E is explained in the policy brief by Irene Guijt and John 
Gaventa (1998) listed under further readings. The paper by Thea Hilhorst and Irene Guijt, 
proposed as a key reading, can be consulted for more explanations and an overview on 
different M&E tools that have been developed to support and assess decentralisation and 
local governance processes. Some of the more popular approaches that have been used in 
different country contexts are:   

• Citizen report or score cards  
• PM&E tools for monitoring the  
• Performance self-evaluation tools for local governments 
• Social audits 
• Tools for participatory local expenditure monitoring. 
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A number of case studies that analyse experiences with the development and test of such 
tools in West Africa are listed in the below bibliography and summarized in the ECDPM 
Inbrief 19 (Loquai and Le Bay 2007). A few of them are detailed in the annex to this 
Participants’ Kit and are provided to the participants as a hand-out during the course. 
 
2) Developing national M&E frameworks 

To this purpose, a process and institutional anchorage, such as the establishment of a 
working group on M&E framework within the (Donor) Group on Decentralisation, is a good 
starting point to support the development of a national M&E frame. 
Also, an “incremental approach” can be followed: the identification of common elements 
(situational) and of common principles, the use of consultation rounds and feedback loops, 
and the approval of shared ToRs for implementation alignment with government’s priorities.  
 
3) Strengthening the statistical and analytical capacities in partner countries  
The specific guiding principles emphasize the need to assist the development of statistical 
and analytical capacities of partners. As the example of the OISE database in Mali (box 
4.1.2) illustrates, such capacities are essential for more harmonized approaches to M&E. 
Often such efforts are also a pre-condition for monitoring change at the local level and can 
help to strengthen local planning and accountability systems.  
 

 
Effects on gender through qualitative impact monitoring 
 
Example: Community development project in Kenya 

 
 

The Arid Lands Resource management Project (ALRMP) (1996 – 2010) implemented by the 
Government of Kenya and the World Bank aimed to reduce vulnerability of pastoral populations and 
strengthen their resilience to shocks such as drought in the arid and semi-arid districts of Kenya. 
Participatory impact diagrams were used to evaluate the community perceptions of the extent to which 
the project had achieved its key objectives . As one method of qualitative research they are flexible and 
allow respondents to identify indicators of change and provide context-based interpretations. 
The open-ended nature of the tool, not bound by pre-defined indicators should reflect the diversity of 
impacts experienced by the communities.  
 
These diagrams were done separately for men and women to capture the gender differences in 
perceptions of the changes. The groups had to identify the immediate and/or direct changes that 
occurred at community and/or household level. To add quantities to the impact diagram the groups 
were asked who the change happened to, mainly men or women. Forty interventions were 
implemented in the selected communities including water, animal health, marketing, livestock 
restocking, seed supply, microcredits and capacity building.  
 
The results of the intervention were quite astonishing: 
For example a water intervention in Mwingi District showed that the direct benefits experienced by 
almost all the women in the community were increased household water supply, better hygiene and 
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additional income from the sale of water to users with poorer access. A negative experienced aspect 
was the more widespread use of alcohol and drugs by almost half of the men involved in water sales. 
They also associated this income and the influx of men from other communities to increased rape 
cases. None of the men mentioned this correlation. They perceived the increase in income too small to 
make any difference in household welfare, but mentioned in accordance with the experience of the 
women the aspect of more available drinking water and an improved management of drought.   
 
This intervention shows that together with varied roles and responsibilities, unequal access by women 
and men to assets, opportunities, resources constitute some of the reasons why the needs of men and 
women vary substantially. It illustrates how men and women perceive impacts in different ways and 
that they identify and experience different impacts resulting from the same intervention. Without 
disaggregating the discussion the quality of research findings could be compromised. 

 
 

Box 4.1.2 Strengthening statistical and analytical capacities with national and local 
stakeholders 

 
Participatory development of baselines for planning and monitoring of rural communes in Mali 
and Cameroon 
 
In many francophone West African countries, newly established local governments are learning to 
formulate and implement municipal or regional development plans. A common problem they 
experience is the lack of baseline data and statistical information to draw upon to analyse the social, 
economic and cultural situation in the territory.  
 
Often, national statistical systems have not been adapted to decentralisation. They might not produce 
sufficiently disaggregated data for local planning, or municipal level planners might lack easy access 
to the information that is available. Moreover, municipalities and districts often lack specialised staff to 
collect back-ground data and diagnose development issues before engaging in the planning process.  
 
In Mali and Cameroon three development agencies (GTZ, SNV and Helvetas) jointly decided to 
promote participatory approaches to establishing municipal baseline information with a view to 
improving planning, monitoring and evaluation of local development. With the help of external 
facilitators municipalities, the municipalities employed participatory approaches to assemble and 
analyse data jointly with other local development stakeholders (e.g. deconcentrated technical services, 
community based organisations, village chiefs and the private sector) and to construct a baseline that 
could be used for strategic planning and eventually adapted for M&E purposes. 
In Mali, this baseline exercise was complemented by the design and testing of geographic information 
systems (GIS) for rural municipalities.  

Source: Lodenstein, Caspary and Dumont (2007), Dumont and Samaké (2007), Tamini et al. (2007); 
Loquai and Le Bay (2008).   

 
4) The benefits of strategic alliances between donors  
 
Research highlights the importance of strategic alliances between donors, development 
agencies, local governance actors and central authorities in testing and replicating M&E tools 
for local governments. An approach that is jointly tested, used in a variety of local contexts 
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and validated by the central government and a range of donor agencies, will be better suited 
for broad, nation-wide dissemination and institutionalisation than a small initiative tested in 
just a few localities by only one actor. Strategic alliances can pay off in terms of time as well, 
as they allow testing a tool simultaneously in different parts of a country and pooling of 
financial and human resources of different agencies and institutions.  
 
The guidelines of DeLoG emphasise the importance of national platforms and steering 
committees for at the local level that can coordinate such joint M&E initiatives. While 
institutionalization is key for the sustainability of such approaches, it is interesting to note that 
in the development phase many of the above-mentioned initiatives relied on strategic 
alliances of a few committed individuals from like-minded development organisations and 
partner country authorities, rather than broader platforms for coordination. 
 
 
 
 
Conclusions and hints for practitioners   
 
From the literature on the examples above and in the Annex, the following conclusions and 
hints can be drawn: 

• Joint design and testing of tools needs time, especially when they aim at being 
gender sensitive. Designing and testing M&E tools that involve different actors in 
decentralisation at the national, regional and local levels takes time. When working 
with councillors and local civil society actors who have little or no experience with 
M&E tools, they need to be allowed time to learn how to identify, discuss and interpret 
indicators and statistics. This is a key aspect of capacity development for M&E of 
decentralisation and local governance. Furthermore, many cases show that trust 
among actors and working procedures are not built overnight. In multi-ethnic and 
multi-lingual contexts, time for translations is also required. Otherwise the various 
stakeholders involved in designing and testing a tool could feel uncomfortable 
interacting and articulating their viewpoints.  

• Identification and fine-tuning of indicators (including gender-indicators) is a process. 
This holds true to some extent for most M&E exercises. But it is particularly relevant 
for the experiences described in this brief. Decentralisation and local governance 
have a process dimension. It is therefore unrealistic to try to define too many 
indicators at the start of a test-run of a specific M&E tool. Even once formalized, it is 
important that a tool retain some flexibility for fine-tuning, if necessary even changing 
indicators to reflect the dynamic nature of reform processes. 

• There are challenges involved in managing the dynamics of multi-stakeholder 
processes. As the case study on the performance self-evaluation tool in Mali 
illustrates, those engaging in multi-stakeholder exercises and strategic alliances when 
designing and testing M&E tools should be cautioned: the path from design to 
widespread use may be long and fraught with problems. If an approach is to be 
participatory and draw on the support of a wide range of representative actors, with 
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different views and opinions, contributions have to be carefully managed. The 
assistance of an external consultant or resource person experienced in applying such 
an approach is a valuable, if not necessary, asset. 

• M&E results need to be followed up. Most of the approaches and tools described 
provide participants of the M&E exercises with new insights on the performance and 
effects of local governance. These include not only information on positive changes 
and good performance, but also on things that went wrong, were only moderately 
productive or which need to be changed. Care has to be taken that corrective 
measures are firmly agreed and followed up. Otherwise, local actors’ interest and 
incentive to engage in M&E will fade. Besides, all of the stakeholder groups will be 
challenged to adapt their attitudes and ways of working so as to dissolve any sources 
of misunderstandings or distrust identified during M&E exercises.  
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KEY READINGS AND BACKGROUND MATERIAL  
 
Commission/EuropeAid. 2007. Supporting decentralisation and local governance in third countries 
(Tools and Methods Series, Reference Document No. 2). Luxemburg: Office for Official Publications of 
the European Communities, chapter 5 and 6. 
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/what/governance/documents/decentralisation_local_governance_refdoc
_final_en.pdf  

This reference document is addressed to staff of the European Commission that supports 
decentralisation directly or indirectly, e.g. in the context of sector programmes. Chapter 5 
focuses on the implementation of aid and provides guidance on monitoring progress achieved 
in the implementation of development interventions in support of decentralisation. It 
emphasizes the important role of a continuous policy dialogue and communication and the 
need to invest in national M&E systems. Chapter 6 on ‘Assessing outcomes and impacts’ 
gives advice on how to plan and implement evaluations of interventions in support of 
decentralisation, including some practical hints. Drawing on examples from practice and 
evaluation literature the authors point the reader to some lessons learned in assessing 
projects and programmes in this rather new area of cooperation. The authors highlight that 
reflections and documentation of relevant practices are still in their initial stages, refer the 
reader to some innovative practices and conclude that this aspect of support deserve to be 
further explored. Annex 10 and 11 of the document give examples of indicators used in 
different interventions in support to decentralisation, including budget support. 

 
Hilhorst, T. and Guijt, I. 2006. Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation -A Process to Support 
Governance: A Guidance Paper. Report to the World Bank, Royal Tropical Institute (KIT): Amsterdam. 
http://www.kit.nl/net/KIT_Publicaties_output/showfile.aspx?e=925 
 

Current literature support to decentralisation and local governance emphasizes the need to 
build invest in M&E systems that do not only serve the information needs of donors and 
central governments, but also help strengthen citizens control and accountability of local 
government. This can be achieved by using a participatory approach to M&DE. This Royal 
Tropical Institute (KIT) guidance paper explores how a Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation 
(PM&E) process can enhance participation and empowerment of citizens and improve the 
quality of governance at the local level. It draws on experiences gained in the context of 
projects co-financed by the World Bank.  The paper explains the methodological 
underpinnings of PM&E and refers to a number of tools that practitioners can draw on when 
designing M&E systems with stakeholders of decentralisation.  

 
Loquai, C. and Le Bay, S. 2007. Building capacities for monitoring and evaluating decentralisation and 
local governance. Experiences, challenges, perspectives. (ECDPM InBrief 19). Maastricht : ECDPM. 
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Navigation.nsf/index2?readform&http://www.ecdpm
.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Content.nsf/0/D8734DFE2BA78532C12573F30031C8AA?Opendocu
ment 

This InBrief has been prepared with a view to stimulate the debate on developing local 
capacities to monitor and evaluate decentralisation and local governance processes. It 
summarises the findings of an action research that has been jointly conducted by the Malian 
Ministry of Territorial Administration and Local Government (MATCL), a group of donor 
agencies, ECDPM and local stakeholders of decentralisation in West Africa. The brief 
analyses and compares lessons learned from eleven case studies that take stock of innovative 
tools and approaches for strengthening the M&E capacities of stakeholders of decentralisation 
in five countries: Benin, Cameroon, Ghana, Mali and Niger. The approaches reviewed in this 
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brief are diverse. They include experiences with local government performance self-evaluation 
tools, approaches for strengthening citizens’ control to monitor decentralised service delivery 
in the field of health and education, the design of a participatory M&E system for projects and 
programmes in support to decentralisation and efforts to enhance the analytical and statistical 
capacity of local governments with a view to strengthen M&E of the implementation of  
municipal development plans.    

 
 
MATERIAL ON PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT TOOLS FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN 
WEST AFRICA: 
 
Association nationale des communes du Bénin. 2007. Auto-évaluation de la gouvernance locale au 
Bénin (Rapport général). Cotonou. 
http://www.ancb-benin.org/pdc-sdac-
monographies/donnees_generales/G%C3%A9n%C3%A9ral/1%20politique/1_12ANCB-
%20RAPPORT%20AUTO%20EVALUATION.pdf 

In 2005 UNDP published the report that assessed the performance of communes in Benin. 
The National Local Government Association of Benin (ANCB) contested the results of this 
report and asked GTZ, Helvetas, SNV and UNDP to help them develop an performance self-
evaluation tool for municipalities. Having heard from the above-mentioned efforts to design 
and test such a tool in Mali, ANCB exchanged with drivers of this process and developed its 
own tool, drawing on the Malian experience. This report describes the key features of the tool 
used in Benin and how it was used to guide a country-wide performance self-assessment of 
the country’s local governments. The report also summarizes the key findings, which have 
been disseminated at the departmental level and national level.  

 
Le Bay, S. in collaboration with M. Y. Maïga and O. Tiénou. 2007. Mali: Assessment of local 
government performance, experiences with a self-evaluation tool. Bamako: MATCL, REDL, SNV, 
ECDPM. 
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Navigation.nsf/index2?readform&http://www.ecdpm
.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Content.nsf/vwDocID/C47067A3CD17610EC125710900432C53?Op
enDocument 

This case study describes experiences with made when designing and testing of a 
performance self-assessment tool local governments in Mali. The case study outlines the key 
features of the tool and comments on the challenges encountered in developing the tool. The 
authors, who have been involved in the process, highlight that a key factor for the success of 
the exercise were strategic alliances between the National Directorate for Local Government, 
a number of development agencies and local governments. The latter were systematically 
involved in designing and testing the instrument. The study also illustrates, how elements of 
the tool have been replicated in neighbouring countries. A reference to the result of the 
exercise and an example of replication is made below (see MATCL/DNCT, SNV, Helvetas, 
PACT/GTZ-DED 2004 and Association nationale des communes du Bénin (ANCB 2007).  

 
MATCL/DNCT, SNV, Helvetas, PACT/GTZ-DED 2004. Outil d’auto évaluation des performances des 
collectivités territoriales. Bamako (not available online). 

This booklet outlines summarizes the features of the above-mentioned performance self-
assessment tool that has been developed and explains on how to use it. The tool has been 
validated by the General Directorate for Local Government of Mali (DNCT) and forms part of 
the basic set of documents that have been distributed to all local governments in Mali.    
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Annex 1 Monitoring and evaluation case studies  
 
A) Examples of practice cases on M&E of decentralisation and local governance  
 
 

1. Strengthening local M&E capacities and accountability systems: The 
experience of Programme in Support of Local Governments in Mali (GIZ) 

 
The Programme d’appui aux collectivités territoriales (PACT) has been operating in Mali 
since 2002. As a joint GIZ/KfW programme, it has been supporting the Malian 
decentralisation process since 2001.   
 
Over the years, the programme has developed different approaches and tools that aim to 
build local M&E capacities and to help local government to jointly assess their performance 
in cooperation with citizens and other stakeholders of decentralisation and local governance 
processes.  
 
More specifically, PACT has helped municipalities to organise annual public feedback 
meetings (restitutions publiques) and to conduct regular evaluations mid-term and at the end 
of the mandate of the municipal council (bilan communal).  
 
The annual restitutions have been developed with a view to help the municipalities to 
improve communication with citizens, to interest and involve them in the management of 
municipal affair and to ensure a more transparent management of the communes. The 
annual feedback meetings take one day. During this day, the municipality reports to citizens 
and representatives of civil society on the implementation of the municipal development plan 
and the use of resources (restitution of the administrative account). These feedback sessions 
also involve the decentralized public service providers that operate on the territory of the 
municipality and cooperate with the municipal council.  
 
PACT supports this accountability mechanism by offering a six-day package that involves: 
 

• Helping the municipality to translate and visualize information from the 
administrative accounts for the public restitution.  

• Training local actors (representatives of the municipality, civil society and 
public service providers) in moderation and facilitation techniques. 

• Back-stopping and moderation during restitution aimed at stimulating a good 
dialogue and a culture of result-orientation. 

• Helping the different actors involved to translate the results and 
recommendations of the restitution into action, i.e. prepare an action plan for 
following up on the recommendations. 

 
The programme has developed a leaflet that informs the municipalities of the cost of the 
exercise and services provided. The experience of the programme shows that municipalities 
that regularly hold annual feedback sessions have been able to improve relations with 
citizens and have seen their tax revenues grow.  
 
The bilan communal aims to strengthen the evaluation culture and capacities of Malian 
municipalities. This accountability mechanism is, in principle, mandatory, but has not been 
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(properly) conducted by many municipalities due to a lack of capacity. PACT accompanies 
municipalities in their efforts to “get to grips” with this instrument by following a participatory 
evaluation methodology that has been tested in a large number of communes. The process 
of the “bilan communal” which is conducted at mid-term and at the end of the municipal 
mandate requires thorough preparation. It involves representatives of different stakeholders 
of local governance (mayor, councillors, municipal administration, civil society, private sector, 
public service providers and supervisory authorities) in a process of joint assessment and 
reflection. In this process participants will jointly 
 

• identify the strengths and weaknesses of municipal administration and 
management and make proposals for improvement;  

• assess the relationships between the municipality and its citizens; 
• identify the municipality’s needs for further technical support;  
• check to what extent recommendations from previous mid-term and end of 

term evaluations have been followed up.  
     
The results of the bilan communal that is conducted at the end of the term of office of the 
municipal council (i.e. every 5 years) will help the future council to get an overview of the 
state of art of municipal affairs and to continue (some) of the work of their predecessors.  
 
Some of the information generated by these tools and approaches has also been used to 
feed the PACT’s own M&E system.  
 
The experience of PACT illustrates that it is worthwhile to forge strategic alliances with other 
donors/projects. These tools build on elements of a performance self-assessment tool for 
municipalities that had been earlier developed in collaboration with the Direction national des 
collectivités territoriales and a network of development agencies and projects that support 
decentralisation in Mali (see Le Bay, Maïga and Tiénou 2007). Moreover, both the public 
feedback sessions and the bilan communal have been tested and replicated to municipalities 
outside the geographic focus of the PACT programme.  
 
 

 Further readings on this case  
 
Brochures and articles that provide more detailed information on these approaches and the 
experiences of the programme can be found on the PACT website: http://www.pact-mali.org.  
 
 There you can find for instance the following material (in French language):  
 

• PACT s.a.: Restitution Publique Annuelle Compte Administrative et PDESC (leaflet), 
PACT s.a.: Bilan Comunal (leaflet) 

 
• PACT s.a.: Bilan communal. Une autoévaluation participative pour un développement 

integer et durable. Bamako (brochure). 
 

• Le Bay, S. in collaboration with M. Y. Maïga and O. Tiénou. 2007. Mali: Assessment 
of local government performance, experiences with a self-evaluation tool. Bamako: 
MATCL, REDL, SNV, ECDPM.  
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2. Designing and testing a participatory M&E system for a programme in 
support of natural resource management and local governance  

 
In this Box is a summary of CARE experiences with designing and testing a participatory 
M&E system for a programme to support natural resource management and local 
governance in Mali. 
 
In 2004, CARE Mali started to develop a participatory M&E system for its Support 
Programme for Municipalities and Grassroots Organisations, co-financed by the Norwegian 
Agency for Development Cooperation (NORAD). The focus of the programme, which was 
based in the region of Mopti, was natural resource management and local governance.  
 
Design and testing of the new participatory M&E system brought together a range of actors 
involved in resource management and new governance structures. Participants spanned the 
village, municipal, district (cercle) and regional levels and were drawn from both civil society 
and the de-concentrated technical departments of the central state. All had been intensely 
involved in designing the programme. 
 
These actors were later to take on roles in the newly emerging M&E system, intended to 
meet both CARE’s internal needs for monitoring data and Mali’s need for better information 
and accountability systems for its new local governance structures.  
 
Although the M&E system had been running for barely a year at the time of the stock-taking 
exercise, the authors of the case study could already point to several lessons learned:  

• Participatory M&E is an effective way of transferring skills to local actors, but time and 
patience are required to put such an approach into practice. Especially in a poor 
region like Mopti, where educational standards tend to be low, participants need to be 
given plenty of time to absorb the information they receive. 

• It is vital to choose able participants with a basic level of capacity from among the 
‘beneficiaries’ if the process is to be successful. Illiteracy, for instance, has proven to 
be an obstacle to participants taking ownership of some of the M&E tools.  

• The commitment of the steering team is a key success factor of participatory M&E. It 
is important that the team clearly distinguish this method from earlier, less 
participatory methods of managing projects. 

 
Problems encountered during the test phase were, among others, related to the diversity of 
languages and dialects spoken in the region and differences in educational levels of the 
participants. As a solution, all important documents were translated into the three main 
languages (Dogon, Peulh and Bambara) spoken in the region. Moreover, at meetings the 
participants were divided into groups according to language spoken and educational 
background. This made the process time-intensive, but ensured that the people involved 
could communicate and make their points. 
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 Further readings on this case  

You can find more detailed information on this practice case below:  

• Coulibaly,A. K., Diarra Konaré, R., Keita, M.Y. and A.A. Aboubacrine. 2007. Mali. Participatory 
monitoring and evaluation as a means of empowering local government in the region of Mopti. 
Bamako: MATCL/ECDPM/SNV/REDL 

• http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Navigation.nsf/index2?readform&http://ww
w.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Content.nsf/0/D8734DFE2BA78532C12573F30031
C8AA?Opendocument 

 
 

3. Practice Case: Strengthening citizens’ control and local stakeholders’ 
capacity for monitoring decentralised service delivery in Benin 

 
 
This is an example of a participatory M&E approach that has been developed for 
participatory expenditure tracking and the monitoring of public service delivery in 
municipalities of Benin. 
 
Most social services in the areas of health, basic education and drinking water are offered at 
the district or municipal level. In the context of sector-wide approaches and poverty reduction 
credits, many African countries have conducted public expenditure tracking or household 
surveys to analyse the decentralisation of social sectors. These assessments often provide 
scant information on the reasons why infrastructure is not used or why resources channelled 
to decentralised levels do not translate into better service delivery.    
 
The participatory local impact monitoring methodology (SILP) has been developed to provide 
supplementary information on the barriers blocking the proper operation of decentralised 
public services for qualitative evaluations.  It is also intended to facilitate the identification 
and implementation of appropriate corrective measures by citizens themselves. The method 
has been developed in the context of a GTZ decentralisation project in Benin in collaboration 
with the local research organisation FIDESPRA - a Cotonou-based action research network. 
 
The action research for SILP has involved 15 schools in three municipalities of the 
Department of Atakora. School attendance in these northern territories has lagged behind 
the national average. The trial forms part of Benin’s poverty reduction strategy, which gives 
priority to education and decentralisation policy. 
  
For this purpose, SILP follows an iterative process of consultation and exchange, involving 
sector actors on a number of levels (municipal, departmental, national) and various groups of 
actors (e.g. pupils, teachers, parents’ associations, citizens, local government, women selling 
food to pupils, de-concentrated educational departments of the central state, central 
institutions and development partners). The stress lies on two aspects of the public spending 
cycle: tracing the resources allocated and evaluating the quality of service. Figure 3 gives an 
overview of important steps in this participatory monitoring process. 
 
Both aspects are jointly reviewed by public and community service users and suppliers, 
applying national norms and standards and their own criteria. An external moderator 
facilitates discussion and evaluation according to these jointly defined criteria.  
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The evaluation is followed by a debate on corrective measures, which are then summarised 
in a collective action plan. Implementation of the plan is steered by parent associations and 
school administration, but jointly monitored and reviewed on regular basis with municipal 
councillors.  
 
The initial results of the pilot phase of the SILP approach show that the methodology can 
improve knowledge regarding the strengths and weaknesses in using financial resources 
devolved from the central state to the decentralised level (to the departments, municipalities 
and schools). Even after only a few months of testing, the method appeared to have helped 
various local actors to better assume their respective roles in enhancing public scrutiny of the 
use of public funds. The act of mobilising their thoughts and energy for a common cause also 
improved the efficiency of public spending. Moreover, there is evidence that the SILP 
approach disseminates itself, as it is now being used in municipalities that were not included 
in the test sample.  
 
However, the strategy also has pitfalls. In the absence of capable moderation, latent conflicts 
can surface that hamper constructive discussions. Also, if not properly prepared and 
supervised, SILP can lead to covert tactics and exclusion of actors, instead of self-corrective 
strategies. External support is thus essential in the test phase and probably well beyond. 
 
 

 Further readings on this case  
 
You can find more detailed information on this practice case in the following publication:  
 

• Floquet, A., R. Mongbo and S. Woltermann. 2007. Benin: Public control in the education 
sector, the pilot phase of the participatory local impact monitoring methodology (SILP). 
Bamako: MATCL, REDL, SNV, ECDPM 

 
 

4. Practice Case: Strengthening statistical and analytical capacities of 
national and local stakeholders 

 
In many decentralising developing countries statistical capacities are insufficiently 
decentralised. Therefore, efforts to strengthen or build national systems for M&E of 
decentralisation or the performance of local governments often require parallel support 
measures for reorganising statistical services, strengthening basic statistical capacities at the 
decentralised level and sensitising local policy makers (councillors, mayors) on how to use 
statistics for their work. Often such capacities are lacking at the local level, in particular in 
newly established local government.  
 
Below we make reference to some examples of initiatives that have aimed to strengthen 
analytical and statistical capacities at the decentralised level or cooperation between national 
and local tiers of governance on this subject.  
 
 
4.1 OISE - a country-wide database for monitoring decentralisation and capacity 
building support to local government in Mali.  
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In 2000, the Government of Mali started implementing a National Programme in Support of 
Municipalities, which provided capacity-building and financial support to all newly established 
“communes” of the country.  OISE began in 2001 with a series of studies, consultations and 
pilots. It has grown into an elaborate database in which information is collected from the level 
of municipalities. Its structure operates at the regional level (‘cercles’ and ‘regions’) and is 
coordinated at the national level. The database has allowed the monitoring of training needs 
and capacity-building support that has been provided to the communes by a host of donors 
and local capacity builders. The database has been extended and used for monitoring key 
performance indicators of a PFA for sector budget support.  
 
Remark of the author: This information is slightly outdated. Members of DeLoG have been 
asked to supplement information so that the can update this example.  
 
Source EC EuropeAid 2007, Loquai and Le Bay (2007) 
 
 
 
4.2 Participatory development of baselines for planning and monitoring of rural 
communes in Mali and Cameroon 
 
In many francophone West African countries, newly established local governments are 
learning to formulate and implement municipal or regional development plans. A common 
problem they experience is the lack of baseline data and statistical information to draw upon 
in analysing the social, economic and cultural situation in the territory.  
 
Often, national statistical systems have not been adapted to decentralisation. They might not 
produce sufficiently disaggregated data for local planning, or municipal level planners might 
lack easy access to the information that is available. Moreover, municipalities and districts 
often lack specialised staff for collecting background data and diagnosing development 
issues before engaging in the planning process.  
 
In Mali and Cameroon three development agencies (GTZ, SNV and Helvetas) jointly decided 
to promote participatory approaches to establishing municipal baseline information with a 
view to improving planning, monitoring and evaluation of local development. With the help of 
external facilitators, the municipalities employed participatory approaches in assembling and 
analysing data jointly with other local development stakeholders (e.g. deconcentrated 
technical services, community-based organisations, village chiefs and the private sector) to 
construct a baseline that could be used for strategic planning and eventually adapted for 
M&E purposes.  
 
In Mali, this baseline exercise was complemented by the design and testing of geographic 
information systems (GIS) for rural municipalities.  
 

 Further readings on this case  

You can find more detailed information on this practice case in the following publications:  
 

• Lodenstein, E., U. Caspari, F. Dumont. 2007. Mali municipalities in figures: Needs and 
realities. Bamako: MATCL, REDL, SNV, ECDPM 
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• Dumont, F. and B. Samaké. 2007. Mali, Geographical information systems (GIS) for the 
development of rural municipalities. Bamako: MATCL, REDL, SNV, ECDPM. 

 
• Tamini, J., I. Sylla, M. Ischer and C. Asanga. 2007. Cameroon: Strategic planning and 

monitoring of municipal development. Bamako: MATCL, REDL, SNV, ECDPM 
 
 
4.3 The efforts of the National Local Government Association of Benin to design a 
national system for measuring local government performance   
 
In 2005 UNDP published the report that assessed the performance of communes in Benin. 
The National Local Government Association of Benin (ANCB) contested the results of this 
report and asked GTZ, Helvetas, SNV and UNDP to help them develop a performance self-
evaluation tool for municipalities. Having heard about the above-mentioned efforts to design 
and test such a tool in Mali, ANCB liaised with drivers of this process and developed its own 
tool, drawing on the Malian experience. This report describes the key features of the tool 
used in Benin and how it was used to guide a country-wide performance self-assessment of 
the country’s local governments. The report also summarizes the key findings, which have 
been disseminated at the departmental and national level.  
 
 

 Further readings on this case  
 
You can find more detailed information on this practice case in the following publications:  
 

• http://www.ancb-benin.org/spip.php?rubrique26 
 

• Le Bay, S. in collaboration with M. Y. Maïga and O. Tiénou. 2007. Mali: Assessment of 
local government performance, experiences with a self-evaluation tool. Bamako: MATCL, 
REDL, SNV, ECDPM 
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B) Hints and examples for designing M&E frameworks and choosing indicators for 
programme based approaches in support to decentralisation  
 
 

1. Operational considerations with regard to performance indicators  

 
Source:  Commission/EuropeAid. 2007. Supporting decentralisation and local governance in third 
countries (Tools and Methods Series, Reference Document No. 2). Luxemburg: Office for Official 
Publications of the European Communities, p. 48. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


