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Stimulated by the World Bank report Assessing Aid, the concept of ‘good

governance’ has been introduced as an important idea by several European

donors. On the one hand, ‘good governance’ could be seen as a condition for

aid, leading to selectivity and a narrower choice of aid recipient. On the other

hand, the lack of ‘good governance’ or ‘bad governance’ could be seen as a

deficit, even a normal deficit, inherent in developing countries and thus be

treated as a goal for development cooperation. This paper sketches the way in

which several European donors try to deal with the concept of ‘good

governance’, and how they try to define the concept and make it useful for

cooperation strategies. It will present a short overview of donor funding for

‘good governance’. It is based on research done for the Scientific Council

for Government Policy (WRR) in the Netherlands as an input for Dutch

government policy on ‘good governance’. Case studies come from Sweden,

Norway, the United Kingdom, France and the Netherlands. The paper tries to

describe analyses made by the agencies as well as the problems of putting

these analyses into practice.

Suite à la publication du rapport de la Banque Mondiale « Assessing Aid », le

débat sur le concept de « bonne gouvernance » s’est imposé chez plusieurs

bailleurs des fonds européens. D’une part, la « bonne gouvernance » peut être

vue comme une conditionnalité de l’aide, guidant la sélection et conduisant à un

choix plus limité des receveurs de l’aide. D’autre part, une absence de « bonne

gouvernance » ou une « mauvaise gouvernance » peut être considérée comme

un déficit, éventuellement normal, inhérent au statut de pays en développement

et, de ce fait, comme un objectif de la coopération au développement. Cet article

décrit brièvement différents itinéraires suivis par plusieurs bailleurs des fonds

européens pour définir ce concept et le rendre utile pour leurs stratégies de

coopération. Il donne un aperçu des allocations de l’aide selon ce critère de

« bonne gouvernance ». Il repose sur une recherche effectuée pour le Conseil

Scientifique pour la Politique Gouvernementale (WRR) des Pays Bas, dont les

recommandations devraient être prises en compte par la politique Néerlandaise

en matière de « bonne gouvernance ». Des études de cas proviennent de Suède,

de Norvège, du Royaume Uni, de France et des Pays Bas. L’article essaie non

The European Journal of Development Research, Vol.18, No.1, March 2006, pp.131–161
ISSN 0957-8811 print/ISSN 1743-9728 online

DOI: 10.1080/09578810600576768 q 2006 Taylor & Francis

Paul Hoebink is Associate Professor at the Centre for International Development Issues Nijmegen
(CIDIN) of the University of Nijmegen, The Netherlands. Email: p.hoebink@maw.ru.nl



seulement de décrire les analyses faites par ces agences de coopération, mais

aussi les problèmes auxquels elles sont confrontées lors de la mise en œuvre.

INTRODUCTION

Shortly after she took office in the summer of 1998, the Dutch Minister for

Development Cooperation, Eveline Herfkens, announced there would be a reduction

in the number of countries receiving aid. Her decision had clearly been influenced by

managerial considerations as well as by the discussions that followed the publication

of the World Bank report Assessing Aid. It soon became apparent that, in addition to

the level of poverty, other criteria associated with ‘good governance and ‘good

policy’ would come to play an important role in deciding which countries should

receive aid. The Netherlands was in those days often considered a forerunner in

several aspects of its aid policy compared with other donors, but this change in Dutch

policy also coincided with an international tendency after the fall of the Berlin Wall

to focus more closely on human rights violations. This concern for human rights has

subsequently spread to many other aspects of good governance – in particular to

democratisation and the institutional capacities of the state in developing countries

– and it also changed from being a condition to become more and more an objective

in itself.

In this article we examine how this change in international climate is reflected in

the position of a selection of European donors.1 It examines how these donors

elaborate the concept of ‘good governance’ in their various policy documents and

which elements they choose to emphasise. We then go on to look at activities

and experiences – in as far as these exist – where the achievement of ‘good

governance’ has been both a goal and an instrument (means to an end) of

development cooperation. In our initial (general) analysis we will also consider how

this new accent on good governance is reflected in the way European donors select

countries for development and assistance in donor policies.

CONCEPTUALISATION AND ELABORATION OF GOOD GOVERNANCE

AS A POLICY

The concept of ‘good governance’ in relation to development cooperation first came

to the fore in the late 1980s. At the end of the ‘failed’ Third Development Decade,

the World Bank concluded that despite a considerable flow of development aid,

many countries in sub-Saharan Africa were still not in a position to make significant

progress. The absence of ‘good governance’, the bank concluded, was one of the

reasons for this lack of development. ‘Africa needs not just less government but

better government’ (World Bank, 1989).2 By ‘good governance’, the bank meant

first and foremost ‘efficient government’: a government that not only had the power

to formulate financial and economic policy but that also had the capacity to

implement it.

This led to renewed interest in the question of ‘good governance’ within the

Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the OECD. An early document on
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‘Participative and Good Governance’ dating from 1993 describes ‘good

governance’ primarily in terms of ‘efficient management’ capable of running the

public sector well, bringing corruption under control and ensuring reductions in

military expenditure were achieved (DAC, 1995, 1997). Issues such as human rights,

democratisation and the maintenance or establishment of a constitutional state were

seen as separate issues. Stokke (1995) identified three ‘agendas’ under the term

‘good governance’, namely ‘good governance, human rights and democracy’. Since

then, the concept of ‘good governance’ has broadened. Issues that had previously

been grouped together, perhaps somewhat inconsistently, such as the violation of

human rights, have now been brought together under the concept of ‘good

governance’. Also ‘new’ issues, aspects that have recently attracted the attention of

donors such as democratisation and the building-up civil society have been brought

under this more extended definition.

Gradually the concept of ‘good governance’ not only acquired a broader

significance, it was also applied in different ways (see Table 1). In the first place it

became a criterion that could be used to establish, break or change aid relationships.

It had been employed in the past if there were cases of human rights violation or if

there had been significant reductions in the incidence of abuse. During the period of

decolonisation and the Cold War; however, it had not been applied with much

consistency as a criterion.3 Recently it has developed into a broader, new form of

TABLE 1

THE USE OF ‘GOOD GOVERNANCE’

Use Content Application

Criterion † For initiating aid relations † Country selection
† For breaking-off aid

relations
† In the case of socialist countries or regimes

that moved to the left between 1950 and 1980
† For changing the ‘content’

of aid relations
† Breaking off aid in the case of a coup d’état

or some serious violations of human rights
(in the 1970s: Uganda and Chile)

† For changing the ‘content’
of aid relations

† By reducing the number of aid-receiving countries
(second half of the 1990s)

† support mainly through NGOs particularly
in the 1980s

Objective † Strengthening state
organisations

† Institution-building since development relations
began, but with an emphasis on financial institutions
from the second half of the 1990s

† Strengthening
democratisation

† Support for elections and democratic institutions
especially from the late 1980s

† Strengthening
‘civil society’

† Support to human rights organisations via
international or non-governmental channels from
the mid-1980s

† Support for women and environmental
organisations and trade unions from the late 1970s

Instrument † To promote economic
development

† From the late 1990s emphasis on efficient
government

† To eradicate poverty † Relation ‘Good Governance’ and poverty reduction
hardly worked out (‘missing link’)
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conditionality paralleling the financial-economic conditionality evolved within the

World Bank and the IMF and used when countries had debt problems.4

At the same time ‘good governance’ is also a goal. From the early days

of development cooperation, donors have sent out experts in an attempt to build up

(state) institutions. Developing civil society, first through trade unions, then through

women’s organisations and recently via environmental organisations, has received

considerable attention with much work being done through non-government

channels. This type of activity has taken many forms over the years. ‘Twinning’ or

the coupling of government institutions from developing countries with those

of donor countries was one method used to give the process of institutional

development a more substantial, less temporary form and one less dependent on

individuals. Activities were also undertaken and supported in other areas and

particularly in the field of democratisation.

In this way donors gradually came to have a series of instruments at their

disposal which they were able to use to stimulate and advance ‘good governance’

(see Table 2). The (policy) dialogue had been going on for many years. Issues

relating to ‘good governance’ could be raised during negotiations on how to allocate

aid money, usually an annual event, or during yearly aid group and aid consortium

meetings. In the case of the latter this demanded a certain degree of consensus

among donors, something that has only really become visible in recent years.

Capacity and institutional development are the other instruments that donors have at

their disposal and the elements and institutions of ‘good governance’ can also be

supported using personal and financial resources. Finally, sanctions can be applied

TABLE 2

OBJECTIVES AND INSTRUMENTS TO PROMOTE ‘GOOD GOVERNANCE’

Objectives/Instruments Content Use

Dialogue † Raise the issue of the lack
of ‘good governance’

† Discussions during annual
budget negotiations

† Suggest measures
to encourage
‘good governance’

† During annual aid consortia
or aid groups meetings

† during discussion about the provision
project assistance or budget support

Capacity-building † training/education † ‘empowerment’ of disadvantaged
groups (women, ethnical minorities)

† creating social and political
organizations

† facilitate advocacy on various
themes (human rights, environment)

† encouraging transparency and
openness (strengthening the media)

Institution-building † technical assistance † building up of planning apparatus
† training † building crucial state organisations
† advice † promote decentralization
† ‘twinning’ † building up of social organizations

Sanctions † stopping or reducing aid † when violations of human rights occur
† changing aid instruments † in cases of widespread fraud during

elections
† other types or

distribution of aid
† in cases of extensive or deep

corruption
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as punishment if ‘good governance’ breaks down. This generally means stopping or

reducing aid, but it can also mean re-directing aid to another sector.

We will now turn to an examination of the way in which the concept of ‘good

governance’ has been applied by European donors, looking at the cases of Norway,

Sweden, the United Kingdom, the Netherlands and France.

NORWAY

The Concept of ‘Good Governance’ in Norwegian Development Cooperation

In the Norwegian budget, annual reports and policy papers, the concept of ‘good

governance’ does not have a particularly important place. As a central objective it is

emphasised that aid must be in the interests of the poorest people and that the

selection of countries, sectors, target groups and channels should be based on

poverty criteria. It is noted that ‘For aid to be the most effective, it is important that

developing countries follow a healthy economic policy, invest in the development of

their government systems and have a policy of redistribution that is in the interests

of the whole population’. This means that Norwegian aid is concentrated in

countries that show ‘their readiness to implement the necessary political, economic

and social changes and show respect for human rights and international agreements’

(Utenrikensdepartmentet, 1995: 18). In countries that do not show this type of

willingness, Norwegian aid will be organised and orientated to civil society with the

objective of democratisation and encouraging a greater respect for human rights.

This was announced in 1999.

The Norwegian government had already stated its support for democratisation in

a party document Support for Democratic Development a number of years earlier

(Utenriksdepartementet, 1993). In that document it was stated that Norway would

carry on an active dialogue with countries receiving aid in order to contribute to

democratic development. Here account would be taken of the fact that the

development and strengthening of democratic institutions is a process that is

complex and takes considerable time. The priorities of the so-called ‘democracy

fund’ would be as follows: national and regional measures to encourage peace

and stability, the support of elections, the legal protection and development of a

constitutional state, economic planning and control, decentralisation, developing

a diversity of organisations, and facilitating the dissemination of information via the

media and the press.

‘Good Governance’ as an Objective

This meant that, in the 1990s, Norwegian development aid was used to support

parliamentary and local elections (Zambia, Ethiopia, Cambodia, Uganda); that the

functions of parliament were supported by capacity-building projects (Malawi,

Mozambique); and that newspapers, the mass media and civil organisations could

also rely on Norwegian support (Tanzania, Zimbabwe). In addition, efforts were

made, for example, to arbitrate in conflict situations or funds were made available to

help military demobilisation (Nicaragua, Mali). Support was channelled to human

rights organisations and jurists (Nepal, Uganda) through Norwegian legal
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organisations even though it was recognised that Norway, as far as encouraging the

development of a constitutional state and the improvement of the judicial system

was concerned, had no comparative advantage over other donors. The resources

available under the heading ‘support for peace, democracy and human rights’ have

risen sharply in recent years from NKr 467 million (about e55 million) in 1996 to

nearly NKr 785 million (about e94 million) in 1998 representing about 11.5 per cent

of total bilateral expenditure in 1998. In 2002 this was NKr 724 million or 17.2 per

cent of bilateral assistance and in 2003 this was NKr 769 million and 17 per cent.

The rise came mainly from an increased amount of support to Guatemala (after the

peace agreement), Angola, Mozambique, Mali, the former Yugoslavia and

the Palestinian territories. Among other things, resources were devoted to the

demobilisation of the military, paying for UN representation and providing support

for the peace initiatives being undertaken by local NGOs and churches (Royal

Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1999).

The then new Minister of International Development and Human Rights, Hilde

F. Johnson, identified two problems as far as future support for the process of

democratisation was concerned. First, that support for democracy among the

population of some countries was on the decline, and second, in a number of young

democracies support was still needed to build up the necessary institutions. In a

speech made in Strasbourg about the same time, she said it was a pity that thinking

on human rights continued to focus on political and civil rights and that social and

economic rights were seen as separate issues. This tendency made it easy to forget

that both categories of human rights reinforced each other and lead to a ‘rights-based

approach to development’ (Johnson, 1999).

In May 1999, in her address to the Norwegian parliament, Hilde Johnson put

considerable emphasis on the fight against corruption. She described the costs and

dangers of corruption and announced that NORAD, the implementing agency in the

Norwegian development programme, would become an ‘international frontline

organisation’ in the fight against corruption. Corruption and more openness about

corruption would be placed high on the agenda in any dialogue with countries receiving

aid. The countries would receive support to help them combat corruption through

administrative reorganisation (‘reforms that attempt to combat corruption based on

greed and to change the circumstances that make need-based corruption necessary’),

and the strengthening of institutions such as the Treasury. In addition Norway would

support international efforts to rein in corruption and draw on help from NGOs amongst

others (Utenrikensdepartmentet, 1999: 8–10).

A workgroup was established within NORAD and two broadly-based fact finding

missions were dispatched (NORAD, 2000). Contracts with governments receiving

aid clearly stated that if there was inadequate financial accountability, they might have

to repay the aid they had been given. This happened in the late 1990s, for example, in

the cases of Mozambique and Uganda.5 In the past such matters were handled

discreetly, now they are being brought more into open. In the process the potential for

a clash between two basic principles is recognised, that is, handing over of aid

resources to the recipient government or institutions (ownership) and the necessity of

exercising control over resources in the fight against corruption (good governance).

THE E URO PEA N J OU RNAL OF DEVELO PMEN T RESEARCH136



In the 2002 policy paper there is also a heavy emphasis on corruption as a

fundamental aspect of ‘good governance’: ‘The strengthening of public and other

‘‘watchdogs’’, like the auditor general, ombudsman systems, civil society, political

parties and a free press will be given priority’ (Royal Norwegian Ministry of Foreign

Affairs, 2002).6 In the most recent report to the Storting, the Norwegian parliament, in

2004 corruption figured as a ‘transnational challenge and one of the most serious

obstacles to development’. It promised that the Norwegian government will play ‘a

leading role in efforts to combat corruption’ (Royal Norwegian Ministry of Foreign

Affairs, 2004). In the report a full chapter was dedicated to good governance, in which

several aspects were elaborated. It is emphasised that Norway was looking for a long-

term approach by focusing on a number of topics and utilising a broad range of

instruments. Six challenges were identified: the governance challenge (building and

strengthening institutions), the democracy challenge (free elections, free media,

accountability), the rule of law challenge (strengthening the judicial system), the public

administration challenge (decentralisation, planning and monitoring), the corruption

challenge (institution of legal proceedings), insecurity (peace building, conflict

prevention). The report indicated that 15 per cent of Norwegian bilateral assistance

went to activities to promote good governance, of which a third went to strengthening

civil society organisations and a quarter to the strengthening of human rights.

‘Good Governance’ as Human Rights

In this way ‘good governance’ in Norwegian policy has been seen as most

significant in terms of defending human rights and building up democratic

institutions, issues that were emphasised in the title given in 1997 to the new

minister’s post (Minister of International Development and Human Rights). Until

now, however, the concept ‘good governance’ has been of little significance in

selecting who will receive aid. For years, the list of countries receiving aid has

remained largely unchanged and has been based primarily on income criteria and a

history of receiving aid. Nepal was the only country to be added during the 1990s to

the list of countries elegible to receive aid on grounds of good governance. However,

there have been occasions when the amount of aid given to a country has been

reduced or a change in status has been effected (Pakistan, Namibia), because, for

example, a country has become too rich (Botswana). Relationships with Kenya have

been problematic since 1992 when the arrest of a refugee recognised by the

Norwegian government led to Kenya breaking off aid relationships. After 1997,

there was a careful restoration of relations and today Norway mainly supports

human rights groups and other NGOs working in Kenya, a process that was

consolidated with the standing down of President Arap Moi and the election in 2002

of Mwai Kibaki, who promised to substantially improve the governance of the

country, with a forceful campaign to reduce corruption.

Those interviewed in the Norwegian government stated that the large number of

issues that fell under the concept ‘good governance’ meant that there must be a specific

focus. Among some of the most important recipients of aid, such as Uganda and

Vietnam, the accent has been on government reform or as in the case of Tanzania,

for example, controlling corruption by emphasising institutional development and
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increasing the level of transparency. In the latter case, particular use has been made of

‘twinning relationship’ in cooperation with the Norwegian Treasury, the Bureau for

Statistics and the planning unit of the Ministry of Finance. Earlier the Norwegian

government in a message to parliament had already suggested that ‘in many countries

the most effective form of support for the development process will be to help the

development of an efficient government and the efficient functioning of organisations in

the private sector and civil society’ (Royal Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs,

1996). Reference was made to the fact that aid can impose a considerable strain on the

administrative capacities of those who receive it.

A separate programme is the Norwegian Human Rights Fund, established in 1988

by some of the major NGOs, the trade union federation and the churches. It gives small

grants to organisations and groups working in defence of human rights. In its more

than 10 years of existence up to 2000 it had supported 475 projects in 74 countries.

One-third of the money stems from the participating organisations, two-thirds from

the Norwegian aid budget (Royal Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2001).

In the past Norway has tended to follow the UN line. Today, as far as the economic

aspects of ‘good governance’ are concerned, it seeks guidelines from within the World

Bank. It is freely acknowledged that there is still a long way to go before Norway is in a

position to follow the bank’s policy critically, partly because the concepts in the new

Comprehensive Development Framework are very vaguely defined. As yet Norway has

not contributed to the bank’s sector programmes and there are no internal memos or

policy documents on sector programmes and budget support.

SWEDEN

‘Good Governance’ as a Concept

Some 20 years ago, the Swedish Government agency SIDA was among the first donors

to be involved in projects that had ‘making government work’ as their objective.

Initiatives being taken in this direction came from the Department of Education. Like

Norway, as a ‘model democracy’ with its longstanding parliamentary tradition, gender

equality and institutions such as the Ombudsman, Sweden has an example to offer here.

In 1991, guidelines for this type of project were set up and, after a major reorganisation

within SIDA in 1995, a separate department known as ‘Democracy and Social

Development’ was established with a unit specifically concerned with ‘democratic

governance’. The basic principles behind Swedish policy are described in a policy paper

Justice and Peace (SIDA, 1997a).

In this policy paper Sweden followed the more or less internationally accepted

definition of ‘good governance’. The central objective of Swedish policy is to

improve the living conditions of the poorest. However, in addition there are also six

additional sub-objectives and one of these is the encouragement of democratic

development. Aid should support the transition to peace and democracy. In this

sense, ‘good governance’ is clearly defined in terms of democratisation, the

encouragement of peace and security, and the enforcement of human rights. SIDA’s

priorities are therefore in the areas of promoting the constitutional state, the

independent media, and strengthening key democratic institutions. Keeping
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dialogues open, strengthening local human rights organisations and trade unions,

and ensuring that international agreements are developed further are also considered

to be important priorities in the field of promoting human rights.

The authors of Justice and Peace make it clear that the institutions and culture of

democracy develop via a creative tension between state and civil society. This leads

to a matrix in which the state and civil society can be found on one axis and

institutions and culture on the other (Table 3). In this way four fields emerge and in

each of them Swedish development cooperation is active. The majority of projects,

however, are concerned with influencing values and attitudes and creating a

democratic culture in civil society. There were very few Swedish projects concerned

with building up institutional capacity within the state apparatus and civil society.

Depending on the social and political climate in the recipient country, Swedish aid

should be used to try and build up long-term relationships in these fields.

In the policy document Democracy and Human Rights in Swedish Development

Cooperation and in an internal working document the term ‘democratic government’

has been used to elaborate certain principles. Reference has been made specifically

and explicitly to the Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation for

Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and the dimensions of

participatory development, democratisation, human rights and good governance it

employs (Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1999; SIDA, 1999). In addition, these

documents state emphatically that the development of a constitutional democracy is

not only an objective in itself, but is also an instrument for furthering social

democracy. This is understood as a democratic culture of tolerance, a readiness to

accept compromise, respect for the differences between public and private life and the

possibility of taking part in all institutions of the state and civil society. The

suggestion is that a close link should be developed with the ‘new school’ within

development theory which sees the relationship between democracy and development

as being established by building up political institutions for state-guided development

interventions on the one hand and furthering a process of participation and

development that is both participative and redistributive on the other.

The 1997 action programme was criticised within Sweden as being ‘over

idealistic’ and taking insufficient account of the different actors and activities that

fell outside the ideal image or who tended to undermine it or who were marginalised

by it. The programme was not active in the field of corruption or with the effects of

the market sector on the political system and civil society. These and other

shortcomings (the further elaboration of the concept of participation, the balance

TABLE 3

AREAS OF ‘GOOD GOVERNANCE’ WHERE SWEDEN IS ACTIVE

State Civil Society

Institutional dimension 1 1
few projects Few projects

Cultural dimension 1 4
few projects many projects
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between and the separation of powers) were recognised in the working document but

did not lead to any further proposals for action.

The problem of corruption, however, was addressed in a separate series of

directives published in a document entitled Good Administrative Practices Counter

Corruption (SIDA, 1997b). As the title suggests good administrative procedures

were seen as an important element in dealing with the problem of corruption. On the

one hand there is the principle of ownership that assumes that the recipient of aid has

a ‘decisive influence over Swedish support’. On the other hand parliament and

government expect SIDA to exercise control in order to achieve stated objectives as

efficiently as possible. The policy paper clearly states that it is important to achieve a

good balance between these two principles. In order to combat corruption,

procedures must be as clear and transparent as possible both in the steps followed

before a project proposal is approved and in subsequent reporting. Finally, financial

control should be built into the project design from the beginning together with the

steps that should be taken if irregularities arise. This means that Swedish personnel

can be brought in if problems arise.

The report does not, however, deal with combating corruption in countries

receiving Swedish aid in a general sense. In practice Sweden provides support to

treasuries in various countries (Zimbabwe, Namibia, Botswana) via training

programmes run in conjunction with the Swedish Treasury. In addition aid is

also provided for networks of treasuries and ministries of finance, including

Mozambique. By improving control over the various money flows it was hoped to

help combat corruption ‘in this difficult area’.

There would seem to have been somewhat of a struggle to bring the concepts of

democracy, civil rights and good governance together and to translate their significance

into policy. That is visible in SIDA’s main policy document on development

cooperation in recent years, Government Bill 2002/03:122 of May 2003 in which ‘good

governance’ only gets a few lines, compared with the many more that are dedicated to

‘samstämmighet’ (policy coherence).7 A small number of passages emphasise the

‘rights perspective on development’ and thus respect for human rights, good

governance, democratisation and gender equality as important elements of Sweden’s

development policy. It is clear that democracy and human rights were and must be at the

centre of Swedish policy;8 that cooperation with the state and civil society and a

strengthening of the interaction between the two is therefore necessary and that there

is a desire to work on a long-term basis with the core institutions (parliament, party

systems, the judicial power/juridical system) of democracy. Long-term here means a

period of 10 to 20 years, with the accent lying more on the process than on rapid change

and involving practices that are flexible and subject to regular adjustment.

Given its long experience in this field, SIDA looks with some suspicion at the

IMF and the World Bank who have recently ‘(re)discovered’ the State. The ‘Public

Administration and Management Support’ from such organisations was considered

heavily technocratic, strongly influenced by the agendas of structural adjustment

programmes, and with too much emphasis on efficiency and effectiveness. It was

also felt that the focus on efficiency and effectiveness failed to recognise there are

limits to the amount of change possible.
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On the other hand, SIDA has always followed the World Bank and IMF as far as

the financial and monetary aspects of ‘good governance’ are concerned. While this

standpoint receives support from the economic department within SIDA in

particular, it is not always appreciated by the regional offices. In practice it has not

been possible to offer any alternatives, even though some developing countries have

been able to make use of SIDA-supported research programmes into alternatives.

‘Good Governance’ as an Objective

Over the years there have been many projects designed to further ‘good governance’

or in Swedish terms ‘democratic governance’. In the past these were mainly

concerned with institutional development. More recently the emphasis has shifted

to providing support for democratisation. Objectives have been sharpened and are

said to promote ‘the opportunities, security and power of poor people’ (SIDA, 2003).

Formerly, the accent was on financial management, statistics and physical planning,

the management of public institutions, and the development of training capacity for

civil servants and local administrators. Lessons drawn from SIDA’s experiences in

this field, particular in Africa, were brought together and documented in 1991

(SIDA, 1991). At present, developing and improving the efficiency of local

administrations and reforming the civil service apparatus have priority.

A wide range of projects have also been developed under the heading of

democratisation. These include projects to support the preparation (election legislation

and electoral registration), organisation and supervision of elections. Other projects

focus on strengthening parliamentary capacity in cooperation with the Swedish Rikstag

(Vietnam); building up democratic organisations and political parties (with the help of

Swedish sister parties); supporting the judicial system (police force in South Africa and

Palestine, judiciary in the Balkan States) and encouraging the development of mass

and local media and the training of journalists.9 In the field of human rights SIDA

emphasises the importance of support to NGOs, particularly those concerned with

women and children (SIDA, 1997c).

In recent years the resources made available for ‘democratic governance’

have increased considerably. In 1997 Sweden spent nearly SKr 1.5 billion (about

e170 million). In 1997 and 1998 about SKr 1 billion (or 15 per cent of total Swedish

bilateral aid) was budgeted for this purpose. This went up slowly with the budget in

the years that followed, reaching SEK 1.7 billion in 2002 (16 per cent of total

bilateral assistance of that year). Of this sum, 20 per cent was designated for

human rights, while financial management, local government and democratisation

each received about 15 per cent. An average amount of SEK 2.5 million per

project was spent. Of the 877 projects running at the end of 1998, 40 per cent were in

Africa. In 2002 this figure was 36 per cent. Most projects are in South Africa,

Mozambique and Tanzania. In addition there are also several projects in East Europe

particularly in the Baltic States and Russia, and Vietnam is the fourth biggest

receiver of Swedish democracy assistance. In 2004 under the heading ‘Human

Rights and Democratic Governance’ a total amount of SKr 3.3 billion was spent,

more than a quarter of SIDA’s aid expenditure. Of this amount about one-third went
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to sub-Saharan Africa and the rest was quite evenly distributed over the other

regions.

THE UNITED KINGDOM

‘Good Governance’ as a Concept

The policy of the British Labour government towards development cooperation has

been outlined in a White Paper on international development entitled Eliminating

World Poverty: The Challenge of the 21st Century presented by the former Secretary

of State for International Development, Clare Short, in 1997. As the title suggests,

combating poverty was a central part of the new government’s development

policy. ‘We shall refocus our international development efforts on the elimination

of poverty and the encouragement of economic growth which benefits the poor’

(DFID, 1997: 8).

At the same time this policy paper states that the British government will ‘give

particular attention to human rights, transparent and accountable government and

core labour standards, building on the Government’s ethical approach to

international relations’ (DFID, 1997: 50). The promotion of peace and political

stability and the prevention of conflict are basic principles. Furthermore,

considerable importance is attached to financial and economic stability and, in

this context, to finding a durable solution to the problem of debt.

In one important section the text refers to the World Development Report (1997)

which suggests that ‘good governance’ is ‘no luxury’ but an essential condition for

development. Raising the standard of ‘good governance’ is therefore of strategic

importance in eliminating poverty. The lives of the poor would be improved if those

occupying government positions in developing countries could be made more open

to the needs and wishes of those living in poverty. As the Report states rather

tautologically: ‘Improving governance can thus improve the lives of poor people

directly. In addition it is also seen as essential for creating the environment for faster

economic growth. Corruption can compromise both these aspects and the very poor

are particularly affected by its immediate heavy costs and indirect impacts

(uncertainty and unpredictability, elite politics).’10

It follows, therefore, that within British development policy there will be support

for decentralisation, a new approach to criminal justice, and an effort to involve civil

society and women in politics. Improving government machinery, increasing the

efficiency of the civil service, ensuring fair taxation and distribution of tax money,

establishing democratic structures and giving a voice to the poor are further

priorities. It is clear that British development policy supports the initiatives taken by

the OECD to prevent corruption and agrees with the policies and conditions adopted

by the World Bank to rein in financial malpractice.11

What is noteworthy in this policy paper and in British policy under the Labour

government is that the concept of ‘good governance’ is consistently presented in the

framework of combating poverty. It can be argued that the White Paper does not go

far enough in elaborating the concept for both the concept and objective are
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presented in general terms. However, there is a clear link in all the documents to the

eradication or elimination of poverty. It is remarkable that in all these documents it

is not the concept ‘good governance’ that is used but ‘effective government’ in the

sense of as effective for poverty reduction. This is also the case in later internal

papers such as the working paper Focusing Governance on Poverty (DFID, 1999).

This document suggests that four conditions are central to and necessary for ‘good

governance’: political systems that give the poor and disadvantaged power;

enough government capacity to develop policies that can counter poverty; policy

and systems that ensure equality in the provisions made to satisfy basic needs;

household and community security and access to the legal system for the poor and

disadvantaged.

A further elaboration of these four aspects suggests that the Department of

International Development (DFID) needs access to better information about

the political systems in countries receiving British aid as well as more effective

evaluation procedures. Such knowledge and the results of evaluations should be

reflected in country strategy papers. More work also needs to be done in

‘partnership’ with aid recipients on the ‘good governance’ agenda. A recent

‘consultation document’ expresses this in its title Better Government for Poverty

Reduction: More Effective Partnerships for Change (DFID, 2003).

This internal paper was later worked out in the policy paper Making Government

Work for Poor People: Building State Capability in the series of ‘Strategies for

achieving the international development targets’ (DFID, 2001). The paper identified

seven key capabilities which governments need to be able to address poverty and

reach the set social targets. These capabilities extend from political systems which

provide for all people, including the poor, to the development of an honest and

accountable government that can combat corruption. Furthermore macro-economic

stability, a pro-poor policy, effective basic services and personal safety and security

were stressed. The paper concluded that DFID should work with governments and

agencies which favour accountable and collaborative approaches. It would give

priority for programmes which enhance poor people’s voice in government and

which combat corruption. An example of how this is brought about in practice is the

series of 14 country studies, co-financed with the German BMZ, on operationalising

pro-poor growth, all published in 2004. Another example is the July 2004 set of

guidelines ‘Helping Parliaments and Legislative Assemblies to Work for the Poor’

(DFID, 2004).

Since the White Paper, the British view has broadened to some extent, but it is

very much a ‘work in progress’ as far as overall vision is concerned. British policy

falls within the framework of international policy defined in the ‘new agenda’

elaborated by the DAC report Shaping the 21st Century. Whereas in the past ‘good

governance’ was simply a collection of bits and pieces, it can now be seen within a

framework of international objectives at the social and poverty alleviation levels.

Further, attention has shifted from financial policy, to financial policy and

administrative reform, and subsequently to a concern for poverty and a recognition

of the fact that the capacity to formulate policy must be brought in line with the

capacity to mobilise and utilise sources of aid. The UK considers it a priority that
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governments should provide better services and that the relationship between state

and civil society should be improved. Finally, it is stated that British policy, more

than international policy, attaches considerable importance to security within

households.

‘Good Governance’ as an Objective

The aspects referred to above are not always taken up in projects and programmes.

Certainly the last working paper contains very little about how they should

be operationalised. The intention, however, is that security within the family and

the access of the poor to the judicial system, for example, should be embedded in the

fairly large number of police projects to a far greater extent. There are also projects

that deal with tax collection. Although in Asia there are not many projects of this sort

there is one in Bangladesh that deals with the management of public expenditure.

In the past the UK supported anti-corruption commissions in a bid to combat fraud

and financial mismanagement. Today, there is more concern with identifying and

coming to grips with the problem of low wages. In addition, British anti-corruption

laws are being enforced as they apply to the activities of British subjects in

developing countries and the Aid and Trade Provision is also being implemented.12

However, there is some scepticism about what actually can be done to combat

corruption in specific countries.

In 2003–04 a new budget structure was adopted in which there is also place for special

programmes. One of these is a small programme on governance and social development

with an estimated expenditure of £17.5 million in 2003–04 and of £6.7 million in

2004–05. It means that most assistance going to good governance activities are ‘hidden’

in the bilateral budgets for specific countries as well as in civil society programmes.

DFID follows the IMF line quite closely as far as the economic side of ‘good

governance’ is concerned especially since the IMF has broadened its policy. There

are exceptions, however. In the case of Pakistan at the end of the 1990s the UK was

critical of the IMF for not taking harder action. There is no suggestion however that

the UK would work in countries that did not conform to the IMF line. Recently,

since its decentralisation, there has been more discussion and exchange with the

World Bank. While from time to time there are differences of opinions about sector

policy, there have also been instances of co-financing in a number of countries.

‘Good Governance’ and Human Rights

In the past there have been a few scandals associated with the UK’s human rights

and international cooperation policy. One particularly infamous example was the

Pergau Dam in Malaysia which was built with development money that also served

to ‘smooth the way’ for a weapons deal.13 There have also been scandals about

weapon deliveries to Iraq and Rwanda. Amnesty International UK concluded that

there was a wide discrepancy in the way British human rights policy was applied

in different countries. Infringements of human rights were tackled vigorously in

countries with few strategic ties or trade relationships with the UK but, at the same

time the British government was extremely careful about human rights violations by
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countries such as China, Indonesia and Saudi Arabia which, in strategic and export

terms, were important to the UK (Amnesty International UK, 1998).

The changes that took place in government policy between 1997 and 1998 were

heartily welcomed by Amnesty. The new Labour Minister of Foreign Affairs, Robin

Cook, immediately after taking office in May 1997, declared that ‘human rights

would be put at the centre of British foreign policy’.14 Amongst other things the

British government promised to review its weapons export policy. In addition

the Department of Human Rights within the Foreign and Commonwealth Office was

enlarged by a third. In February 1998, a special budget was set up for human rights

and it was announced that, each year, a human rights report would be published

(FCO/DFID, 1998, 1999). The new British policy on weapon export stated that the

British government would not deliver arms to regimes it suspected might use them to

repress the local populations or initiate foreign aggression. The secrecy that had

surrounded the actions of the previous British government was severely criticised

and openness was promised.

Despite these developments, Amnesty International UK still points to

inconsistencies in British policy, the most prominent examples being China – an

important trading partner – and Indonesia. In the case of Indonesia, the British

government offered support to the National Human Rights Commission (Komnas

HAM) and export licences for some weapon shipments were refused. Nevertheless,

in 1997 and 1998 licences were granted for the export of considerable quantities of

weapons and ammunition including training facilities for storming houses and

buildings. These moves were severely criticised and it became apparent how deep

divisions within the British government were when three Hawk jet fighters were

delivered to Indonesia in autumn 1999.15 Amnesty International UK has also been

critical of the very limited amount of detail found in the government’s annual

reports, which makes it difficult to evaluate British policy. It should also be noted

here that there is an absence of ‘conditionality’. In particular also the lack of controls

on small arms exports was at the centre of a recent critique.16

Within DFID itself other questions have been raised about this policy, in

particular about the relationship between the defence of human rights and

development. The objective of human rights policy is certainly not the eradication of

poverty. Neither is it concerned with those who make very little use of political and

civil rights. In human rights policy political and civil rights tend to be emphasised

more and at the expense of social and economic rights. If a human rights policy were

to be considered from a development perspective it should also deal more with the

rights of particular groups rather than those of individuals. The policy is also difficult

to operationalise. The concept of human rights is an extremely broad one and it is far

from clear which rights should take precedence in a particular developing country or

development policy. There is no ‘operational guidance’ for this at the moment and

there are very few projects in this area. However, ballot boxes are being delivered and

training is being given to election officials. Because there is no separate sector

programme for democratisation and good government it is difficult to trace in the

budget how many resources DFID actually spent on this item. From British Aid

Statistics it appears that in the 1990s £80 million was spent annually on public
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administration. Most of this (between 80 per cent and 85 per cent) was spent

on sending out British experts and civil servants. In its most recent annual

departmental reports DFID indicates a certain shift from electoral support to more

emphasis on effective management of public finances, including financial and

technical assistance to anti-corruption bodies.

THE NETHERLANDS

‘Good Governance’ as a Concept

Shortly after she took office in 1998, the new Minister for Development Cooperation

of the Netherlands, Eveline Herfkens, announced that the number of countries

receiving Dutch development aid would be drastically reduced. The main reason for

these measures was efficiency: the number of countries receiving development aid,

131 in total (88 of which received more than US$1 million according to DAC figures

for 1997) was difficult for the Ministry to handle. The Minister was confronted with

the problem of management and the need to economise and therefore she wanted to

drastically revise the Dutch bilateral aid programme. She eventually informed the

Second Chamber of Parliament of her intention on 5 November 1998, and on

22 February 1999 she presented the House with the list of 19 countries that could

expect Dutch development aid.

Of course, the criteria used in this thinning out process were, to some extent,

random, but they could be made more objective. The first set of criteria dealt with the

need for aid. Herfkens used World Bank norms to estimate poverty. Countries with a

per capita income of less than US$925 could still get a soft loan from the bank but at

higher income levels this would no longer be possible. This criterion was also adopted

by the Dutch aid agency. The volume of aid a country received was also considered.

The second set of criteria concerned the relationship with the aid recipient.

‘Good governance’ was particularly important here. Minister Herfkens’ letter made

clear that two criteria were involved: ‘quality of policy’ and ‘quality of

government’. The third set dealt with past relationships with the aid recipient.

Herfkens did not explain the second and third set of criteria very clearly. It was

suggested that ‘good governance’ requires an evaluation of the quality of the way

government money is managed (including the extent to which corruption is

prevalent in a country). Democratisation of society and the implementation of the

principles of human rights should also be taken into consideration.17 Herfkens made

clear that a quick impression is not enough; it is the trends that become apparent over

a period of years that should be evaluated. Good government would be assessed

according to the evaluation procedure used by ‘relevant multinational organisa-

tions. . .in the area of social and macro-economic policy’.

Thus the concept of good government was clarified in a few sentences and

it is difficult to estimate what role it played in the selection of specific countries.

This lack of clarity was also apparent in earlier policy papers on ‘good

governance’.18 It is true that a delegation from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was

sent to the World Bank to collect information about countries with ‘good

governance’ on which the report Assessing Aid had been based. It is also true that in
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many developing countries the local Dutch embassies tried to exert pressure to keep

particular countries on the list. In the Netherlands, embassies also lobbied on behalf

of their national governments as did employers’ organisations and companies.

The result was a list of 19 countries (plus three with whom there would be restricted

aid relationships: Egypt, South Africa and Palestine). Certainly the list raises and

raised questions both inside and outside parliament about the way criteria such as

‘good governance’ and ‘good policy’ has been applied.

In the first place, questions were raised about countries where serious violations of

human rights were common (such as Pakistan and Zimbabwe) and countries at war

(Ethiopia and Eritrea). The Minister herself had already raised questions about these

countries. In addition there were the high-income countries such as South Africa and the

Minister’s ‘darling’, Macedonia, which, as a member of the Dutch voting group in

the World Bank, had apparently won the Minister’s heart. Finally, questions could also

be raised about countries that are currently ‘popular’ with donors (Uganda and Ghana),

and whether they would continue to be popular tomorrow.

Questions also arise as to why certain countries were not among the fortunate 19.

Some of these were countries in which the Netherlands had been extremely active,

where there was adequate administration and where, reportedly, Dutch aid

programmes had been running very well. Cape Verde was one such country.

The concept of ‘good governance’ has been elaborated further in an internal

working document produced by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs under the title

The Promotion of Good Governance in Dutch Foreign Policy (Directie Mensenrechten,

Democratisering, Goed Bestuur, 1999). The definition given to ‘good governance’ in

this document is as follows: ‘Good governance involves the transparent, responsible

and focussed use of authority and resources by the government in dialogue with the

people’. The two important principles in this definition according to policy documents

are the principles of legitimate government and effective government.

Four elements can be distinguished in the paper. First, the encouragement

of participative government by involving the people in the administration (by

strengthening the representative character of parliament, increasing the participation

of women, providing support for social organisations and the free press,

strengthening the decentralisation process etc). Second, by promoting transparent

government, the basis of which is accountability. Among other things this means

good financial management and combating corruption. The third element is

legitimate, legally secure and just government. This means a clear division

of functions between the different elements of authority within the state, promoting a

constitutional state, and a qualitatively high level of competence in implementing its

affairs. The final aspect of ‘good governance’ is effective government. This must be

ensured so government resources can be used in a goal-oriented and efficient way.

In The Promotion of Good Governance in Dutch Foreign Policy, ‘good

government’ is seen as a (development) objective and (selection) criteria. It touches

development cooperation as well as foreign economic and political relations and

therefore needs to be encouraged. However, the paper has not been worked out in

practical terms. Operationalisation was thought to be difficult and therefore it was

not made public as an official document. The Minister did, however, use the paper in
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a speech she gave in January 1999. In it she emphasised that ‘good governance’ was

neither the new flag-ship of ethical foreign politics or a way of putting developing

countries ‘on hold’ till they managed to get back into favour. In her eyes the

emphasis on ‘good governance’ put a finger on the sore regarding ‘the use of public

funds for personal ends by a thin upper layer of the population. On the ridiculously

and opulently rich who pay little or no tax . . . In short: good governance criticises

administrations that are far removed from the hearts and minds of the people and

who are negligent in fulfilling their main tasks’ (Herfkens, 1999).

Within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs it was recognised that in elaborating the

elements and criteria of ‘good governance’ in concrete situations it is impossible to

avoid a high degree of subjectivity. ‘Good governance’ is considered something

difficult to measure and a certain degree of randomness is seen as inevitable. In the

list of countries created after the selection, historical relationships, for example,

played an important role. In this sense, the ministry distanced itself from the World

Bank report Assessing Aid where a gap had been identified between

recommendations and everyday practice. A further challenge lies in bringing

together and linking the different elements of ‘good governance’ and ‘good policy’

particularly in the area of macroeconomics and monetary policy. Here a clear but

internal bureaucratic division can be seen.

As far as corruption is concerned there is, officially, ‘zero tolerance’ but in fact

there is still no policy as such. In speeches and in the so-called Utstein consultation19

the Minister has brought up the issue of combating corruption several times. At the

end of April 2000 the Netherlands organised an international conference in

Maastricht on corruption and development. The objective was not a quick-fix

solution but a more gradual, process-orientated approach.

‘Good Governance’ and Human Rights

For years the Netherlands has followed a very ambivalent policy as far as human

rights is concerned. It is true that the Netherlands was one of the first donors to

establish the policy in a document, but in 1948, during negotiations on the Universal

Declaration of the Rights of Man, it opposed the right to self-determination. It also

abstained from voting in the anti-apartheid resolutions put forward by the UN.20

It did not condemn the mass slaughter in Indonesia following the coup in 1965: the

coup was recognised and shortly afterwards aid relations were resumed. In the

1970s, the Minister for Development Cooperation Jan Pronk supported a hard line in

Indonesia, but was ready to engage in a dialogue with North Vietnam and Cuba.

In the first policy document on human rights and foreign policy, a special chapter

on human rights and development cooperation states that there are an increasing

number of conditions attached to giving aid because aid contributes to the survival of

repressive regimes.21 Human rights can be evaluated during the process of selecting

programme countries. On the other hand, as the policy document emphasised, there

was no desire to use aid as a way of rewarding or punishing countries because of

their human rights record. Subsequently three follow-up papers were prepared in

which the most recent achievements in the field of human rights since the end of the
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Cold War were acknowledged and particular consideration was asked for the rights

of women, children and minority groups (Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1997).

In the mid-1980s human rights fell to second place. Dutch policy was ambiguous –

particularly as far as Pakistan and Sri Lanka were concerned – and the relationship

between Indonesia and the Netherlands was a warm one. Suriname was the only country

where the Netherlands had pursued a more confrontational policy. After the moderate

President Chin A Shen stepped down in February 1982 and the military took over, and in

particular after the ‘December murders’ by the Surinamese army of a series of opposition

leaders, it had been decided that Suriname would only receive emergency aid.

It might be concluded22 that the Netherlands has three types of policy as far as its

relations with developing countries are concerned: one policy for large countries

such as Indonesia for example, where generally speaking a considerable amount of

caution is exercised; another, far stricter, policy for smaller countries; and finally a

particularly strict policy towards Suriname. Thus, serious violators of human rights

such as Indonesia, Sudan, Kenya and recently China have been among the countries

that have received the most foreign aid during the past 20 years.

‘Good Governance’ as an Objective

In the 1990s support from bilateral programmes for democratisation and the

safeguarding of human rights increased significantly. Most of this increase was

accounted for by short-run activities where money was allocated on an annual basis.

For years the Foreign Affairs budget had included about NLG 20 million to support

five international organisations working in the field of human rights and those who

were the victims of human rights violations. Also a similar sum was reserved for

strengthening the machinery of government, and providing support for elections.

During the 1990s the latter amount increased sharply and by 1999–2000 it had

reached NLG 50 million (about e23 million). NLG 500 million (about e227 million)

was allocated for conflict management, good administration and support for the

transition process in East Europe via the peace operation, although only NLG

67 million (e30.5 million) was considered to be official development assistance.23

Resources were used to pay election monitors, train diplomats and for developing

and restructuring the policy-making apparatus in South Africa, Indonesia and

Rwanda. Due to budget cuts under the new conservative government bilateral aid

in particular has decreased in recent years, and within the bilateral budget it is

in particular the budget line for good governance that suffered, going down from

e41.5 million in 2002 to e11.6 million in 2004.

Since 1996, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs has had two directorates: one

focused on ‘good governance’ (Human Rights, Good Government, Democratisation

Directorate) and the other on institutional development (Social and Institutional

Development Directorate). In January 2000, the Human Rights Directorate was

amalgamated with that of Peace and Reconstruction to form the Directorate for

Human Rights and Peace and Reconstruction. At the same time the allocation of

resources was decentralised and responsibility was devolved to embassy level.

A limit was also set on the number of countries that received support in this field.
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Many cities have twinning programmes, promoting institutional capacity-

building and good governance at the decentralised levels. The Dutch central

government provides some of the funds (e2 million) for the Municipal Cooperation

With Developing Countries programme which is implemented by the Union of

Dutch Municipal Councils (VNG). The VNG plays an important role in coordinating

activities and providing advice. About 35 of the larger Dutch municipalities and

some of the public utility companies are also involved in this programme. In addition

the VNG works with a number of private development organisations. To some

extent this is sometimes considered to be more a ‘travel agency’ for municipal

authority than a real development programme. Many projects are not running well

and there is little evidence that new elements are being introduced. However, an

evaluation made in 1997 did result in appreciative reports about several

municipalities. The evaluation also revealed that many projects had ended in fiasco.

An important part of aid for ‘good governance’ is implemented via UNDP and

goes to projects like rebuilding the police force in Rwanda. The Netherlands is one

of the larger UNDP donors and is an active member on the implementation council.

As such it tries to push the organisation firmly in the direction of ‘good governance’.

FRANCE

‘Good Governance’ as a Concept

Until very recently French development policy has been strongly orientated towards

defending French interests abroad and in the former French territories. This was the

policy under Mitterrand and recently, particularly as far as Africa is concerned, it has

resulted in a stream of revelations, publications and parliamentary investigations

regarding the incoherency between official discourse and public action.24 In the

process the three factors that had considerable influence on French foreign policy

towards Africa – what has also been called Foccartism25 – have become clear:

politics (especially financing the election campaigns of French political parties); the

military (the French presence in many African countries) and oil (Elf). In the past

French development policy was cloaked in a veil of secrecy and, simply because of a

complex organisational structure and the absence of basic documents, it has been

difficult to get a clear picture about strategies, priorities and implementation. Even if

one is prepared to defend France’s development policy, it is difficult to avoid seeing

it as a continuation of French colonialism and that it is first and foremost political

in character (Lanne, 1998). It is clear that in such a policy climate a concept such as

‘good governance’ has little significance.

Remarkably, President Jacque Chirac who is described in various publications as

being the ‘great master’ of Foccartism,26 was the person to introduce the notion

of ‘bonne gouvernance’, an Anglicism. In doing so he followed the arguments of his

predecessor Francoise Mitterand who, at the French African summit in La Baule,27 in

July 1990 introduced democratisation and the multi-party system as the condition, and

democratic stability as the object, of French development policy. There are no public or

internal documents that explain this policy. It is significant that the 1999 parliamentary
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report commissioned by former Premier Jospin did not go into the objectives of French

policy, for example, as far as democratisation and the promotion of human rights are

concerned (Tavernier, 1999). However, since Mitterand’s declaration at La Baule

there have been some instances when France has introduced sanctions against those

countries that have made little effort to introduce democracy.

In 1998, following the unsuccessful attempts of the Juppé government, Jospin

tried to reform French development cooperation. In 1997, the absence of a

transparent organisation, as well as the procedures and the budget, had been the

subject of sharp criticism from the DAC. From 1999, Jospin decided to administer

development aid from three separate centres: the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (which

included the old Ministry of Cooperation); the Ministry of Economics and Finance;

and the Agence Française de Developpement (the former Caisse Française) which

would be responsible for implementation. In addition the former development

cooperation ‘missions’ in those countries receiving aid were merged with the

embassies to provide ‘services’ for development cooperation. An inter-ministerial

committee for international cooperation was set up under the chairmanship of the

Premier and it was decided that from 1999 only one budget would be presented for

development cooperation. Countries receiving aid and developing countries were

referred to as one group and known as the ‘Zone de la Solidaritē Prioritaire’. These

comprised of the least developed countries and aid would be concentrated on these

countries. There was also a group in Asia and Latin America where the object was to

ensure that France had a political, cultural and commercial presence. As far as the

countries from the Zone Prioritaire were concerned, aid would be put in a broader

context and formalised in an agreement (French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1998).

It is argued by the Ministry that the objectives of development cooperation have

become more varied. In addition to reducing poverty and stimulating economic

growth and development, the promotion of constitutional government and human

rights, peace and dialogue are now among the six central objectives (‘axes

stratēgiques’) of French policy. This has not been elaborated further, except for the

comment that in the dialogue with partner countries, human rights and democratisation

is seen as an issue. Several issues raised in internal documents still require elaboration.

In 2003 a ‘steering document’ was also published with the title ‘For Democratic

Governance’, in which the commitment for democratic governance was underlined

again in rather general terms (French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2003).

Commentators see this change as positive and very necessary (partly because of

earlier policy) although they are also disappointed because change seems to be

restricted to organisational matters and that reform has been dealt with at the

bureaucratic level and largely behind closed doors. There is distrust in other areas

too. For example, the criteria for admitting countries to the Zone de la Solidaritē

Prioritaire are poorly elaborated, particularly as far as human rights and

democratisation are concerned. Given the shadowy nature of aid policy in the

past, it was here that the greatest transparency could have been expected

(Observatoire permanent de la coopération française 1999: 14). We can conclude

that reform of French development cooperation ‘still has to redefined in depth’

(ibid.: 16).28
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‘Good Governance’ as an Objective

In the recent past France has sent out election monitors and supported the

organisation of elections. However, in several instances (Comoros, Niger, Chad)

French ‘election monitors’ have been accused of committing fraud in the interests of

candidates favoured by the French themselves. Whatever the fact of the matter,

French election monitors had a completely different way of looking at fraud

committed during these elections compared to other foreign missions.29 In remote

villages in Niger villagers were presented with televisions so they could follow the

debate.30

On the other hand, France has traditionally sent out many thousands of

coopérants and has recently been involved in tax reform, improving the efficiency

of the customs system, and establishing better management in the health sector.

Projects to encourage constitutional government have been running for some time

and have been designed to promote the judiciary and the police force (Roy, 1997).

Training jurists (at the École Nationale de la Magistrature in Bordeaux), providing

legal advice and sending out magistrates costs about FF60 million (about e9 million)

each year. The budget for all projects (between 30 and 40) in the field of promoting a

constitutional state has declined in recent years from FF270 million to between

FF150 million and FF200 million (e23–30 million) in 1999. Nearly 50 per cent of

this goes to police projects. Most of the projects are in West Africa, but a

considerable number – especially those involving police cooperation and combating

the trade in drugs – are in Latin America.

Other projects in this area include building up governmental institutional

capacity by providing training in France (École Nationale d’Administration) and

contributing to the reform and decentralisation of government structure. A third

element is what is known in France as ‘co-opération décentralisée’, the ‘jumelage’

of more than 250 French cities and villages with cities and villages in developing

countries. Again there is a strong West Africa emphasis with 200 projects in French-

speaking West Africa, particularly in Senegal and Mali. The French government

provides about FF60 million in co-financing while the regions and local councils

contribute 10 times as much.31 In the most recent documents three types of activities

are proposed without attaching budgets: the formation and training of high ranking

civil servants and police officers through the École Nationale de la Magistrature and

the Service de la Coopération Internationale de Police; the renovation of judicial

structures and laws; and the provision of (legal) documentation. It has to be kept in

mind that only a quarter of French development assistance is spent via the Ministry

of Foreign Affairs, Cooperation and Francophonie.

AN INITIAL EVALUATION: AN ANALYSIS OF AID FIGURES

AND COUNTRY POLICIES

A certain degree of ambivalence caused by considerations of commercial and

strategic political interests is evident in the human rights policy of most donors.

Therefore, it might be expected that the attention recently paid to ‘good governance’
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is not always elaborated in concrete policy. But at least it should be possible to

identify a sharpening of the criteria in the list of aid recipients and also in the

reductions and increases in the volume of aid. These changes should be reflected in

government or regional policy documents. Finally, changes should also be apparent

in the projects and programmes already being financed. Below, we focus mainly on

the first set of possible changes and examine the list of countries from the

perspective of the policy documents relating to them and the volumes of aid they

receive.

From Table 1 it appears that most of the donors mentioned above have spread

their aid, piecemeal, over a large number of countries. Even a country such as

Denmark, which decided in the 1990s to concentrate its aid on fewer countries and

sectors, has seen the volume of aid to the first 10 recipients decline in relative terms.

During the past decade the country lists of most donors have remained practically

unchanged with the exception of Denmark, Belgium, France Spain, and very

recently the Netherlands. Only in the case of Denmark, Belgium and the Netherlands

does respect for human rights and/or good management seem to have played a

significant role even though all donors claim they use these criteria.

In recent years neither the absence of ‘good governance’ nor the violation of

human rights have been sufficient reason for the British government to justify any

change in the list of countries receiving aid. Exceptions were Nigeria during

Abacha’s rule, where aid was broken off for a short time only to be resumed a year

later and Pakistan, Gambia, Kenya and Burma where the amount of aid was reduced.

In the past Swedish aid has been concentrated in the 15–20 countries that have

been on the country list since the beginning of Swedish development cooperation or

that have been added to the list during the early 1970s. During the past 15 years

foreign policy considerations have played a significant role in the increasing number

of countries brought onto the list of aid recipients. Currently, Sweden has

programmes in nearly every developing country. There are extensive SIDA missions

in some 20 countries and in others aid is channelled primarily through non-

government organisations. Chile is the only country to have been removed from the

list, a measure taken in reaction to the coup of 1973 and the serious human rights

violations it involved.

Mitterand’s speech in La Baule in 1990 made clear that aid would be coupled to a

commitment to the process of democratisation. On several occasions France has

taken measures against countries where the process of democratisation had either

ground to a halt or not got off the ground. Both Zaire (1991) and Togo (1993) were

affected by these sanctions and there was a temporary halt of aid to Benin

(Cumming, 1995).

In the Netherlands only a few countries were dropped from the list because of

serious human rights violations. In the early 1970s, Uganda and Chile were also

dropped for this reason. Other serious human rights offenders such as Indonesia and

Pakistan, however, remained on the Dutch list and have not been made to feel, either

in the volume of form of aid, that there was any conditionality attached to Dutch

support. This policy has always given rise to vigorous debate, particularly in the case

of Indonesia, and there have been various clashes between the Minister of
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Development and the Minister of Foreign Affairs and between the Minister and

Parliament. This could also be seen in the reactions on the break in the aid

relationship with Indonesia. The temporary pause in aid negotiations after the blood-

bath in East Timor made President Suharto decide, with the forthcoming presidential

elections in mind and aware of the need for public support, to break aid relations

with the former colonial power. In the Netherlands this led to heavy criticism

of minister Jan Pronk for being too harsh in his criticism of Indonesia and for

breaking off aid negotiations. The fact was that the temporary pause in aid

negotiations was forced upon the minister by parliament. The effect was (and still is)

that in the debate and the criticism of Pronk the human rights violations were lost out

of sight as well as the internal Indonesian political considerations for Suharto’s

step.32

Not all donors have (recent) country strategy papers and many of the documents

that are available are out of date and no longer reflect contemporary policy thinking.

The Netherlands has only regional strategy documents and these are by nature

vague, imprecise and very general. Recently, British, country strategy papers set out

the elements of ‘good governance’ in particularly strong terms. The country strategy

paper relating to Kenya, for example, not only instances human rights violations and

irregularities in recent elections, but also documents the fact that while the Kenyan

bureaucracy is the largest in the region, it is unproductive and the salaries paid are

low. In British policy towards Kenya there is a willingness to give special support to

maintaining the autonomy of such key institutions as the treasury, and at the same

time to contribute to the second phase of the Civil Service reform programme. In

addition, the UK – together with other donors – wants to tackle corruption. In the

strategy paper on India critical remarks can be found under the heading ‘politics and

governance’. It is argued that corruption is widespread and that despite the

independence of the courts, it is difficult to ensure that corrupt politicians are

convicted’. Therefore, this means that there is a desire to target British aid to those

states within the Indian sub-continent that are actively engaged in reform and

poverty alleviation.

Recent Swedish documents are more cautious in tone but under the heading

‘good governance’ they also focus on such issues as the inefficiency of state

machinery, corruption and the absence of ‘accountability’. Thus, for example, in the

Tanzania strategy paper, Mkapa’s government is praised for its recent initiatives in

combating corruption. However, at the same time it is observed that corruption,

because it has permeated all layers of the state system, has become an important

impediment to development. The weak position of the government is highlighted

and its inability to implement plans and other measures are attributed to bureaucratic

weakness and a profusion of red tape. The Kenya strategy paper also raises the

question of corruption and its negative affect on administration (to the extent that

Kibaki’s new government has made the fight against corruption a priority, this could

be considered as a success by aid agencies in bringing external pressure to bear).

At the same time attention is drawn to the role of the mass media and civil society.

This leads to a much stricter line being taken in Swedish financial strategy towards

Kenya than appears in British documentation.
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The other donors discussed here have either no documentation on ‘good

governance’ at all or only regional policy documents written at a high level of

abstraction. These refer to ‘good governance’ but only in very general terms.

CONCLUSIONS

Eleven years ago Mick Moore and Mark Robertson concluded that there were five

problems with using development assistance to encourage ‘good governance’: too

many definitions; conflicting definitions; inconsistencies in implementation; the

unreliability of foreign pressure; and an imbalance in the agenda where

conditionality is coupled to a shrinking flow of aid (Moore and Robinson, 1994).

It might be concluded that little has changed.

On the basis of documents studied, interviews given and the international literature

we have consulted, we suggest there are three ways of approaching the concept of ‘good

governance’.33 To some extent these approaches seem to symbolise visions of the donor

country’s own state and democracy. The first is what we might call a ‘technocratic’

vision in which the main accent is on well-functioning state institutions: effective

supervision; the efficient production of services and as little corruption and as small a

state apparatus as possible. The key concepts here are ‘accountability’ and

‘transparency’. An attempt has been made to bring these various elements together in

a valuation system of governance indicators supported in particular by the World Bank.

This approach is especially strong amongst multilateral donors.34

The second approach might be called the ‘human rights’ approach. The accent

here is on enforcing human rights – first and foremost via a well-functioning judicial

system (protecting the integrity of the individual, guaranteeing freedom from

torture) and, in the last decade, supporting democratic structures (freedom of

organisation, of the press, a multiparty system etc). The Scandinavian countries

in particular see the concept of good governance in these terms. A sub-variant could

be the approach of USAID where the emphasis is on holding elections and ensuring

good procedures are followed during the election process.

In the third approach ‘good governance’ is seen in more instrumental terms.

‘Good governance’ should make it possible to combat poverty. State bodies should

focus on poverty alleviation and ensuring that the poor have access to state

institutions. These ideas are far from being fully elaborated. Structural reforms, such

as land reform, that are essential if the poor are to have access to the means of

production (still) have to be tackled. It also tries to assess effectiveness but then

in terms of the elimination of poverty, in terms of pro-poor change.

An initial review of the literature shows that in most donor countries – including

those discussed here – it is not the absence of a clear concept of ‘good governance’

that is the problem. Rather it is the fact that the concept has not been well thought out

in terms of the central objectives of development cooperation and the relationships

that exist between these objectives. Neither has much thought been given to the

consequences of using the different elements involved in the notion of ‘good

governance’ for policy in practice.

EUROPEAN DO NORS A ND ‘GO OD G OVERNA NCE’ 155



Only in the case of the UK does there seem to be an ongoing process to ensure that

links are established and maintained between ‘good governance’, human rights and the

other main objectives of the UK’s development strategy: the elimination of poverty.

In most of the policy documents from other donors ‘good governance’ and its various

elements are reviewed in relative isolation. If ‘good governance’ is an objective as well

as an instrument, as everyone emphasises, then it might be expected that the relationship

between good governance and more far-reaching goals should be formulated more

emphatically. It is impossible to avoid the impression that in the final resort, the donors’

own society and historical development function as examples. This can lead to a certain

degree of dogmatism as far as models of democratisation, policies for redistribution and

the structuring of a constitutional state are concerned.

Bilateral donors find it difficult to elaborate the various elements of ‘good

governance’ and to translate their essence into policy instrument. Problems also

arise in trying to find a balance between sanctions and stimulation and between

excessive interference (by increasing the degree of conditionality) and a hands-off

policy that puts all the responsibility on the recipient country in order to further a

sense of ‘ownership’.35 This is partly because there is even less clarity about the

effectiveness of political conditionality than there is about economic conditionality.

It is significant that the various donors make their policy changes and plans in

relative isolation. Within the Development Assistance Committee of the OECD

there is, to be sure, a working group on participation and ‘good governance’.

However, the working group itself has reached an impasse because there is

considerable difference in the importance that the various donors attach to these

issues. In addition, it appeared to be difficult to translate the agreements and ideas

developed within the working group into action within the respective ministries

because of internal divisions and the distance that exists between those who

‘formulate policy’ and the staff in the field. It is for these reasons that experiments to

promote participation and ‘good governance’ in four selected developing countries

have had little success. Even among like-minded donors there is little or no

consultation about the policy changes made at the central level. It is easy to imagine

that in the field, in the recipient countries this leads to much more difficult

confrontations.

Strangely enough, from the mid-1980 – although in most cases more recently – the

majority of donors have worked out programmes to support and stimulate the

development of ‘good governance’ and the enforcement of human rights. These types

of programme run from supporting human rights organisations, to providing facilities

during elections, to building democratic institutions and government organisations.

Here bilateral donors sometimes find themselves on the territory of non-governmental

aid agencies both as far as support for human rights organisations are concerned and

more recently for building up so-called civil society. There are very few evaluations

available for these types of programmes. Initial evidence suggests, however, that they

encounter the same sorts of problems as economic projects and programmes.36

The implication for policymakers is that much greater care needs to be taken in

three areas. First, extreme care is needed with regard to using the concept ‘good

governance’ as a criterion for entering, changing or breaking off aid relationships.
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The relationship between ‘good governance’ and economic development and

between ‘good governance’ and an effective use of development assistance is not an

easy one to establish.37 Radical changes in policy should be avoided particularly

in the transitionary stage between ‘good’ and ‘bad’ where most developing

countries, because of the nature of their development status, are to be found.

Employing this criterion, in fact, requires a much greater degree of consultation and

coordination between donors than is the case at present.

In the second place, so little is known about the effectiveness of political

conditionality that the instruments available in this area should be used much more

carefully and in a much more varied way. Political pressure from parliament and

social organisations sometimes forces hesitant ministers to take unexpected and

possibly unwise actions. Closer study of the success and failure of conditionality

might lead to the development of scenarios that might couple a more strategic use of

the instruments with an explicit political position. This can lead to a better

evaluation and incorporation of activities such as policy dialogues that tend to take

place behind closed doors.

Finally, experiences with projects in institutional development and democratisa-

tion have been so varied that a study of ‘good practices’ is extremely urgent. This

necessitates a coupling of these types of projects and interventions with those

concerned with ‘sustainable poverty alleviation’ which is still the main objective of

the development cooperation of most European donors. It also means a non-

dogmatic, flexible and integrated application of various forms of aid. Even in one

and the same country it can mean that budget support, sector support and project

support exist side by side.

Such an approach demands first and foremost that the ministries and

development agencies have a good understanding of the countries concerned and

know how different government institutions and civil society function. There must

be political and economic insight, organisational knowledge and some idea of where

interventions can lead. This knowledge is not present within many ministries of

foreign affairs. The extension of conditionality in this setting means that, if these

ministries are to do more than blindly follow international organisations such as the

World Bank (which has never shown it has the answer to the problem), it must be

more open to the (academic) world than it is at the moment.

NO TES

1. With this in mind a number of representatives of European donor organisations were interviewed and
documents from these donor countries were collected and studied. Representatives of the DAC of the
OECD were also interviewed. This was in the first phase in the framework of a research project for
the Scientific Council for Government Policy (WRR) in the Netherlands. These interviews took place
in late 2000 and during 2001. Additional (telephone) interviews were conducted and new documents
were retrieved in autumn 2003, spring 2004 and autumn 2005.

2. In each report about Africa from 1981 and 1984 this issue has only been addressed under the heading
‘growth of parastatals’ and size of government.

3. See for example the various publications of K. Tomasevski on this subject. Political conditionality in
the sense that donors in exchange for their help also expect support for different forms of politics and
political strategies are naturally as old as the reality of development itself.
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4. O. Stokke (introductory chapter in Stokke, 1995) differentiates two generation of economic
conditionality: first reforming economic policy (especially in the 1970s and 1980s) and the second
that focuses on reforming the system, an approach that became more evident in the late 1980s. It
can be argued that reforms concerned with containing the role of the state were included in
structural adjustment programmes in Africa in the 1980s. In addition, political conditionality has
always played a role – positively as well as negatively – for example, in cases of serious human
rights violations. Stokke observes correctly, however, that it was only when the Cold War was
finally over that issues such as reform of political and economic systems became a focus of
attention. Therefore, it is perhaps better to see political and economic conditionality as two
different issues each with its own history and which only recently have in a way begun to
converge.

5. Norwegian aid to Mozambique was around $35 million and went up to $50 million in recent years.
Net ODA from Norway was about $20 million and went up to $38 million in 2003 and 2004, before
the crisis between donors and the Ugandan government of 2005.

6. See also the ‘Statement to the Storting’ of Hilde F. Johnson, 30 April 2002.
7. Government Bill 2002/03:122: Shared Responsibility: Sweden’s Policy for Global Development,

15 May 2003 (adopted by the Swedish parliament in December 2003).
8. The policy paper Democracy and Human Rights in Sweden’s Development Cooperation (Swedish

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1999: 8) emphasises that from the beginning (reference is made to the
first government paper on development aid in 1962) human rights and democracy were important and
‘intrinsic aspects’ of Swedish development cooperation, and that the values and principles contained
in the Universal Declaration of the Rights of Man form the normative bases for all Swedish
development efforts. This is reiterated also in the Swedish vision on poverty and the political
dimensions of poverty (see SIDA, 2002: 34–6).

9. For an overview see Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (1999: Ch.6).
10. See the text box ‘Good Governance, Corruption and the Law’ in DFID (1997: 30).
11. Although one should take into consideration that none of the G8 countries, not even the UK, has

signed the UN Convention Against Corruption.
12. This concerns an arrangement comparable to the Dutch ORET programme. A reason for abolishing

this is heavy overpricing and the suspicion that there was much buying of favours by British
companies that wanted to see orders financed under this programme.

13. National Audit Office, Pergau hydro-electric project, London, 1993.
14. This speech on the 12 May 1997 and the mission statement it contained came to be known as

Labour’s ethical foreign policy although Cook in later speeches and presentations emphatically
avoided the word ‘ethical’ and preferred to use the term ‘enlightened self-interest’. See various
articles in The Guardian in January and February 2000, for example, 28 January 2000.

15. See articles in The Guardian on British ethical foreign policies, for example in September 1999.
In January new divisions appeared within the British cabinet over the ending of an export ban on
weapons to Pakistan. Cook and Short were lined up against the ministers of defence and trade,
according to a leaked document. The Guardian, 12 & 26 January & February 2000.

16. Oxfam (1998, 2002) also criticised British arms exports.
17. Letter from Minister Herfkens to the Second Chamber of Parliament, 5 November 1998

(Parliamentary Records).
18. J.M. Otto (1997) referred to this formulation of policy as ‘fairly hazy’ and saw ‘evidence of haste’ in

the vague definitions and poor elaboration of concepts in the Budget for 1997, for example.
19. Consultation between the four female ministers for development cooperation from Norway, the UK,

Germany and the Netherlands, in the monastery of Utstein in Norway in the summer of 1999, that
resulted in an action programme and agreements on a variety of activities that they would carry out
together. See also DFIS (1999).

20. See Hoebink (1999). Solidarity with the ‘Boers’ as well as Dutch business interests played a major
role in this abstention.

21. Paper De rechten van de mens in het buitenlands beleid. Proceeding of the Second Chamber of
Parliament, Session 1978-1979, 15 571, Nos. 1-2.

22. Compare Hoebink (1999: 194).
23. These and other figures from the budget for foreign affairs, Ch.5 of the national budget for various years.
24. For an overview see Verschave (1998).
25. Named after Jacques Foccart who for 30 years shaped the French Africa policy from the Elysée and

also subsequently was able to maintain a hold on Africa policy. This was due to, among other things,
appointments in which the post of development cooperation was important.
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26. See, for example, Verschave, passim, amongst others p.334. In this way Chirac argued in February
1990 for the maintenance of a one-party system in Africa (Brüne, 1995: 144).

27. This seaside resort in Brittany has become famous since 1990 when Francois Mitterand organised the
16th French-Africa Summit there and suggested that in future France should couple its development
aid to initiating and maintaining the process of democratisation. He added directly that the
‘difference in structure, civilization, tradition, and norms’ must be taken into account and that
‘France should not dictate any other constitution whatsoever’ (Brüne, 1995: 142–3).

28. See also the article by Daniel Bourmaud, Émile Le Bris, François-Xavier Verschave and Jean Némo
in the same publication.

29. See amongst others the articles about monitoring the elections in Togo and Chad in: Observatoire
permanent de la coopération française 1997, Paris: Karthala, 1997.

30. ‘These disappeared one after the other’ (Gourévitch 1997: 151).
31. See amongst others Petiteville (1995).
32. After ending the aid relationship, the Netherlands began consultations again within a few months.

Denmark and Canada had also ceased negotiations. Canada maintained this position until the late
summer of 1992. See also Hoebink (1999), Schulte Nordholt (1995) and Vos (2001).

33. Moore and Robinson (1994) distinguish four approaches: a ‘human rights approach’ which in their
eyes most donors support; a democratisation approach, in which democratisation in the sense of
formal elections, most donors emphasise in their definition of good governance but which, when it
comes to implementation there are considerable differences. The US in particular lays heavy
emphasis on holding elections and the building up of formal democratic institutions; ‘low military
expenditure’ is the third approach emphasised particularly by the IMF in the early 1990s. This has
more or less disappeared from the agenda; the ‘practices and procedures of government’ approach is
in principle the broadest and most diffuse, and here the accent is less on democratisation than on the
functioning of the state apparatus.

34. This is partly reflected in their mandate that forbids involvement in the politics of member states – an
aspect which, incidentally, did not play an important role in several cases in the past.

35. For an overview of various donor approaches in the case of Tanzania, see Voipio and Hoebink (1999).
36. See, for example, Carothers (1999) and recent studies on the EU’s democracy promotion in the

Mediterranean region.
37. In this sense not only is the World Bank report Assessing Aid extremely controversial but also the

definition of what is ‘good governance’ determines the results to a large extent. Is China, by far the
most important recipient of private investment and also recently an important recipient of donor help,
an example of ‘good governance’?
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Spécial: Les aides à l’Afrique en questions, No. 188, October–December.
Moore, M. and M. Robinson, 1994, ‘Can Foreign Aid be Used to Promote Good Government in

Developing Countries?’, Ethics and International Affairs, Vol. 8, pp. 141–158.
Notitie Landenbeleid structurele bilaterale hulp, ‘Tweede Kamer de Staten Generaal, vergaderjaar 1999–

2000’, 26 433, No. 18, 10 November 1999.
NORAD, 2000, NORAD’s Good Governance and Anti-corruption Plan 2000–2001, Oslo, December.
Observatoire permanent de la coopération française 1999. Paris: Karthala.
Observatoire permanent de la Coopération française 2000, 2000. Paris: Karthala.
Observatoire permanent de la Coopération française 2001, 2001. Paris: Karthala.
Observatoire permanent de la Coopération française 2002–2003. Paris: Karthala 2003.
Otto, J.M., 1997, ‘Ontwikkelingssamenwerking en goed bestuur’, in Internationale Spectator, Vol. 51, No. 4

(April).
Oxfam, 1998, Out of Control: The Loopholes in the UK Controls on the Arms Ttrade, Oxford, December.
Oxfam, 2002, The Spoils of Peace: How Can Tighter Arms Export Controls Benefit Both the Poor and the

British Industry?, Oxford, February.
Petiteville, F., 1995, La coopération décentralisée: Les collectivités locales dans la coopération Nord-

Sud, Paris, L’Harmattan.
Roy, E.le, 1997, ‘La politique française de coopération judiciaire: bilan et perspective’, in Observatoire

permanent de la Coopération française 1997, Paris, Karthala.
Royal Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1996, A Changing World: Main Elements of Norwegian

Policies Towards Developing Countries, Report No. 19 to the Storting, Oslo.
Royal Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1999, Focus on Norwegian Development Cooperation.

Statement to the Storting on Development Cooperation Policy. Report on Norwegian Development
Cooperation in 1998, Oslo, May.

THE E URO PEA N J OU RNAL OF DEVELO PMEN T RESEARCH160



Royal Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2001, Evaluation of the Norwegian Human Rights Fund,
Evaluation Report 1/2001, Oslo, May.

Royal Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2002, Fighting Poverty. Norway’s Action Plan 2015 for
Combating Poverty in the South, Oslo, March.

Royal Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2004, Fighting Poverty Together. A Comprehensive
Development Policy, Oslo, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Report No. 35, April.

Schulte Nordholt, N., 1995, ‘Aid and Conditionality: the Case of Dutch-Indonesian Relationships’,
in O. Stokke (ed.), Aid and Political Conditionality, London: Frank Cass.

SIDA (Swedish International Development Co-operation Agency), 1991, Making Government Work:
Guidelines and Framework for SIDA’s Support for the Development of Public Administration,
Stockholm: SIDA Education Division, Public Administration Section, May.

SIDA, 1997a, Justice and Peace: SIDA’s Programme for Peace, Democracy and Human Rights,
Stockholm, May.

SIDA, 1997b, ‘Department for Policy and Legal Services: Good Administrative Practice Counters
Corruption’, Stockholm, January.

SIDA, 1997c, Human Rights and Democratic Governance: Facts and Figures 1997, Stockholm.
SIDA, 1999, Working Paper ‘Democratic Governance and Development’, Stockholm, August.
SIDA, 2002, Perspectives on Poverty, Stockholm, October.
SIDA, 2003, Annual Report 2002, Stockholm.
Stevens, M. and Gnanaselvam, S., 1995, ‘The World Bank and Governance’, in IDS Bulletin, Vol. 26, No. 2,

pp. 97–105.
Stokke, O. (ed.), 1995, Aid and Political Conditionality, London: Frank Cass.
Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1999, Democracy and Human Rights in Sweden’s Development

Cooperation, policy paper, Stockholm, February.
Tavernier, Yves, 1999, La coopération française au développement, Rapport au Premier (ministre) Paris:
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