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Some new tendencies in the
international cooperation of the

Netherlands: An Introduction to
Yearbook 2008

Paul Hoebink

2007 was a special year for Dutch international cooperation. The Netherlands not only
were ‘blessed’” with a new government, Balkenende IV, and thus also a new Minister
for Development Cooperation, Bert Koenders, the new cabinet also prepared its new
policies by taking a 100 days reconnaissance period. In these 100 days the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs) had an important place, finally lading to the Agreement of
Schokland.

2008 and 2009 and will be interesting years for Netherlands’ international coop-
eration again. Several political parties are organising lecture series or preparing reports
on the effectiveness of Dutch development cooperation. The two most important advi-
sory bodies to the government, the Social Economic Council (SER) and the Scientific
Council for Government Policy (WRR), are preparing reports on development coop-
eration. Several other organisations organised or will organise major conferences or
seminar on subjects as ‘Understanding Development Better’ and the organisational
structures of Dutch international cooperation. Debate is flourishing, although the con-
tent of these debates may often not be that deep or rather shallow, it shows the long-
standing interest of Dutch citizens in international development and international co-
operation.

New dimensions have been added in the last decade in Dutch international coop-
eration. First, private aid organisations and private initiatives in development assis-
tance have been mushrooming more than ever before. Not only has the Dutch gov-
ernment in recent year extended it subsidies to private aid organisations, stimulated by
international travel and other forms of globalisation tens of thousands of Dutch citi-
zens are involved in small or larger initiatives to support orphanages, schools and hos-
pitals in developing countries. In the mean time the debate on all these activities is
also going on. Second, we have seen in the last decade a whole new series of partner-
ships being developed in international cooperation. In particular partnerships between
private companies and all types of Third World solidarity organisations have been de-
veloped rapidly. Third, military intervention and peace keeping operations have
brought more attention for ‘fragile states’ and the relation between diplomacy, defence
and development, the so-called three Ds or Triple D or 3Ds. Last, all these new devel-
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opments shed new lights also on the role of research and evaluation. For a long time,
international and development cooperation have been described as a ‘knowledge in-
dustry’, but only in the last six to seven years we see this gradually developing in new
initiatives and debates on the potential role of research and knowledge development.
On all this four topics this NYIC dedicates some articles.

In the footsteps of private aid

There are in the Netherlands most probably more than 9.000 private aid initiatives.
Since the Netherlands counts 443 municipalities, it means that in average per munici-
pality there are on average more than 20 small groups or individuals active in collect-
ing and transferring money mostly to developing countries. International travel and
tourism - together with the old morale of good neighbourship, solidarity and the ‘em-
barrassment of riches’ - have greatly enhanced this kind of do-gooders activism.' At
the same time the debate on the effectiveness of private aid organisation and of NGO-
programmes seems to have flawed.

Looking backward the 1990s seems to have been the heyday for the evaluation of
private aid organisations and NGO-programmes. In the Netherlands we saw the so-
called ‘Tmpact Study’ (1991) as one of the first major evaluations of NGO-activities in
developing countries. It was followed by evaluations by the Overseas Development
Institute, the Finnish evaluation unit and dissertations amongst others by Schulpen
and Biekart.” All of these studies more or less concluded that private aid organisations
were not that kind of superior or more effective aid organisations that they often are
presumed to be. In this yearbook some other aspects of private development coopera-
tion are highlighted.

Already in the Tmpact Study’ there was criticism on the regional distribution of
private aid. The steering committee of that evaluation indicated that Dutch NGOs in
comparison to other NGOs in Europe spent much more in the richer countries in
Latin America.’ Koch and Loman go a step further and indicate in their article also that
non-governmental agencies are playing an increasingly important role in development
assistance. They stress that very often various assumptions are made concerning where
development NGOs spend their resources, but that the veracity of these assumptions
in general are never assessed. Based on a literature review and in-depth interviews,
Koch and Loman then try to describe the potential determinants of allocation deci-
sions for Dutch NGOs. To sustain this they use a new longitudinal dataset and apply a
dynamic panel method to scrutinise these determinants. A case study of one Dutch aid
organisations is presented at the end of their article.

Koch and Loman find that Dutch NGOs do not focus on the poorest countries.
Only one of the top 10 per capita recipients over the last two decades is among the
least developed countries. They assume that geographic choices made by Dutch NGOs
are closely related to and influenced by those of the government. The figures reveal
that the widespread assumption, fostered by Dutch NGOs themselves, that Dutch
NGOs are more active in countries with poor governance is unfounded. Lastly, his-
torical relations prove the most important determinant of geographic choices, casting
doubt on their presumed flexibility. According to Koch and Loman, the case study of
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Oxfam Novib corroborates most of these findings. It shows that Oxfam Novib was the
only organisation to develop a formalised selection procedure for recipient countries,
the results of which include a stronger focus on the poorest countries than other or-
ganisations. It also showed that senior management commitment and exogenous
shocks influenced the determinants of geographical aid allocation.

There is next to the claim that NGOs are superior implementers of development
programmes, a second claim that Northern private aid agencies relate with their
Southern partners more effectively than the inefficient, costly and bureaucratic gov-
ernmental agencies in the North. This of course is said to go back to shorter commu-
nication lines, better understanding and even relationships of friendship and partner-
ship. Udan Fernando tries to share in his article the findings of his PhD research on
the relationships between Sri Lankan NGOs and their funders, Dutch Co-Financing
Agencies (CFAs), private aid organisations receiving large subsidies from the co-
financing scheme of the Dutch government. He starts with presenting a brief overview
of the history of these private aid organisations in Sri Lanka. It should be remembered,
that the first public campaign in the 1960s in the Netherlands to raise money for
NGOs by Oxfam Novib (then Novib) was for a Sri Lankan NGOs, Sarvodaya. Fer-
nando then discusses the main findings along three themes. He at first focuses on the
institutional level. He analyses how changes in the contexts of Sri Lanka and Nether-
lands influenced these relationships. Then he makes an analysis of how relationships
are influenced at organisational and personal levels. Under the organisational analysis,
he explains the different phases of relationships between the Dutch and Sri Lankan
organisations and dynamics of same. At the personal level the analysis includes the
discussion on the role of NGOs leaders, desk officers and the interaction between
them.

Udan Fernando stresses that he did not attempt to compare the experience of
Dutch CFAs in Sri Lanka with other countries. The findings therefore should be un-
derstood as a case taking into account the specificities of the Sri Lankan context, the
specific relationships between the Sri Lankan NGOs and those staff of CFAs who were
in charge of Sri Lanka or South Asia. The relationship between the two parties had
gone through a great deal of change and many shifts over time. These changes have
been driven by a combination of institutional, organisational and personal factors. He
suggests that of late, the institutional factor exerted a great deal of influence on rela-
tionships. It arrives at a conclusion that the withdrawal process, that we have seen in
recent years with regard to Sri Lanka, was completely driven by CFAs, with all deci-
sions taken unilaterally, leaving little or no space for negotiation and consultation. But
sometimes this was also because the relationship between a NGO-director and a desk-
officer got sour.

Private initiatives of Dutch citizens in international cooperation take all kinds of
forms and are based on a wide range of activities." They fit in a wider international
trend, but take some specific forms. Fox and Biekart state in their contribution to this
yearbook also that Northern citizens are increasingly acting as global citizens, becom-
ing more conscious of global problems, and hence seeing clearer the links between
local issues and the international situation. In the Netherlands, some innovative pro-
jects seek to involve citizens directly into the process of international cooperation. In
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their article they analyse three examples: Oxfam Novib’s Reverse Development Co-
operation, Linkis’ small-scale private development initiatives, and the NCDO’s Third
Chamber, a citizens’ advisory body to the Dutch Parliament. The paper examines to
what extent these projects have the potential to offer progressive alternatives to main-
stream development cooperation, and how they involve Dutch citizens in global citi-
zen action.

Looking for new partnerships

A tendency that has been supported by the new cabinet and by the new minister is to
look for new partnerships in development. One could call that ‘polderen’, a neologist
verb, that indicates the historical ways of consensus building in this flat country, by
ways also to get all important social and economic actors on board. It certainly places
the Netherlands itself in the middle of the debate on development cooperation and
casts doubts if this fits well in the new international agenda of the Paris Declaration
and demand-driven aid. A fact is that some of these partnerships, e.g. with private
business, were very old but discontinued since the 1980s as a result of disastrous lack
of efficiency and effectiveness of tied aid. They are revived now in new forms and it is
probably a bit too early to throw it all away by labelling these new partnerships as
supply driven aid.

Helmsing and Knorringa investigate whether Dutch NGOs increasingly involve
private sector actors in their enterprise development interventions, and whether such
increased involvement makes a difference. After an overview of changes in the policy
area of enterprise development interventions, they present their findings from inter-
views with enterprise development specialists at 18 Dutch NGOs. They find that pri-
vate sector involvement has increased, both with private sector actors in the Nether-
lands and in the South, and this has contributed to an increased market orientation,
focusing more on opportunities than on problems, more on small and medium scale
as compared to micro and survival businesses, and more on mainstream markets than
on niches like Fair Trade.

They acknowledge that private sector actors have not become involved in NGO
policy development and that these do not influence monitoring and evaluation sys-
tems. While most older and larger NGOs are more experienced in market building,
some of the newer NGOs — among them private sector hybrids — focus on market par-
ticipation. Helmsing and Knorringa see it as a challenge for the coming years is to or-
ganise and stimulate selective matches between these two complementary types of in-
tervention skills. Developing such more systematic bridges between market building
and market participation can in their eyes help to enhance the direct poverty reduc-
tion potential of enterprise development programmes by Dutch NGOs. Finally they
express the hope that the increased involvement of private sector actors can facilitate
building these bridges, especially when market participation specialists are willing and
able to learn about opportunities and constraints in market building interventions,
and vice versa.
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Research and evaluation

2007 saw also some intense debates on research programmes being funded by the
Dutch government. It was instigated by a series of changes that the research depart-
ment of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs brought into the funding of programmes and
its advisory structures, and also by a critical evaluation report on the research pro-
grammes by the Evaluation Unit (IOB) of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.” In the 1990s
the Ministry tried to change the funding of research programmes to a certain extent in
creating some programmes that were less supply and more demand driven. The Multi-
annual Multidisciplinary Research Programmes were the new programmes that re-
ceived special attention and also new money, but in fact budgets were rather limited,
they were what Henk Molenaar in his article calls ‘the core and flagship’ of the re-
search programme. What turned out, was that all these programmes did not show
good results and a major deficiency of all of them was that research capacity building,
e.g. through partnerships, was not an important and integral part of them.

What is more important, and that was not subject of the IOB-evaluation, is that the
Ministry did not have a clear strategy on knowledge creation and management, neither
on the knowledge itself needed or should need, neither on what partner countries
needed and need, e.g. in the sectors in which the Netherlands cooperates with them.
This has been only partly changed in the last years with the creation of the so-called
IS-Academies, research cooperation on specific issues, with a series of academic insti-
tutes in the Netherlands, and the new research policy.

Henk Molenaar tries, as objective as possibly possible, to depict some of the heated
debates that these changes created, sailing nicely between Scylla and Charybdis. He
also outlines the new research policy and its background. And he concludes that the
change in focus on local ownership in the early 1990s was necessary to correct pro-
grammes that seemed to be mainly in the interests of the Dutch research community,
but also that a focus on locally owned, demand-led and location-specific research is no
longer sufficient now. He emphasises that international research cooperation and de-
velopment cooperation are moving in opposite directions and thus new inroads, new
programme design and new methodologies are necessary.

Security and development

In the officials statements of the Dutch government on its foreign policy, one can read
repeatedly behind the statement on the Dutch commitment to Europe and the Euro-
pean Union:

‘The Netherlands will continue making contributions to crisis management operations in
2009, in accordance with the approach that combines military activity with diplomatic ef-
forts and development cooperation (the 3Ds: defence, development and diplomacy).”

Not only the new and present Minister for Development Cooperation adheres to this
approach, also his predecessor tried — with not that much success - to play an active
role in this field. Jan Pronk, for some time special envoy of the Secretary General for
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Darfur was a 3Ds adherent avant la letter, far before it became know as such in his
eight years period as minister for Development Cooperation in the nineties. He spent
quite some time in conflict-stricken African countries to try to solve conflicts or to
mediate. The new Labour Party Minister Bert Koenders follows, on this rocky path, his
footsteps.

In 2004 the Ministry created a Stability Fund aimed at funding activities in the
spheres of peace, security and development. In the first two years it funded some 122
projects already for €122 million, for the major part spent in the Great Lakes Region
and to a lesser extent in the Horn of Africa and Afghanistan.” In later years the dis-
bursements went up to €100 million, again for an important part spent in the same
regions, partly via the World Bank and UNDP. Re-integration of ex-combatants, de-
mobilisation, reconstruction, de-mining are among some of the major activities
funded. Is it a drop in the ocean? The first evaluation called it a useful addition to ex-
isting instruments.

One of the most heart-breaking and continuing humanitarian ‘disasters’ is indeed
the situation in Darfur and what everyone at least that I know is looking with disgrace,
is the impotence (or is it the lack of will? Or both?), that the international community
is showing in its ways to resolve it. In the last five to six years Darfur was high on the
agenda of the summits of the African Union. From Gleneagles to Heiligenstadt it fea-
tured at the G-8 summits. If the length of discussions and the number of words that
have been spiled on it, would have been translated in for ten per cent into action, hu-
man suffering might for a large extent have been ended. On January 1 2008 we saw a
new initiative from the African Union. It replaced the 7,000 troops of the African Un-
ion Mission in the Sudan (AMIS), which was deployed after the so-called ceasefire and
peace agreement of April 2004 and April 2005, by United Nations Hybrid Operation
in Darfur (UNAMID). AMIS had been little successful and nearly collapsed in May
2007 by lack of money, and the African Union hoped that UNAMID would be in a
better position to manage the conflict and as such to start reconstruction and devel-
opment in Darfur.

Jair van der Lijn reviews in his article the factors that relate to success or failure for
UNAMID and he concludes that they give little reason for optimism. He is convinced
that the operation is will not likely to contribute to durable peace. He states — as a
clear euphemism — that the parties are not ‘very willing or sincere’. He sees the rebel-
sas too inexperienced and incapable and, above all, too splintered to negotiate. UNA-
MID is not part of a political process, and in the absence of such a process topped-off
by a peace agreement, the operation can at best address the consequences of the con-
flict, not its causes. And he concludes: ‘Whether this is likely to be done within the
context of a long-term approach is too early to say’. From that, the next conclusion
could be, that Darfur will stay high on the agendas of international bodies also in 2009
and 2010.

Humanitarian assistance has been heavily criticised in the last twenty years and
sometimes this critique does not seem to help and situations seem to become even
worse. This the case with emergency assistance as the evaluation of the assistance after
the Tsunami disaster clearly indicated. But evaluations and independent studies of
long-lasting emergencies, like civil wars and assistance to refugees, were equally criti-
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cal. The United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA)
which was and is in itself a very important new coordinating body, had and has the
nearly impossible task to control the wild amalgam of all kinds of organisations in-
volved in humanitarian assistance.

But some good news is around. Dirk Salomons and Dennis Dijkzeul examine the
new concept of humanitarian space and try to provide an empirical example of the
concept, describing the humanitarian activities in Chad and in particular how they are
coordinated through the cluster approach. Under humanitarian space involved actors
try to create a ‘cluster’ of actors around each key sector of humanitarian action who
would jointly take responsibility for that sector, both at the global level and in field
operations. The idea was that this would lead to enhanced predictability, accountabil-
ity and partnerships.

Their conclusions based on this case study are optimistic: the different partner or-
ganisations understand each other better, planning has improved, and there is clarity
on the final responsibilities and standards in each cluster. They see also considerable
enthusiasm within the country teams and among the NGOs to benefit from the en-
hanced structures and accountability offered by the cluster approach. Further im-
provements, they conclude, hinge on the level of support coming from the global clus-
ters, from the donors, and from the senior staff at the country level. But let us for the
moment share their enthusiasm and see that the cluster approach created more oppor-
tunities to work impartially, with priorities based on needs, and with improved access
to those who have been most seriously affected by the violence and displacement.
Then only one additional point has to be assessed: has it also changed the way organi-
sation are working with victims and refugees or are they still ‘imposing aid’ as the dev-
astating critique” on their work was summarised twenty years ago? There is still little
evidence around, that this the case, that refugees are still treated first as victims and
not as active human beings.

Conclusion

This Yearbook also contains three annual overviews, as well as three articles on aid
evaluation, the Dutch Africa policy and the critique from conservatives on Dutch de-
velopment cooperation. Sjoerd Zaanen en Ton Dietz try to show that if the evaluation
perspective is turned around, ‘toppled’ as they call it, can bring interesting new results
in comparison with the ‘old” approaches of evaluating. The discussion on the Dutch
Africa policy, if there was one and if you could have one, got a new impetus with an
ambitious evaluation of the Evaluation Unit (IOB) of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.”
Leo de Haan depicts the report and the debate that followed. In the last fifteen years
the conservative right has spearheaded from time to rime and steered by incidents the
critique on (Dutch) development cooperation, mainly by criticising aid effectiveness in
Africa. The article presents an overview of this ‘debate’.

As stated in the introduction of this introduction 2008 and 2009 are even more
promising with regard to the debates that might arise around international coopera-
tion of the Netherlands. The Dutch presence in Uruzgan, Afghanistan, will certainly
bring a debate on the possibilities and impossibilities of the 3Ds approach. Develop-
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ment cooperation will draw special attention, because the most important advisory
bodies of the Dutch government will study and advice on it. And more debates are
planned. Far away from the ‘polder’, important changes are made in aid delivery and
in cooperation with aid-receiving governments and among donors. Let us hope that
the looking glasses are not turned around and focus on all what is living between the
dikes, but will transcend that and indeed have an eye for the new, silent revolution in
development cooperation, to produce results that help to make and end to poverty.

Notes

1 Lau Schulpen sees these private initiatives as a new fourth channel of development cooperation
next to the multilateral, bilateral and, what he calls, the ‘civilateral’ channel (in: Development in
the ‘Africa for beginners’. Dutch Private Initiatives in Ghana and Malawi. Nijmegen: CIDIN,
2007). Since also the civilateral channel consists of private aid organisations and since he brings
philanthropists” foundations into the fourth channel (thus blurring a big and small divide), I can
not but conclude that also all these private initiatives belong to the third, civilateral, channel and
are not a thin apart. See: Lau Schulpen, Development in the ‘Africa for beginners’. Dutch Private
Initiatives in Ghana and Malawi. Nijmegen: CIDIN, 2007

2 For an overview of these studies see: Lau Schulpen and Paul Hoebink, Ontwikkelingssamen-
werking via particuliere ontwikkelingsorganisaties — de MFOs in perspectief. In: L.Schulpen
(red.). Hulp in ontwikkeling. Bouwstenen voor de toekomst van internationale samenwerking. Assen:
Van Gorcum, 2001.

3 Stuurgroep Impactstudie Mede financieringsprogramma, Betekenis van het Medefinancieringspro-
gramma: een verkenning. Oegstgeest: GOM, 1991, Bijlage 2.

4 See also the articles in Tearbook 2008 of Lau Schulpen en Han Valk.

5 1OB, Evaluation of the Netherlands Research Policy 1992-2005. Experiences with a new ap-
proach in six countries: Bolivia, Ghana, Mali, South Africa, Tanzania and Vietnam. The Hague:
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, IOB Evaluation, No. 304, May 2007

6 As to be found on the website of the Ministry: www.minbuza.nl.

7 Bart Klem and Georg Frerks, Evlation of the Stability Fund 2004-2005. The Hague, February
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8 B.E.Harrel-Bond, Imposing Aid: Emergency Assistance to Refugees. Oxford: Oxford University Press
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9 10B, Het Nederlandse Afrikabeleid 1998-20006; evaluatie van de bilaterale samenwerking. Den
Haag: Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken, IOB Evaluatie nr. 308, 2008.
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Dutch Africa Policy 1998-2006:
What for?

Leo de Haan'

A volume of some 500 pages of analysis and findings on Dutch aid to Africa’ (600 if
you include the appendices), a hefty report to parliament, an accompanying 11-page
letter from the ministers responsible for foreign affairs and development cooperation
outlining their responses to the report, a series of recommendations by the develop-
ment industry in the Netherlands, and the comments and opinions of 400 participants
in a one-day conference in Rotterdam: this year the Dutch Africa policy was in the
minds of many people.

This article examines the recent evaluation of Dutch bilateral cooperation with Af-
rica from 1998 to 2006 conducted by the Policy and Operations Evaluation Depart-
ment at the Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs (IOB). The evaluation was initiated
following an agreement between the Minister for Development Cooperation and par-
liament in late 2004. It took an IOB team nearly two years to compile the report but,
in typical Dutch style, it received little in the way of praise but was, above all, criti-
cised by the international cooperation audience in the Netherlands. The critics in-
cluded both ministers responsible for the policy. On closer examination, however,
many commentators only used the report to formulate a few general remarks as a
prelude to introducing their own subjects of concern’. This contribution pays tribute
to the IOB’s efforts by focusing on the methodological substance of the report, and
then builds on that to enable a presentation of its main critique of Dutch development
policy in Africa.

The 10B report

We should start by acknowledging the perfect timing of the evaluation, at a point
when development strategies on Africa are deadlocked and African societies are chang-
ing rapidly. The IOB’s general mandate was to carry out an independent evaluation of
all aspects of foreign policy. Usually, the minister gives a policy response on the basis
of the reports the IOB sends to the Lower House of the Dutch Parliament. In 2004 the
Minister for Development Cooperation promised the Parliamentary Permanent Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs an evaluation of Dutch policy on Africa from 1998 onwards.
In 1998, following a thorough policy review known in Dutch as the Herijking, foreign
policy was officially integrated. As a result, development cooperation was no longer
separate from general foreign policy and new forms of cooperation were pursued with
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the Ministries of Finance and Defence. It also led to a reorganisation of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and to budgets being allocated to individual embassies.

The evaluation was mainly limited to bilateral cooperation, which accounted for
about a third of the annual ODA budget (€4.3 billion in 2006)". Multilateral coopera-
tion and Dutch cofinancing organisations were also allocated a third each. Sub-
Saharan Africa was the most important recipient region in all three categories but cer-
tainly not the only one. Aid went to virtually all 48 Sub-Saharan African countries but
mainly to fifteen partner countries, which received roughly two-thirds of the total
budget in the evaluation period, and also to another nine non-partner countries.

The evaluation aimed to clarify the way Dutch Africa policy was shaped, how it was
implemented, and what results could be expected. Regarding the design of the policy,
the focus was on coherence in the field of poverty reduction, particularly regarding
trade and agriculture, on the integration of development cooperation and peace and
security, and on ownership, i.e. providing space for the recipient countries to set their
own policy priorities. In terms of implementation, the emphasis lay on factual imple-
mentation and expenditure, whether an integrated application of policy instruments
was based on problem analysis, whether the policy priorities of the recipient country
played a role in selecting activities and, finally, whether coherent reinforcing measures
were taken. As far as results were concerned, the evaluation concentrated on the ex-
tent to which activities were actually implemented and whether they created precondi-
tions for poverty reduction, peace and security, contributed to poverty reduction, or
reinforced local capacity. Finally, the evaluation focused on whether the results had
been positively stimulated by the new integrated approach.

The evaluation consisted of a general reconstruction and analysis of policy devel-
opments and an assessment of expenditure over the 1998-2006 period, followed by a
series of thirteen monographs on debt relief, general budget support, sectoral support,
primary education, rural development, urban poverty, HIV/AIDS, good governance,
the rule of law, conflict prevention and management, humanitarian assistance, and
trade and coherence for flowers and cotton.

The degree to which the evaluation represented Dutch Africa policy as a whole is
arguable. Despite the large number of sectors, themes and aid modalities included,
sectors like energy, health and the environment were ignored or were only partially
dealt with. The evaluation was limited to bilateral cooperation and excluded multilat-
eral aid and cofinancing, though Dutch contributions to the WTO and European deci-
sion-making processes with respect to market access for cotton and flowers were in-
cluded in the analysis of trade and coherence and cofinancing was addressed in a
number of other monographs.” Geographically, only the first two studies (on policy
objectives and expenditures) cover all the countries concerned, while each of thirteen
monographs is devoted to a different set of countries. Three partner countries, ac-
counting for only 4% of total expenditure, were not included at all, while five non-
partner countries, which received about 30% of the total budget, were included, for
obvious reasons.

Overall, the evaluation considered 50% of total current expenditure on bilateral aid
in the 1998-2006 period, but again with variations per category. The evaluation of
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general budget support analysed 85% of the expenditure in that category, 70% in the
debt relief category and 45% in the humanitarian assistance category. All the other
monographs fell below that percentage in their specific categories.

As a general justification for the methodology used in the evaluation, a brief
explanation is given of the usual difficulties encountered with impact assessment, such
as a lack of counterfactual evidence and problems of attribution. These were addressed
with procedures of triangulation and with combinations of quantitative and qualitative
analysis techniques. Following this general account, the report discusses the method-
ology applied for each of the separate monographs but these accounts only list the dif-
ferent sources from which data were collected, such as reports and interviews. Only in
two or three cases are the methods and techniques of data collection or analysis clari-

fied.

To summarise, it is clear that the IOB’s evaluation of the Netherlands’ Africa policy is a
combination of ‘old and new’ in the sense that it is made up of both new and original
fact-finding and analysis, and recapitulations and summaries of other evaluations,
some conducted by foreign evaluation units.

The methodology reassessed

The lion’s share of the discussion following the report’s publication concerned the
pros and cons of Dutch aid to Africa, and the course it should take in the future. A
conference in Rotterdam, timed to coincide with the report’s release, was primarily an
excuse to discuss opinions that were barely touched on in the report and that would
probably emerge as prospective policies. The conference mainly looked ahead and
hardly focused on the past, with only half of the workshops dealing with themes ad-
dressed in the evaluation. Astonishingly, little was said about the quality of the evalua-
tion or about the solidity of its findings and recommendations. This is food for
thought if one considers the ease with which comments are made and new avenues for
aid are propagated. It is probably proof of the predominantly political nature of the
arena in which the solidity of findings and arguments are of minor importance.

While being praised by some foreign commentators as a paragon of independent
analysis and reflection’ — which is unique in the field of development cooperation —
the evaluation resembles a kind of meta study, combining information from previous
evaluations with new data. In principle, such an approach is to be encouraged, al-
though certain pitfalls must be avoided.

Normally a meta analysis makes use of a systematic framework that synthesises and
compares past studies. Meta-studies are undertaken to extend and re-examine the re-
sults of available analysis, re-using data from earlier studies to produce more general
results than those from earlier attempts. Quantitative meta-analysis places high de-
mands on the quality of underlying studies, in terms of units of analysis, standard size,
relevant means and standard deviations or correlations in order to compute the effect
size. Usually meta-regression analysis is then applied to generate meaningful compara-
tive results and statistical tests are subsequently carried out to assess effect sizes and
the accuracy of the results. It is obvious that neither the nature of the earlier studies
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underlying the IOB evaluation nor the new studies would allow for a quantitative
meta-analysis. However, a meta-analysis of qualitative studies would follow the same
replicable procedure and aim to produce a new interpretation.

Meta-analysis is not just a synthesis of insights from previous studies. Qualitative
meta-analysis also penetrates the theoretical and methodological points of departure of
underlying studies, because their findings and conclusions depend on this and any
comparison of these findings would otherwise only be illusionary. Meta-analysis,
quantitative or qualitative, involves research of previous research, and not just a syn-
thesis of past results.

In this sense, the IOB’s Africa evaluation as a whole is not a real meta-analysis and,
with the wide variety of themes covered, this would not have been recommended in
any case. In addition, some of the monographs — such as those on humanitarian aid
and sectoral support — are simply summaries of recently completed evaluations or
slightly extended studies. But the other monographs draw on earlier studies and are
often even expanded on by additional data collection. It is surprising that no acknowl-
edgment of the methods used in these monographs is available. As already noted, this
should be part of the ABC of meta-analysis and its omission gives the impression that
much of the study is more of a synthesis than anything else, though one would hope
that there is more methodological substance behind it. Given the scope and ambition
of the report, it would have been desirable if these methodologies had been made
clear.

However, even with the information provided, questions about methodological
solidity can still be raised. The evaluators address the extent to which the study repre-
sents Dutch Africa policy as a whole, although their conclusions are not clear. For ex-
ample, is it admissible or a weakness that only the chapters on policy objectives and
expenditures cover all the countries concerned, while each of the thirteen monographs
covers a different set of countries, so that neither themes nor countries are covered
comprehensively? The same applies to expenditure. Except for general budget sup-
port, debt relief and humanitarian assistance, all the monographs cover less than 45%
of total expenditures. Is this a problem? Is there a standard to compare it with? In this
respect the IOB leaves us in the dark.

The evaluation correctly emphasises the context in which development cooperation
with Africa has taken place. The second chapter discusses economic, political and so-
cial trends on the continent. Comments on this chapter expressed concerns about, for
example, the underexposure of Africa’s economic growth, recession and position in
the world economy and the impact of the policies of the Bretton Woods institutions or
the Washington Consensus’. These comments may be justified but a much more im-
portant criticism is that this context is barely featured in the analysis. When attribu-
tion is addressed, the context would normally be the first factor to consider’, while the
earlier discussion on meta-analysis also stresses the importance of clarifying the con-
text in which earlier studies were carried out. This chapter would therefore be ex-
pected to offer, for example, country-specific contexts within which the conclusions of
earlier studies and analyses of new data were placed.

The same goes for the following chapter, on Dutch policy in Africa. Although it is
criticised for its lack of analysis of policy instruments to lay a solid foundation for the
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evaluation’ — which in fact turns out better than anticipated — the premises on which
interventions are based are not discussed, let alone questioned. For example, without
mentioning it explicitly, the evaluation clearly confirms that Dutch development poli-
cies complied with the Washington Consensus. They abandoned the developmental
state in Africa that emerged in the 1960s and 1970s, discarding it as ineffective and
inefficient because it was stranded in corruption, patronage and clientelism. All the
development interventions in Africa that the IOB evaluates here are oriented towards
the formation of a slimmed-down night-watchman state, the reinforcement of civil
society and the functioning of economic markets.

The African state has had to become accountable and deal with donor funds effi-
ciently as aid has been shifted from projects and programmes to budget support.
However, donor funds turned out to be an important — sometimes the most important
— resource and were, in fact, keeping the patronage system going. This is the principal
reason why the ‘neo-patrimonial state’ has become such an important issue. To get out
of the driver’s seat, donors needed accountable and efficient states that would do on
their own what the donors wanted them to do anyway. However, most African states
are considered to be neo-patrimonial and were thought to be doing different things
with donor funds than the donors themselves wanted. The evaluation makes it clear
that Dutch development policies with respect to Africa mesh perfectly with neo-liberal
premises on the African state. Whatever one might think about the accuracy of this
premise, the fact is that once again the evaluation made various recommendations
about continuing established avenues of cooperation and following new directions.
These cannot be formulated or assessed properly without a discussion about the un-
derlying premises, as the example of the role of the state in Africa demonstrates. More
generally, historical perspective and context, and analysis of supposed changes or con-
tinuity in policy goals, should have been an explicate point of departure.

Africa policy: What for?

There is a catchphrase based on the acronyms of the various peacekeeping forces in
former Yugoslavia: IFOR, SFOR, KFOR, What FOR? The same question could be ap-
plied to the Dutch Africa policy: what is it good for? For some this is a straightforward
question with a simple answer: poverty alleviation is the ultimate goal of Dutch devel-
opment cooperation, so in the final instance it is the contribution all the different
themes make to poverty alleviation that should be assessed. Though this assumption is
attractive in its simplicity, it is unrealistic. Dutch development cooperation, like the
peacekeeping acronyms, has become a many-headed monster. Temporarily hidden by
a facade of Millennium Development Goals, it consists of an inextricable set of strate-
gies and concepts embedded in contradicting assumptions and theories. In isolation,
some of these theories may indeed make sense as partial explanations of societal reali-
ties, and strategies based on them may be plausible as planning instruments. Taken
together, however, it does not amount to much.

Take the famous 3Ds of development, diplomacy and defence. The IOB evaluation
is positive about the way strategies for diplomacy, peace and security and emergency
aid were organised in the Great Lakes Region and the Horn of Africa and concluded
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that, by working together, they contributed to stabilisation in the region. However, it
admits that it is hard to measure the impact of the various means employed. So far so
good: the objective of the intervention was to contribute to security and stability in the
region, and the IOB judged this as being at least partially successful. However, some-
how there is always the explicit need to view a wider objective, in this case security
and stability, as a necessary precondition to development. This is hardly contested
politically, though historical models of development would not necessarily agree.
However, the overriding point is that the precondition is satisfied by the development
context, both in terms of budget and political mandate, in which it is formulated.
Where Africa is concerned, the Dutch Minister for Development Cooperation wants a
say in matters of security and has a sizeable budget to back up that claim. As a result,
security and stability objectives need to be assessed in terms of development or pov-
erty alleviation, which belong to a different field. The result is confusion, causing the
1OB to criticise security and stability policies for failing to ensure a smooth transition
to structural aid, which is supposed to achieve clear-cut development goals. What the
1OB should have questioned is the compulsory link between stabilisation and devel-
opment.

The same confusion is created with respect to interventions aimed at promoting
the rule of law, such as the formulation of legislation, the training of legal experts and
the construction of prisons. All are respectable goals and the interventions intended to
achieve them were more or less successful. But the IOB criticises them for not devot-
ing attention to superior goals, such as poverty alleviation and economic development.
Conceptually, however, there is a tenuous link between promoting the rule of law on
the one hand and poverty alleviation and economic development on the other hand.
The same argument can be applied to humanitarian aid, which the IOB considers on
the whole, relevant and effective but as not bridging the gap with structural aid.

Finally, coherence policies, for example the policies on cut flowers and cotton ana-
lysed in the evaluation, take as their point of departure the assumption that trade is
more effective than aid. But effective in what sense? Trade liberalisation is supposed to
trigger economic growth and may have a positive effect on poverty alleviation later on.
Producers of certain agricultural commodities, such as cotton, may be poor but their
incomes depend more on local market institutions than on access to international
markets. While the evaluation appreciates efforts to strengthen the position of devel-
oping countries in trade negotiations and to improve their access to world markets, it
found few positive effects on poverty alleviation. How realistic is that expectation?

Dutch policies on Africa are numerous and wide-ranging. Interventions and in-
struments to achieve their objectives sometimes have a weak theoretical foundation
and linking them to ‘development’ or more specifically to ‘poverty alleviation’ becomes
a questionable undertaking. It is high time that objectives in different spheres are ac-
knowledged as intrinsically valuable without it being necessary to link them directly to
development’. They include humanitarian assistance, security and stability, and co-
herence, and perhaps even good governance and debt cancellation. We should depart
from the unrealistic assumption that everything should move in one ‘development’
direction, given that we are talking about different spheres, with different drivers, in-
terests and objectives. For those who want to work on overall societal change, even in
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that more realistic and less pretentious perspective, there are still more than enough
issues of coherence and coordination left to worry about.

However, the final issue with respect to evaluating Dutch bilateral cooperation with
Africa remains unresolved. Taken together, Dutch development cooperation can best
be characterised as a chain of political arenas, extending from Dutch public opinion
and policy-making to interventions in Africa, ranging from debt relief to the construc-
tion of prisons and schools. In all of these arenas, objectives and interventions are con-
tested, compromised and subsequently passed on to the next arena. Policies on Africa
formulated in the Netherlands are usually a compromise between the different views
and interests of a multitude of actors. The original views themselves may not have
been realistic and conceptually solid, but the compromise is above all political and
therefore — most probably — conceptually even less solid. In subsequent arenas in Af-
rica — national, regional and local — the policies are again contested and then adjusted
or even completely restyled. The IOB Africa evaluation sometimes lifts a corner of the
veil concealing these arenas, by elaborating on the deliberations of Dutch embassies.
However, it usually discusses this issue in the neutral terms of options and choices,
with the original Dutch policy objectives in mind. The rest of the chain and its politi-
cal nature are underexposed. This would have been very useful for a real understand-
ing of Dutch Africa policy, instead of simply leapfrogging directly to outcomes and
impacts.
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Knowledge on the Move
The Dutch debate on research for
development

Henk Molenaar'

At the crossroads of global and Dutch trends in research for development, the confer-
ence Knowledge on the Move: Research for Development in a Globalising World took place
in The Hague from 26- 29 February 2008. Organised by NWO/WOTRO, Nuffic and
ISS, the conference brought together a wide variety of international scholars and scien-
tists, research donors, policymakers and development practitioners.” The context was
set by the evaluation of DGIS’ research policy between 1992 and 2005 by the Policy
and Operations Evaluation Department (IOB) of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.” In a
sense the conference marked the end of an era in Dutch research for development pol-
icy and heralded the birth of a new one.

The conference kicked off with a seminar entitled Good Ownership, Good Donorship
in Research for Development to discuss the IOB evaluation. Later in the day, there was a
farewell dinner to formally mark the disbanding of the Netherlands Development As-
sistance Research Council (RAWQOO) and to thank its former members. Both occasions
were emotionally charged and this partly spilled over into the main conference.

The discussions took place within the wider context of global trends in the fields of
international research cooperation and development cooperation. This combination of
global and local dimensions gave the conference a unique charm, providing the Dutch
debate with a wider podium and significance and infusing the conference with a sense
of urgency and commitment. The result was vibrant and heated discussions, and a
general feeling of expectation and a new spirit. Later this year a book is to be pub-
lished capturing the full richness of the outcomes of the conference. This chapter, al-
though touching briefly on the global context at the beginning and end, focuses spe-
cifically on the Dutch dimensions and reflects on the Dutch debate on research for
development.

Global context

The global context for development and international cooperation is rapidly changing.
Poverty is taking on new forms and should no longer be approached as if it were con-
fined to developing countries. Seen from a Northern perspective, the ‘South’ is no
longer ‘out there’, geographically situated in developing countries. The so-called de-
veloped world increasingly faces problems which used to be associated with the Third
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World. Loss of biodiversity, environmental degradation, migration and its effects on
cultural identity, and many other global processes affect people worldwide. A ‘Global
South’ is emerging, challenging the traditional conceptual framework of development
cooperation based on a North-South divide.

Knowledge and innovation are increasingly recognised as basic ingredients for sus-
tainable economic and social development. The growing knowledge intensity of mar-
kets and governance demands continuous investments in research and development
and in the valorisation of knowledge. The strategic importance of research capacity
and infrastructure, set within functioning knowledge and innovation systems, is grow-
ing‘4
Within the OECD countries a lively policy debate is taking place on research and
innovation.” Ambitious policy frameworks are being formulated and objectives set. In
the upcoming economies, substantial investments are being made in science and tech-
nology and, as a result, countries like China, Brazil and India are rapidly gaining
ground in the global economy. In Africa, awareness of the strategic importance of re-
search and innovation is growing (for example in the context of the AU and NEPAD).”
Yet, investments lag behind.

Unfortunately, capacity for research and innovation is fragmented and even dete-
riorating in many of the poorest developing countries. The effects of brain drain are
devastating.” Worldwide, research and innovation capacity is being concentrated in
institutes and centres of excellence in the North. In fact we can observe a process of
knowledge resources being mobilised according to the needs of global markets, lead-
ing to them being concentrated in the hands of the dominant global market players.
To take just one example, there are more African scientists and engineers employed in
the United States than on the entire African continent.

We are witnessing a process of marginalisation and exclusion in terms of knowl-
edge capacity. Deteriorating knowledge capacity means not only a reduced ability to
produce new knowledge but also a reduced capacity to tap into and adjust knowledge
from elsewhere. That makes countries dependent not only on external knowledge but
also on foreign capabilities to adjust and apply that knowledge. In short, it under-
mines ownership and the capacity to develop a knowledge or research agenda inde-
pendently.

Meanwhile, the landscape of science and research itself is changing.” Higher educa-
tion is increasingly privatised and based on international partnerships.” Research takes
place in the context of international networks and exchange, and increasingly beyond
purely academic institutions. International access to research data, research results and
information about institutes and funding possibilities requires the use of grids, open
access facilities and information services.

This offers new chances and opportunities for researchers in the least developed
countries, but not necessarily in the interests of local development. In a sense, the in-
ternationalisation of research strengthens the pull factor of centres of excellence in the
North (and increasingly in the upcoming countries). Although it may not actually
cause brain drain, it pulls the orientation of researchers in developing countries to-
wards international research agendas not necessarily geared to local development pri-
orities. As a result of this international orientation, research is becoming less embed-
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ded in the societal context. It is draining energy from national systems of innovation
and weakening the valorisation of knowledge in local contexts. Not surprisingly, there
is a marked lack of attention to research in the poverty reduction strategies of the least
developed countries.Yet, these poverty reduction strategies are the very focus of inter-
national cooperation. The new aid architecture, as expressed in the Paris Declaration
of 2005, shapes donor harmonisation on the basis local ownership (alignment).
Ownership of the recipient country takes the form of a national poverty reduction
strategy spelling out the priorities for development investment and interventions.

As a consequence, international cooperation in the field of science and in the field
of development moves in opposite directions, and research for development finds it-
self caught in between. This is noticeable not only in the lack of attention to research
in poverty reduction strategies, but equally in the development policies of the donor
countries. These policies are usually not evidence-based. At the same time, research
agendas are not inspired by policy issues, thus making research less relevant. There is
a noticeable gap between policymakers and researchers. As a consequence, research
for development is in crisis. It is being torn apart by the moving landscapes of interna-
tional research cooperation and development cooperation. Yet, there are signs that
things are changing. There are many attempts to rethink or re-invent research for de-
velopment.” At the same time, awareness of the importance of knowledge and re-
search for development is once again starting to grow."”

Ownership and demand orientation: the research policy of the 1990s

The ‘Knowledge on the Move’ conference took place against the global backdrop of the
above trends. Yet, a historical dimension that was specifically Dutch in nature was
equally important. During the preparations for the conference, comparisons were al-
ready being made with two earlier conferences on research for development that took
place in the city of Groningen in the Netherlands in 1989 and 1992. Several speakers,
including Bert Koenders the Minister for Development Cooperation, explicitly referred
to these ‘Groningen conferences’ in their contributions.

The 1989 conference Research and development cooperation — the role of the Nether-
lands’ played a seminal role in conceiving a new policy on research for development,”
and the 1992 conference deepened understanding of some of the implications of the
new approach.”” One of the speakers at the 1989 conference was Jan Pronk, then a
Member of Parliament but soon to become the Minister for Development Cooperation.

In 1990 Jan Pronk launched his ambitious policy in a white paper titled ‘A World of
Difference’. The paper fully acknowledged the importance of scientific research in this
document and research for development was even chosen as one of four priorities of
the new policy. It stressed the importance of developing countries having their own
research capacity, developing their own research agendas, and conducting their own
research programmes.  This was followed by the first Dutch white paper ever to lay
out a fully elaborated strategy focusing specifically on research for development.”’ The
core concepts of this strategy were research capacity building, Southern ownership
and a demand orientation and they became the hallmarks of the Dutch approach for
many years to come.



30 THE NETHERLANDS YEARBOOK ON INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

These principles sprang directly from the first Groningen conference but were
equally in line with recommendations formulated by RAWOO in 1989." RAWOO, set
up in 1977 to advise the Dutch government on research for development, was up-
graded to the status of a sectoral council by royal decree in 1990. Its membership was
widened to embrace representatives from developing countries. As the Director Gen-
eral for International Cooperation, Ruud Treffers, pointed out in his speech at the
farewell dinner, RAWOO was unique in that the voice of the South literally had a
place at the table. RAWOO thus became the embodiment of the principles of owner-
ship and demand orientation that were central to the new policy.

The core and flagship of the new policy was the conception, formulation and of
course implementation of the Multi-annual Multidisciplinary Research Programmes.
The MMRPs took the principles of ownership and demand orientation to heart. They
were locally managed, followed a demand-oriented research agenda based on the in-
volvement and consultation of stakeholders (NGOs, policymakers, end-users), and
focused on location-specific and multidisciplinary research. The new policy, and espe-
cially the MMRPs at its core, represented a clear paradigm shift. The new approach
tried to make a clean break with the past in which research cooperation was suppos-
edly heavily influenced by the agendas and interests of Dutch knowledge institutes. In
the public debate accompanying the new policy this element was often highlighted
and in the process the Dutch research community felt insulted. This remained a sensi-
tive issue for many years.

Notwithstanding this paradigm shift, the new policy did not bring a radical change in funding
arrangements. Many of the ongoing programs on research and capacity building continued far
into the 1990s and beyond. According to the 10B," from 1992 onwards research spending
gradually increased until it reached a peak in 1997. After that a slow decline set in. Around 2005
annual expenditures had stabilised at around €40 million. Total expenditures on research in the
1992-2006 period amounted to roughly €600 million. Despite being the flagship of the new pol-
icy, the MMRPs, represented less than 10% of this amount.

These figures, however, refer to expenditures on activities classified 100% as ‘research’ in the
Ministry’s monitoring and registration system. When including a percentage for activities with a
‘research component’, the IOB estimates total expenditure at between €1 and 1.6 billion over this
period. A more detailed analysis by the Ministry’s Research Bureau for the years 2005 and 2006
resulted in a substantiated estimate of annual research expenditures of around €200 million
(slightly more than 2% of total ODA spending) during these years, including expenditures made
under the capacity building programmes for higher education.

Since 1992, important Dutch recipients of, or channels for, research (and capacity building)
funding have included Nuffic, NWO/WOTRO, Stichting Onderzoek Wereldvoedselvraagstukken,
Stichting Tropenbos, KIT, WUR, and many others. In terms of sectors, agricultural research has re-
ceived by far the most funding, through support to the Consultative Group on International Ag-
ricultural Research (CGIAR), agricultural research in specific countries (Mali, Kenya, Tanzania),
or other channels.

Equally sensitive, but less exposed to the wider public, was the introduction of the
new policy within the Ministry itself. In the interest of local ownership and demand
orientation, the MMRPs had to be shielded not only from the Dutch research commu-
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nity but also from donors and policymakers, including the Dutch embassies. Backed
by the then Minister Jan Pronk, the Research Bureau initiated MMRPs without involv-
ing, and even intentionally bypassing, the embassies. Notwithstanding these sensitivi-
ties, this policy on research for development was an example for quite a number of
years of how to take ownership and demand orientation seriously. With the MMRPs as
the embodiment of a new paradigm and RAWOO giving voice to Southern perspec-
tives, the Dutch approach was seen by many as an example of good donorship. The
approach was strongly political in acknowledging the power dimensions of interna-
tional research cooperation. Its keenest advocates were those who were or had been
involved in the Groningen conferences, RAWOO, the MMRPs, and the Research Bu-
reau, although it also had fierce critics.

Given these strong positions, it is perhaps not surprising that the 2007 evaluation
of the MMRPs undertaken by the IOB concluded that the principle of demand orienta-
tion had been applied dogmatically. Ria Brouwers, one of the authors of the evaluation
report, referred to it as the ‘holy grail’ during the opening seminar ‘Good Ownership,
Good Donorship’. The ideological inspiration of the early period had ossified over the
years into received wisdom. Demand orientation and ownership had become articles
of faith and political correctness.

It came as a shock to many in 2004 when the Deputy Director General for Interna-
tional Cooperation announced that the privileged and shielded position of the MMRPs
was to come to an end and that the programmes should either be incorporated in the
wider bilateral programmes or be phased out. When, in 2006, Minister for Develop-
ment Cooperation Agnes van Ardenne decided to disband RAWOO, many saw this as
a further step towards silencing the voice of the South. Some even dared to whisper
that old scores had been settled and that the interests of the Dutch research commu-
nity had been put back onto centre stage.

Towards a new policy: knowledge and innovation

The real motive behind the decision on the MMRPs was that, because of the inviolable
character of the programmes, the approach had not evolved along with the rest of the
instruments and modalities of development cooperation. In the second half of the
1990s, decision-making responsibilities were decentralised to the embassies and the
sector-wide approach was introduced. This was soon followed by a focus on national
ownership in the form of poverty reduction strategies and growing attention for donor
harmonisation. By contrast and despite their focus on ownership and demand orienta-
tion, the MMRPs essentially followed a traditional project model in which the terms
were set by the Research Bureau.

This was clearly revealed during the course of the IOB evaluation. Interestingly, the
IOB found that two important concepts that surfaced during the Groningen confer-
ences neatly characterised the MMRPs. One of the keynote speakers at the 1989 con-
ference, Enrique Ganuza, had reflected on demand orientation and stressed the het-
erogeneous character of demand. Jan Pronk was quick to capture the essence of this
point by referring to the ‘Ganuza dilemma’, and the concept consequently entered the
Dutch debate on research for development. The IOB found that the MMRPs had
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struggled with this dilemma right from the start. Whose demand had to be taken into
account? It transpired that although it played out differently in the various pro-
grammes, the Research Bureau actually had a hand in steering this choice. The Bureau
heavily influenced who would be invited for consultations and which intermediary
organisation would be chosen to host the research programme.

The other important concept was the ‘development paradox’ voiced by the late
Lolle Nauta at the 1992 conference. This refers to the fundamental need for local ac-
tors to take the ownership of their development process into their own hands while
lacking the capacity to do so. This renders them dependent on outside interventions of
which they ideally should take charge. The IOB found that this paradox applied to the
MMRPs, where the Research Bureau determined the meaning of ownership and de-
cided on who to involve and who to leave aside. In this respect the IOB spoke of
‘backseat driving’, obviously a very sensitive criticism for all those involved in research
policy in the 1990s. In his policy response to Parliament on the IOB evaluation in
2007, the new Minister for Development Cooperation Bert Koenders generalised the
issue by referring to the inherent inequality of the donor-recipient relationship. One
could argue that the MMRPs were an ultimate attempt to deny such inequality and to
erase the role of the donor from the equation, only to find that donor influence resur-
faced in dictating the terms of ownership and demand.

Whatever the case, by 2004 it was entirely clear that the MMRPs represented an
outdated model of development cooperation, starkly contradicting the principles that
were soon to be embraced in the Paris Declaration. As Bert Koenders stated it in his
policy response: ‘On the one hand, delegation to the missions and establishment of
sectoral programmes were meant to ensure a demand-driven approach and local own-
ership. On the other hand, the country-specific research programmes in which a de-
mand-driven approach and local ownership were considered to be of paramount im-
portance continued to be financed and managed at a central level. ... Placing responsi-
bility for the MMRPs inside the Ministry had become an anomaly in the new Dutch aid
architecture. In this context it is hardly surprising that the Ministry’s senior civil ser-
vants intervened in 2004 and insisted on a review of both the principles and the struc-
ture of research policy.””

Hardly surprising indeed, yet it indicates that the formulation of the new policy did
not spring from new political priorities and was not instigated by a widely carried
public debate. Although consultations did take place, the main motives were internal
to the Ministry and the way development cooperation was organised. Right from the
outset, the mainstreaming of the research for development strategy and the alignment
with the overall aid architecture were central objectives.

The formulation of the new approach started from a re-assessment of the role of
research in development.” It was recognised that knowledge had become even more
important as a precondition for development than it had been in the early 1990s.
Moreover, there was a realisation that knowledge is produced by a variety of social
actors, not only in academic circles. Consequently, the approach shifted from a rela-
tively narrow focus on research to a wider focus on knowledge. Another new element
was the emphasis on the use of knowledge rather than its production. This in fact be-
came the central goal of the new strategy.
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In this context, an important reflection was that, for knowledge to be used, the
production of knowledge needs to be firmly embedded in social processes, in interac-
tions between stakeholders (researchers, policymakers, entrepreneurs, NGOs, and
other end-users). Such interactions enable knowledge needs to be identified, new
knowledge to be created and conditions for the actual use of knowledge to be met.
Consequently, strengthening knowledge and innovation systems became a central
concern, to be integrated in all bilateral and thematic programmes. In this new strat-
egy, therefore, the former emphasis on demand orientation and capacity development
was not put aside, but took on a new and wider significance.

A further important new principle was to acknowledge that donors are very much
an integral part of the social reality they want to change. It was stressed that DGIS it-
self is not and should not be external to such interactions but should freely interact
with other players to understand knowledge needs and better comprehend how
knowledge is created and under what conditions it can be used. Thus, knowledge
management and the learning needs of DGIS itself (and the development cooperation
sector more generally)” became part of the scope of the new policy.™

This obviously represented a radical shift away from the almost exclusive focus on
local ownership and the shielding of research programmes from the influence of the
Dutch missions or Dutch researchers that had characterised the MMRPs.” New activi-
ties were undertaken to encourage interest in knowledge and research within the em-
bassies and the DGIS thematic departments. Several initiatives were developed to
strengthen the interaction between researchers and policymakers at various levels
within the Ministry. In this context, disbanding RAWOO was a logical step. A stand-