
 1

Enhancing Mutual Accountability in Rwanda’s aid relations using new and 
existing mechanisms: Discussion Paper and Initial Proposal 

GoR and Development Partners’ Retreat – Gisenyi, Rwanda – 9/10 March 2007 

 

 

This paper offers an overview of some of the issues surrounding mutual accountability in 
Rwanda’s aid relations, setting out the context in which the Government of Rwanda 
would like to see mutual accountability strengthened with its development partners. 
Concrete recommendations are then made for the elaboration of new tools that will 
stand alongside existing review mechanisms, with the aim of reviewing in a 
comprehensive manner the performance of both the Government and its partners 
against commitments made at the international and national level. 

 

It is intended that this paper should stimulate discussion amongst the Government and 
its partners at their annual retreat, with the aim of reaching consensus on the way 
forward with respect to the review of mutual commitments, consistent with both the Paris 
Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and Rwanda’s Aid Policy. As such, this paper should 
be read as a work in progress, rather than a comprehensive analysis of the issues faced 
by aid relations in Rwanda, and definitive solutions to them. 

 

The final section of this paper proposes some starting points for discussions between 
the GoR and its partners in the working group and plenary sessions of the Retreat. 

 

 

What do we mean by ‘mutual accountability’? Why is it important? 
The gradual recovery of Rwanda from the civil war and genocide of 1994 coincided with 
a shift at the international level towards an emphasis on “partnership” in development. 
Increasing emphasis was put on country ownership of development policies and 
programmes, with PRSPs forming the basis for partnerships in developing countries 
such as Rwanda. The Millennium Declaration and Monterrey Consensus both 
emphasise the need for the sharing of responsibility between donor and recipient 
governments in their poverty reduction activities. This spirit is captured in the Paris 
Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (2005), to which Rwanda and all of its in-country 
donors are signatories. 

Significant research at the international level suggests that whilst recipient governments 
have for long been accountable to their donors in the use of foreign aid, this is not 
always matched by accountability of donors to recipient governments in respect of the 
quality and quantity of their assistance. This in turn inhibits the ability of recipient 
countries such as Rwanda to assert genuine ownership over development activities, and 
may distort domestic accountability. 
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Recent literature on aid relationships refers increasingly to the concept of mutual 
accountability. Whilst a number of definitions exist, the key point is that there is a need to 
ensure: 

(i) that the recipient government is accountable to its donors in the execution 
of programmes and policies that rely on external resources; and 

(ii) that donors are accountable to the government in terms of the quality of 
the aid that they provide, and their interventions in the recipient country’s 
development. 

These principles of answerability are essential in ensuring that donors can continue to 
provide development assistance in a manner that has a demonstrated impact on the 
recipient country’s development, and in so doing, are able to demonstrate to their 
parliaments and/or governing boards that the funds have been used effectively. At the 
same time, the recipient government needs to ensure that it too is answerable to its 
beneficiaries, through Parliament, in ensuring that all resources are used in a manner 
that facilitates the implementation of development programmes efficiently and effectively. 

The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness refers to the existence of mutual 
accountability when donors and recipients carry out ‘mutual assessments of progress in 
implementing agreed commitments and more broadly their development partnerships’. 
By reviewing the performance of both the donor and recipient with respect to their 
various commitments, both sides are able to identify challenges and constraints, and 
agree on measures to ensure that the effectiveness of aid is further enhanced. 

What can we learn from the experiences of other aid-dependent countries?1 
Evidence on processes to ensure mutual accountability in other developing countries is 
very limited, and does not necessarily lend itself easily to replication in other countries 
such as Rwanda. 

Tanzania and Mozambique are often cited as examples of countries that make use of 
specific monitoring mechanisms to enhance government-donor mutual accountability. In 
the case of Tanzania, this emerged out of a crisis in government-donor relations, and 
both the Tanzanian and Mozambican examples pre-date the Paris Declaration.  

Tanzania first made use of an independent group of experts to assess problems in its 
aid relationship in 1995, when donors accused the Government of Tanzania of failing to 
deliver on its reform commitments. In turn, the Government of Tanzania felt that donors 
were interfering too much with its policies. This arrangement was later formalised, and 
continues today, in the form of an Independent Monitoring Group. 

Mozambique, facing the threat of being declared “off-track” by the IMF in the mid-1990s, 
also saw the donor community leading initiatives to improve coordination. In 2000, 
Mozambique’s budget support donors formalised arrangements for the mutual review of 
performance in the form of a Performance Assessment Framework (PAF) for the 
assessment of Government performance. This was later supplemented with the PAP-

                                                 

1 This section draws heavily on work previously commissioned by the Government of Rwanda 
and its Development Partners, and conducted by ODI. For an updated overview of this work, see 
Rocha-Menocal, A. and S. Mulley (2006) Learning from experience? A review of recipient-donor 
government efforts to manage donor relations and improve the quality of aid, ODI Working Paper 
268, London: Overseas Development Institute. 
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PAF (Programme Aid Partners Performance Assessment Framework) in 2003, which 
sets out to monitor the extent to which donor commitments are fulfilled. Mozambique 
makes use of both joint and independent elements of review in this process. It should be 
noted however that this mechanism only applies to budget support donors. 

A number of other countries are referred to in the literature on mutual accountability (for 
example, Vietnam and Afghanistan), though they have yet to develop innovative 
mechanisms for the review of performance of both donors and government in the 
context of the Paris Declaration. 

To what extent does Rwanda already have processes in place to review the 
performance of both Government and donors? 
The Paris Declaration binds its signatories to using “existing and increasingly objective 
country level mechanisms” to measure progress against commitments. This emphasis 
on the use of existing mechanisms should ensure that efforts are not duplicated (thus 
limiting the transaction costs incurred by both donors and government in their 
assessments), but rather that they are channelled into the strengthening of existing 
systems. 

There are already a number of mechanisms in place through which all parties in the aid 
relationship review the GoR’s performance with respect to the implementation of 
development policies and programmes. These include: 

- Joint Sector Reviews, in which GoR and donor agencies active in a particular 
sector review jointly the performance of the Government in attaining its objectives 
as set out in the PRS and sector strategies. 

- Annual Progress Reviews against the PRS – essentially a summary of the 
joint sector reviews described above, to inform high-level discussions and 
decision-making. 

- Both joint and independent evaluations at the end of the PRS (in the case of 
PRSP1), reviewing the performance of the Government in the implementation of 
the PRS as a whole. 

- Public Expenditure and PFM Reviews both offer a degree of insight into the 
strength of Government systems, building confidence in donors so that they may 
make increasing use of them. 

- Joint Budget Support Reviews offer budget support donors the opportunity to 
review, with Government, progress in a range of areas including PFM, budget 
priorities, macro stability, and the extent of poverty reduction. 

- The Development Partners Coordination Group (DPCG) offers a forum in 
which GoR performance and policies on a range of issues are reviewed and 
discussed. 

- The possibility of developing a Joint Governance Monitoring Framework is 
currently being discussed by the GoR and its partners. This mechanism would 
allow for objective evidence-based assessments of the broader environment in 
which the GoR implements its development programmes and policies. 

 

At the international level, the development of the OECD-DAC Survey for Monitoring the 
Paris Declaration goes some way to assessing the performance of development 
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partners, at the same time as examining the performance of the government in some 
areas (such as PFM and procurement). Rwanda participated in the first round of the 
Survey in 2006, with the process being managed jointly by MINECOFIN and the UNDP 
Aid Coordination Unit. This mechanism allows for the objective review of performance of 
some aspects of both donor and government performance, though it is limited to a small 
number of indicators covering narrowly focussed aid effectiveness issues, rather than 
the broader development environment. 

How might we add to existing processes to strengthen mutual accountability? 
On the Government side, the mechanisms described above should allow for a 
reasonably comprehensive and holistic assessment of performance in the 
implementation of policies and programmes. The challenge now is to ensure that these 
mechanisms function effectively, and facilitate genuine two-way dialogue between 
government and donors. 

The analytical work undertaken in Joint Sector Reviews, for example, is often led by 
donors, and does not always look explicitly at the role and effectiveness of foreign aid to 
a sector. Whilst the terms of reference for the 2006 sector reviews of performance 
against PRSP1 invited stakeholders to assess the extent to which aid was effective, very 
few sectors discussed this issue in any depth. There is a need to ensure that 
discussions around aid are held in every cluster. This has been discussed internally, and 
it is anticipated that the monitoring and evaluation framework that accompanies the 
EDPRS will address this. 

With the exception of the OECD-DAC Baseline Survey, which goes some way to 
assessing the performance of donors with respect to the implementation of the Paris 
commitments, there exists no comprehensive mechanism through which the 
performance of donors is measured in Rwanda. The introduction of such a mechanism 
should help to redress the imbalance in current Government-donor accountability, and 
should also enable donors to reflect on their performance and plan for continuous 
improvements in the delivery of aid. The introduction of a joint process, such as an in-
country peer review, could address this shortcoming in government-donor mutual 
accountability in Rwanda. 

At present, there is no mechanism or forum through which government-donor dialogue is 
evaluated in its own right. The GoR and its partners have a number of coordination fora 
in place (clusters, BSHG, DPCG…), though no comprehensive evaluation of these fora, 
and dialogue more broadly, has been undertaken. The adoption of a process through 
which the quality of dialogue can be assessed would allow for the further improvement of 
existing coordination mechanisms. 

A proposal from MINECOFIN: 
Overview 
MINECOFIN proposes the evaluation of mutual GoR / donor performance in Rwanda be 
strengthened, using existing mechanisms as far as possible, and supplementing these 
with two new elements (a donor peer review, and an independent assessment of the 
GoR-donor interface, to cover issues such as the functioning of coordination 
mechanisms and other issues related to aid relations that emerge from other monitoring 
and evaluation activities). These interlinked monitoring tools should be situated within a 
timeline, to allow for continuous assessment and dialogue. Box 1 below shows the 
proposed linkages between new and existing evaluation tools. 
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It should be remembered that the purpose of this framework is to show linkages between 
processes that will enhance mutual accountability in aid relations, and as such dialogue 
should be focussed on aid where possible. Discussions and analysis will of course touch 
upon broader issues of development policy insofar as they impact on the role and 
effectiveness of development cooperation. 

Box 1: Using new and existing mechanisms for the mutual evaluation of GoR / donor performance 

Review of GoR performance in 
implementation of development 
programmes and projects

Activities:
• Joint Sector Reviews
• Joint Budget Support Reviews
• PRSP APRs and Evaluation
• Review against relevant Paris indicators
• Joint Governance Framework

Review of donor performance 
against international and 
national commitments

Activities:
• In-country donor peer review exercise
• Assessment of performance against Paris 
indicators
(Both facilitated independently, in 
collaboration with OECD-DAC).

Review of dialogue and 
interface between GoR and 
donors in country

Activities:
• Independent assessment of GoR-donor 
interface prepared by a national 
organisation (for example, IPAR).
• This assessment is then discussed by the 
GoR and DPs, and agreement is reached 
on points for action.

Issues and
recommendations
relating to aid then
feed into………….

NEW

NEW

IMPROVED

NEW

Joint elements…………………………...……………………………………combined with independently
-facilitated components of review

Review of GoR performance in 
implementation of development 
programmes and projects

Activities:
• Joint Sector Reviews
• Joint Budget Support Reviews
• PRSP APRs and Evaluation
• Review against relevant Paris indicators
• Joint Governance Framework

Review of donor performance 
against international and 
national commitments

Activities:
• In-country donor peer review exercise
• Assessment of performance against Paris 
indicators
(Both facilitated independently, in 
collaboration with OECD-DAC).

Review of dialogue and 
interface between GoR and 
donors in country

Activities:
• Independent assessment of GoR-donor 
interface prepared by a national 
organisation (for example, IPAR).
• This assessment is then discussed by the 
GoR and DPs, and agreement is reached 
on points for action.

Issues and
recommendations
relating to aid then
feed into………….

NEW

NEW

IMPROVED

NEW

Joint elements…………………………...……………………………………combined with independently
-facilitated components of review

 

Assessing GoR Performance 
It is proposed that the review of GoR performance relies mainly on existing joint 
monitoring and evaluation mechanisms, with joint sector reviews being enhanced so as 
to ensure that discussions on aid, its impact, and effectiveness then feed into the Annual 
Progress Reports against the EDPRS, and are discussed by the GoR and its 
development partners. The proposal for a new governance framework would also fit in 
here, with outcomes then being fed into an independent assessment of the GoR-donor 
interface, and discussed by all stakeholders. 

Assessing Donor Performance 
On the donor side, it is proposed that the existing OECD-DAC Survey on Monitoring the 
Paris Declaration (the first one was conducted in 2006, with follow-up surveys scheduled 
for 2008 and 2010), should be supplemented by an in-country donor peer review. This 
review would draw on an element of independent facilitation, and would be designed so 
as to stimulate dialogue around donor performance, without placing a significant burden 
on donors in terms of time and resources. Box 2 sets out the key elements of such a 
review. 

It is proposed that a small technical working group comprised of donor and government 
representatives develop a detailed methodology for the peer review, with a view to 
undertaking a small pilot (2 or 3 donors) in 2007, before a complete roll-out in 2008. 



 6

Box 2: Key elements of an in-country donor peer review 

The peer review seeks to: 

 Facilitate dialogue around donor performance in the context of the Paris Declaration on Aid 
Effectiveness and Rwanda’s Aid Policy, and provide a broader review of donor policies and 
practices as they apply to development cooperation in Rwanda. 

 Promote joint learning amongst donors, contributing to the development of a common 
understanding of the challenges faced in the delivery of aid to Rwanda, and providing scope for 
enhanced harmonisation of donor activities. 

 Increase the transparency with which development assistance is provided to Rwanda. 

 

Overview of process: 

OECD-DAC
Survey on Monitoring
Paris Declaration in
Rwanda
(All donors
over 2-month period)

National Secretariat
(MINECOFIN and
UNRCO) analyses
results and feeds
these back to OECD

National Secretariat
matches donors for
peer review
(each donor reviewed
by two other donors)

Donors undertake
peer review exercise
(discussions with both
the donor and GoR
over a three-month
period)

Summary report of
Peer Reviews
coordinated by
National Secretariat

Discussion of results
at GoR / DP retreat
and agreement on
deliverables for the
following year

OECD-DAC
Survey on Monitoring
Paris Declaration in
Rwanda
(All donors
over 2-month period)

National Secretariat
(MINECOFIN and
UNRCO) analyses
results and feeds
these back to OECD

National Secretariat
matches donors for
peer review
(each donor reviewed
by two other donors)

Donors undertake
peer review exercise
(discussions with both
the donor and GoR
over a three-month
period)

Summary report of
Peer Reviews
coordinated by
National Secretariat

Discussion of results
at GoR / DP retreat
and agreement on
deliverables for the
following year

 
 

Proposed commitment from donors: 

 This exercise must be realistic in its scale and expected outputs, and place limited demands on 
the time available to donor staff. 

 As such, it is proposed that each donor agency be reviewed by two other donor agencies. 

 Each donor agency will in turn review two other agencies in collaboration with another 
development partner. 

 Matching would be proposed by the secretariat, with a view to ensuring meaningful dialogue 
(for example: ensuring that multilateral partners review each other; ensuring that bilaterals are 
paired in a manner that stimulates dialogue around differences in policies and practices). 

 Brief terms of reference would be provided to reviewers, and a short report would be prepared 
by the reviewers for each agency reviewed. 

 

Example: 

 There are five donors: A, B, C, D and E. 

 A reviews B and C; 
B reviews C and D; 
C reviews D and E, and so on… 

 

 

A

B

CD

E

A reviews B and C

E is reviewed
by C and D

A

B

CD

E

A reviews B and C

E is reviewed
by C and D
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Assessing GoR-Donor Dialogue 
In addition to the proposed elements for GoR and donor review, it is proposed that an 
independent evaluation of the GoR-donor interface be conducted. This would add 
objectivity to the whole review process, and then provide a basis for high-level 
discussion by development partners and the GoR. This assessment could be conducted 
every two years by a national independent institution (for example, the Institute for Policy 
Analysis and Research – IPAR), and would be focussed around the following: 

 An evaluation of the functioning of current GoR–donor coordination 
mechanisms (e.g. DPCG, Clusters, BSHG…), drawing on discussions with 
both GoR and donor representatives. This would identify areas of best 
practice and propose improvements to the current coordination system. 

 A summary analysis of the outputs from evaluations of both GoR and donor 
performance against their respective commitments, taking from the various 
other elements (Joint Sector Reviews, DAC Survey, Donor Peer Review) 
emerging issues that are particularly pertinent to the aid relationship, and 
making recommendations on these. 

 Assessment of any particular issues in GoR-donor relations that may arise 
from time-to-time. 

This independent exercise should be relatively brief, and aim to stimulate discussions 
between the GoR and its donors, rather than to offer a comprehensive picture of the 
state of government-donor relations. 

The outcomes of this assessment would then be shared with GoR and donors at their 
annual retreat, with the aim of stimulating discussion between stakeholders, and 
encouraging them to reach consensus on key deliverables for the coming year 
(replacing the current “ACHA Deliverables” that are a less evidence-based outcome of 
GoR-donor discussions). 

 
Timeline 
Some of the activities identified in this paper form part of the regular GoR monitoring and 
evaluation system, and their timing will not be changed. Rather, outputs from these 
processes will feed into other processes, as identified in the sections above. It is 
proposed that the donor peer review is conducted every two years, with a view to limiting 
the demands imposed by this exercise, and so as to ensure fit with the timing of the 
OECD-DAC Survey. 

Box 3 overleaf shows a proposed timeline for the various processes identified above. 

It is proposed that future GoR / Development Partners Retreats be structured so as to 
discuss the findings of these various reviews, with a view to agreeing deliverables for the 
coming two years. 
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Box 3: Proposed Timing for new and existing mechanisms to review GoR and Donor performance 

2007 2008 2009 

Activity:  Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 onwards… 

OECD-DAC Survey on 
Monitoring the Paris 
Declaration on Aid 
Effectiveness 
& 
In-country Donor Peer 
Review 

Pilot Donor Peer Review 

(a small working group to refine and pilot the 
methodology) 

Planning 
of OECD-
DAC 
Survey 

Donors 
complete 
Survey 
forms 

Analysis 
of Survey 
Results 

Donors 
undertak
e peer 
review & 
produce 
short 
report 

Synthesis 
of peer 
reviews 
produced. 

Discussion 
of Peer 
Review 
findings at 
Annual 
Retreat 

Independent 
assessment of the 
GoR-donor interface 

ToRs prepared and agreed; independent organisation selected… Data collection and 
analysis (incl. 
interviews with key 
GoR and donor 
stakeholders) 

Report 
presented 
and 
discussed 
at Retreat 

Joint Governance 
Framework 

The nature and timing of such an exercise is yet to be discussed and agreed upon by the GoR 
and its development partners, with an assessment being conducted as agreed. 

Present 
and discuss 
at Retreat 

GoR EDPRS M&E 
NB. Additional elements 
to be added (e.g. PERs, 
citizen scorecards…) 

 EDPRS 
Finalised 

   Joint Sector Reviews 
and Annual Progress 
Report against EDPRS 
(timing TBC) 

Present 
and discuss 
at Retreat 

Joint Budget Support 
Reviews 

  Joint 
Review 

 Joint 
Review 

 Joint 
Review 

 Joint 
Review 

 

ACHA Deliverables for 
2009 are agreed at 
Annual Retreat and 
implementation of 
these commences. 

 

A similar cycle of 
mutual evaluation is 
implemented over the 
following year / two 
years. 



 9

Points for discussion 
This section sets out some key questions to help guide discussions amongst participants 
in the plenary and working group session of the GoR and Development Partners 
Retreat. Whilst this paper gives an overview of some of the issues surrounding mutual 
accountability, it is by no means comprehensive, and as such discussants are 
encouraged to introduce other topics and questions. Similarly, this paper sets out an 
initial proposal from MINECOFIN that sees existing systems linked with new ones, but 
there may be other options, which participants are encouraged to propose and discuss 
in working groups. 

 

Key Questions: 
1) What are the perceived ‘gaps’ in mutual accountability between the GoR and its 

development partners at present? 

2) Participants are encouraged to discuss the proposal from MINECOFIN contained 
in this document, and discuss to what extent this might meet the needs identified 
by the group. 

3) Civil society organisations are not donors in the true sense (and they are not 
signatories to the Paris Declaration). Where do these important partners in 
Rwanda’s development fit into discussions of mutual accountability? How might 
their views and responsibilities be incorporated? 

4) Who could act as Secretariat for the peer review exercise? (perhaps the UNRCO 
in collaboration with MINECOFIN; or a small technical working group consisting 
of some donor and GoR representatives?) 

5) What are the potential barriers to the success of these new tools? How might 
these be overcome? 

 

Expected Outputs: 
Plenary and Working Group participants should discuss the proposal contained in this 
document. By the end of the retreat, it is hoped that consensus is reached on: 

1) The nature of a mechanism / framework through which GoR and donor 
performance can be assessed, consistent with the provisions on mutual 
accountability contained in the Paris Declaration. 

2) Roles and responsibilities are outlined. 

3) Agreement is reached on the timing of any new mechanism / tool to be 
introduced. 

 


