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Abstract

At the end of the 20th century development aid has entered a new era. After it was realized that donor-driven aid and the use of conditionality has been ineffective and has caused  development failure, the concept country-ownership was introduced by donors. Nevertheless, even after the World Bank acknowledged the importance of country-ownership and has changed the lending system by the introduction of the Poverty Reduction Strategy Credits, still the World Bank’s approach towards ownership was found to be problematic. As a reaction to the criticism the Bank conducted an important evaluation on conditionality in 2005: ‘The Review of World Bank Conditionality’, which found that the approach to conditionality could be improved. In this research it is analyzed whether the World Bank has changed its country-ownership approach, since the 2005  Review. Poverty Reduction Support Credits are analyzed and the conditions attached to these loans will be compared to see how much ownership the World Bank is granting the borrowers. In the end, it was found that World Bank conditionality has not substantially  changed in the investigated PRSCs of Ghana, Mozambique and Vietnam. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 


At the end of the 20th century development aid has entered a new era (Ohno, 2004, p.1; Molenaers & Renard, 2007; Nkombo, 2008, p.1). The relationship between donors and developing countries is changing after various disappointments with development aid in the past (OED, 2003, p.4). Since the end 1940s, beginning 1950s, large amounts of money and other type of aid flows have been sent to developing countries by donors. Traditionally aid has been donor-led and donors have attached conditions to aid to make sure that resources are used appropriately. Although different development aid practices have been tried throughout time to make aid more effective, no major successes have been booked and extreme poverty persisted while debts were obtaining enormous sizes (Chakravarti, 2005, p.38, p.105; Molenaers & Renard, 2007, p.34). 

Because of this disappointment with aid, the development sector was hit by a crisis in the early 1990s and aid volumes declined for the first time. The failure of project aid and the structural adjustment approach combined with the realization that the concept of conditionality was not effective in its present form led to aid fatigue under donors (Molenaers & Renard, 2007, p.34, 39; Ohno, 2004, p.1). The belief that development aid can foster development was increasingly questioned (Chakravarti, 2005, p.105). The crisis in the early 1990s was the cause for a critical self-evaluation for the development sector in the mid 1990s (Molenaers & Renard, 2007, p.39). The introduction of the Comprehensive Development Framework was one of the main results of these assessments and formed a direct cause of the new development aid approach. 

 An important and influential actor in financial and technical assistance to developing countries and the most important player in development cooperation is the World Bank. As donors started exploring improvements to existing aid models, former World Bank President James Wolfensohn proposed the Comprehensive Development Framework (CDF) in January 1999 introducing 4 development aid principles (World Bank, 2000a): 

1. Long-term, holistic vision        

2. Country-ownership

3. Country-led partnership        

4. Results focus
Unlike the previous development approach of the structural adjustment packages, the theories constituting the CDF do not focus exclusively on macroeconomic stability and short-term solutions (Owusu, 2003, p.1661). The framework emphasized the interdependence of all elements of development (social, structural, human governance, environmental, economic and financial) and the principles were designed to help donors and developing countries to achieve sustainable development and poverty reduction. Moreover, structural adjustment packages (SAPs)prescribed standard packages of policy measures, not taking into account the specific country situation and ignoring the country’s expertise (Mohan et al., 2000, p.1; World Bank, 2000a). Under the CDF the Bank acknowledges that country-ownership is important and it supports capacity-building of countries to stimulate countries to create and implement their own development programs (Mohan et al., 2000, p.1). Nevertheless, both the SAPs and the CDF contain World Bank conditions, even though the latter promises ownership (Owusu, 2003, p.1661).

State of the Art

The relationship between developing countries and donor governments and international organizations has been unequal throughout the history of development aid (OED, 2003, p.8). In past development approaches donors have dominated the development process of recipient countries using all sorts of conditionality to exert their influence (Collier et al. 1997). The WB and other donors have traditionally used conditionality in their programs and financing for a number of reasons, like enforcing policy reform, ensuring repayment, and restraining certain policies (Molina, 2007, p.1). Especially since the mid-80s, when structural adjustment programs were introduced, donor agencies requested policy or institutional reforms from recipient countries (OED, 2003, p. 9; Molenaers, Renard, 2007, p.31; Chakravarti, 2005, p.75). 

Increasingly, it appears that donor-driven aid and the use of conditionality has been very ineffective and has caused development failure (Wood and Lockwood, 1999, p.5; Collier et al, 1997; Leandro et al., 1999). This type of aid giving undermines the recipient’s sovereignty and reinforces the unequal relationship between donor and developing country. Aid programs often had an incorrect problem diagnosis, flawed intervention designs, and  expected policy changes have in the past proven to be unsustainable (Reynolds, 2005; ActionAid International, 2006, p.4). Moreover, conditions have often not been country-specific, and have also included sensitive economic policy reforms (Eurodad, 2006, p. 11; Wood, 2005; World Bank, 2005).
The main problem with the old donor-driven programs and the programs of the World Bank is that recipient countries lack ownership (Molenaers, Renard, 2007, p.33; OED, 2003, p.10, World Bank, 2009a). Since the 1990s the concept ownership can be found in aid literature. Johnson and Wasty (1993) and Killick (1997) have been important in recognizing the value of country-ownership. The advantages of country-ownership are that government and citizens will be more committed to development reforms when they have had a substantial say in the policy process (Johnson & Wasty, 1993; Killick, 1997, p.488; OECD, 2008, p.35; OED, 2003, p.10). Moreover, recipient countries will need to strengthen their capacity to lead aid management and to execute policies. Combined these advantages lead to more sustainable solutions to poverty and make the relationship between donors and recipient countries more equal. 

With the CDF the World Bank has incorporated country-ownership in its policies. The Bank has introduced the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper as a mechanism to operationalize the CDF and to ensure that loans would be used for poverty reduction and for stimulating country-ownership (World Bank & IMF, 1999, p.3; World Bank Group, 2000, pp.3-4). In a PRSP a developing country should develop a thorough poverty analysis and outline their economic, social and structural long and medium-term strategies that they will pursue over several years to reduce poverty. Following the introduction of the PRSP the Bank changed its lending system and introduced a new instrument in May 2001: the Poverty Reduction Strategy Credits (PRSCs). The goal of the PRSC is to improve resource predictability and to harmonize donor support by giving budget support (World Bank 2006, p.47). Aid in the form of PRSCs is meant to grant countries greater autonomy and reinforce country-ownership. Accompanying these new aid instruments, the World Bank understanding of conditionality changed as well (World Bank, 2005, p.6). Under the new approach conditionality should be understood as mutual commitment to reform, not as a coercive, one-sided instrument to impose external policy changes (World Bank 2000a, p.59; World Bank, 2000b, p.1). The developing country would have ownership of a program while conditions would define the parameters of the Bank’s support (World Bank 2000a, p.59; World Bank, 2000b, p.1). 
Nevertheless, the new country-ownership approach does encounter problems. First, in the literature donors are criticized because of their belief that ownership can be enforced. As Helleiner put it: “ownership cannot be given – it has to be taken, it has to be seized, it [sic] has to be a willingness on the part of the local government to just plain ‘do it’, and at the appropriate points to just say ‘no’” (2002, p.2). Second, the theory implies that donors are willing to let go of their influence and corresponding conditions. Nevertheless, various studies have shown that donors have not always been supportive or coherent with the approach chosen by a recipient country (Ohno, 2005; Wood, 2005; EURODAD, 2001). It was found that donors still attach conditions to foreign aid, which impedes country-ownership. Donors on the other hand, often do not agree with these findings, which can be explained by the fact that various organizations and donors have used different definitions of ownership (Leandro et all., 1999, p.288; Cramer, 2002; EURODAD, 2001). 

Also the World Bank’s approach to country-ownership is found to be problematic. The Bank conducted an important evaluation on conditionality in 2005: The Review of World Bank Conditionality (World Bank). The outcome of this review was that the Bank had already significantly changed its approach and has incorporated country-ownership in its policies. However, it also found that the approach to conditionality could be improved and suggested that the Bank should adhere to 5 good principles for conditionality: (1) reinforcement of ownership; (2) harmonization of policies with the government and other financial partners; (3) customization of policies to country circumstances; (4) limiting conditions to only critical actions; (5) transparency and predictability of policies and performance. Nevertheless, the Bank is still content with its conditionality practices, saying that “The Bank’s understanding of conditionality has undergone significant change”; and that it pays more “attention to the different design aspects of conditionality, including those associated with initiatives to enhance country-ownership of programs”. Scientific studies, on the other hand, have been more critical of its performance. Criticism especially focused on the fact that the total number of conditions in policy lending has not declined since the introduction of the CDF (Wood, 2005, EURODAD, 2006, Action Aid, 2006). 

Problem Statement

From the previous paragraphs an interesting problem arises: the World Bank and other donors want to give foreign aid to developing countries, while maintaining control over the development program by using conditionality. Nevertheless, it has appeared from past practices that donor-driven aid and conditionality are not effective for reaching sustainable development outcomes. Donors want to safeguard the use of their resources by setting conditions, but a consequence is that donors do not practice what they preach. Possibly developing countries can only have true ownership and sustainable development when donors cease to exert their influence in the development process. 

Research Questions

In this research it will be analyzed whether the World Bank has changed its country-ownership approach in practice, since the publication of the Review of World Bank Conditionality in 2005. Poverty Reduction Support Credits, which are especially introduced by the World Bank to give developing countries more ownership of their development, will be the focal point of the research. The loans will be analyzed and the conditions attached to these loans will be compared to see how much ownership the World Bank is granting the borrowers. 
The main research question will be as follows:

To what extent has the World Bank reinforced country-ownership in its lending policies in practice, in particular in PRSCs implemented after 2005?

The following sub questions will help to answer the main question:

1. What is country-ownership and why is it important?

2. What difficulties exist for implementing ownership in practice? And how much is this related to the role of conditionality? 

3. How does the World Bank apply country-ownership with the PRSC lending instrument?

4. What is the role of conditionality in PRSCs before and after 2005 in Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam?
5. Have the conditions in PRSCs changed since 2005 and, if so, how can this be explained?
Research Design & Methods

The research will be divided into two parts, of which the first three questions will constitute the theoretical part of the research. The literature that will be used to answer these questions will consist of books and articles from authors such as Easterly, Killick, and Johnson and Wasty. The opinions of these and other researchers represent the different perspectives that exist on international aid, the new country-ownership approach in particular, and the functioning of the WB. Moreover, websites from the WB, IMF and international organizations and non-governmental organizations (NGO’s) such as the OECD, EURODAD, and Action Aid will be used to find relevant publications and evaluations. 
The first three sub questions of the research will generate important information on the concepts country-ownership, conditionality, and on how these concepts were applied by the World Bank in previous years and currently in PRSCs. In chapter 2 the ownership theory will be explained by analyzing previous development paradigms. It will be discussed which problems development actors were facing and why country-ownership is considered to be solution for these problems. In chapter 3 it will be listed how different types of conditions can influence the level of ownership of a developing country. In addition, the situation of recipient countries is analyzed to discover whether the situation of the developing country can influence the degree of ownership in its relationship with the World Bank. In chapter 4 the World Bank’s approach to country-ownership will be studied to find out what instruments and process it has changed to adapt its policies to the rhetoric.  
The second part of this thesis, in which a PRSC case study will be carried out, will start in chapter 5 with a description of how the research is conducted. The case study needs to compare and analyze the role of conditionality in WB policies in practice and has to find the answer to the question whether this role has improved after the critical self-evaluations in 2005. PRSC documents are taken as the main unit of analysis since it is a lending instrument specifically introduced to improve country-ownership. In the research, the first and last PRSCs of Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam will be evaluated and will be compared to each other and over time. These countries were selected because it is expected that their country situations and PRSCs will be different enough to discover differences in ownership levels. In chapter 6 the type, number, content and the number of failed conditions in PRSCs will be listed. Consecutively, in chapter 7 the findings of the case study will be analyzed and the question whether conditionality has changed since 2005, will be answered. In the last chapter, chapter 8, the findings of the analysis will be discussed and it will be evaluated whether the World Bank has allowed countries more ownership since the publication of the 2005 ‘Review of World Bank Conditionality’. In addition, it will be examined whether the level of country-ownership is also dependent on the developing country itself. 
Chapter 2
The Meaning and Importance of Country-Ownership


Recently, the new country-ownership paradigm has led to a structural change in the development aid infrastructure since the Bretton Wood Institutions (BWI’s), NGO’s and donor countries have incorporated the concept of country-ownership in their aid-programs. The new paradigm has been introduced by donors as a solution for the developing countries’ problems, by taking on both the aid chaos and aid conditionality (Whitfield, 2009, p. 2). The establishment of the concept country-ownership reflects the concern for the unequal relationship between donor and recipient country. Moreover, it was recognized that sustainable change could not be driven by outsiders, and consequently, causes for disappointments in aid programs are blamed on weak ownership by the recipient country (Wood & Lockwood, 1999, p.12; Molenaers & Renard, 2007, p.39). Therefore, under the paradigm, developing countries themselves should play a larger, more active, role in their aid-relationship with donors while the latter should take a step back.
In this chapter the focul will lie on answering the first sub question of this research: “What is country-ownership and why is it important?”. About the term country-ownership exists much confusion (Whitfield, 2009; Johnson & Wasty, 1993, p.2). Many definitions exist, of which all have different applications and results in practice. To find out what is the most appropriate definition to address the aid problems regarding the inequality between donor and recipient, this chapter will first evaluate previous aid paradigms and the different modalities that were used. This review will indicate what was problematic about these approaches and which problems the new approach of country-ownership is expected to overcome. In the second part of this chapter the principles constituting country-ownership will be discussed and the consequences of the new approach for donor and recipient behavior in practice will be analyzed. Hereafter, a working definition of ownership will be generated, which will be used in the subsequent parts of this research.  

Aid Approaches in Historical Context
Over the last sixty years, the aims of development aid have stayed much the same. However, a variety of aid approaches have been tried in response to emerging development priorities and new understandings of development problems. Accompanying these changes also aid modalities changed. Aid modalities, or aid instruments, are a tool to transfer aid, whether it is money, goods, or knowledge, from the donor to the developing countries. In the following paragraphs the various approaches and modalities will be discussed in chronological order. In addition, attention will be paid to the changing relationship between donors and recipient countries. 
A major source for the aid system were the international activities in the wake of World War II (Hjertholm & White, 1998, p.10). First, although the Colonial world order was gradually collapsing, the former colonial powers continued to support their colonies financially. However, the relationship between the donor and the developing country had changed. Despite the dependence of the latter, the majority of the recipients knew exactly what they wanted and with which projects they required assistance” (Whitfield, 2009, p.47). Collaboration was based on mutual social and economic interest, although it was still seriously influenced by the historical colonial experiences (Whitfield, 2009, p.47). Only later, during the Cold War, aid was used to ‘buy support’ of developing countries to avoid that they would join the opponent’s side. 

Second, numerous institutions were created from organizations originally created to cater for the aftermath of war, for example: Oxfam, CARE, and the World Bank, whose full name is the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development. In the late 1940s another post-war institution, The Marshall Plan, was important too, because its success was seen as a model for development elsewhere (Hjertholm & White, 1998, p.10). The Keynesian ideas on which the Plan was based were transformed by economic analysts into universal theories. The role of government was emphasized in enhancing economic development, because, as argued by development economists, their economies were facing market failure and imperfection problems that governments should overcome (Hermes & Salverda, 1999, p.2). The new independent states were considered to need institutions and techniques that had helped in modernizing the Western World (Hyden & Court, 2002, p.2).  Moreover, the developing countries were believed to face a financial gap, and, based on the Big Push idea, their economies needed capital injections to raise economic growth (Easterly, 2008, p.17). According the “trickle down” theory, growth and modernization would eventually eradicate the problems of poverty and inequality (Tarp, 2006, p.20).

The modernization and growth policies were put into effect by comprehensive national development plans, in which policies were discussed in more detail and macro-economic conditions were stated for specific programs and projects that had to be developed (Hyden & Court, 2002, p.10). More important, however, was project aid, via which macro goals could be realized (Hyden & Court, 2002, pp.2-3). Specific capital investment projects and associated technical assistance that focused on infrastructure and productive sectors constituted the gross of the projects (Tarp, 2006, p.21). Furthermore, also  budget support was important in this period. Financial aid to raise economic growth was believed to be most effective when disbursed through the recipient’s institutions, which were thought to perform similar to the Western institutions.

In this period, the influence of donors and their involvement in the recipient’s politics was still very limited. The ownership and responsibility of recipient countries in the aid relationship were not questioned yet (Jerve, 2002, p.8). First, poor countries were not very dependent on aid still; while they were interested in concessionary finance, they still had alternative options to turn to too (Whitfield, 2009, p.51). Second, donors took a more humble position in their relationship with aid developing countries and left as much responsibility as possible to the latter (Jerve, 2002, p.8). Although, it was stressed that their governments needed modernization, their motives and performance were not questioned. 

Basic Human Needs

Then, in the 1970s the donor community gradually realized that that money was not always spent in the way that donors expected. The still relatively new governments seemed to have severe institutional problems, such as corruption and incompetent bureaucracies (Whitfield, 2009, p.51). Budget support therefore became a less used modality, while the use of project aid expanded (Jerve, 2002, p.9). Instead of aid interventions that were aimed at long-term growth, the new approach, referred to as “Basic Human Needs”, adopted policies that would directly and immediately benefit the poor, such as primary education, primary healthcare, and supply of clean water (Lancaster, 2007, p.40). Thus, in response to the problems donors decided to start working around governments instead of through them (Whitfield,  2009, p.51; Jerve, 2002, p.9). Beside a multiplication of projects, also the number of donors increased much, and multilateral organizations and NGO’s also became more involved in the world of development assistance. Consequently, it was difficult for recipient governments to keep a clear  overview of what was happening and their control over the development process decreased.

Structural Adjustment Era

At the end of the 1970s, the development approach shifted again, away from the “Basic Human Needs” and towards a period known as the Structural Adjustment Era. The shift was caused by the emergence of the debt and balance of payments crises in many poor countries (Lancaster, 2007, p.43; Hyden & Court, 2002, p.3). In the new approach, which lasts from the late 1970s until the end of the 1980s,  Neoliberal theories prevailed and under the name ‘the Washington Consensus’, orthodox economic policy reforms were prescribed (Hermes & Salverda, 1999, p.3; Tarp, 2006, p.23; Santiso, 2001, p.14). These reforms should re-establish economic growth by emphasizing the role of the market, and criticizing the heavy involvement of the government  (Lancaster, 2007, p.43; Hermes & Salverda, 1999, p.3). Macroeconomic program assistance in form of budget support and balance of payments support, and adjustment loans were believed to be the solution to maintain the resource flow and to encourage economic policy reform (Nelson, 1996, p.1551; Tarp, 2006, p.23; Lancaster, 2007, p.44; Hermes & Salverda,1999, p.3). It was in this period also that conditionality became viewed as very influential in promoting certain policies and behavior, and consequently it became more widespread (Nelson, 1996, p.1551; Tarp, 2006, p.23). 

In the structural adjustment era the ownership of the development process of poor countries again shifted more towards donors. Aid became linked to policy reforms and thereby  infringed on the recipient’s sovereignty (Nelson, 1996, p.1551). Conditionality was used to force poor countries to carry out the reforms and to monitor whether they achieved the objectives (Koeberle, 2004, p.4). Recipient governments responded with resistance, yet, because of their bad economic situation and the decreasing availability of financial alternatives, they needed to agree with the terms for the loans and grants (Pender, 2001, p.399). In this way the capacity of recipient counties to create their own development solutions, was hindered (Pender, 2001, p.399). Conversely, governments did adopt a variety of strategies to protect their sovereignty and to avoid conditionality (Whitfield, 2009, p.71). One approach was to agree with the conditions in theory, while failing to actually implement them (Jerve, 2002, p.10; Whitfield, 2009, p.71). Another strategy that was much applied was one called ‘rapid backsliding’: once the conditions were implemented and the loan received, the developing country would reverse the actions (Whitfield, 2009, p.71). In most cases donors allowed some policy slippage, because of their incentives to continue to disburse (Whitfield, 2009, p.71). 

Good Governance: The Importance of Good Institutions

Until the early 1990s aid volumes has steadily risen, until after 1992 when for the first time in development aid history flows started to decline (Tarp, 2006, p.23). By the early 1990s there was the realization that structural adjustment programs, similar to the previous approaches, failed to generate growth and solve development problems (Ohno, 2004, p.7; Whitfield, 2009, p.77). The macroeconomic reforms had not delivered the expected results and the intensified use of conditionality did not seem to be successful as well (Hermes & Salverda, 1999, p.28; Ohno, 2004, p.7; Tarp, 2006, p.23; Jerve, 2002, p.10). Besides, the intentions and organization of aid institutions also became criticized for having commercial interests and being inefficient (Tarp, 2006, p.23). These crises led to a critical self-evaluation of the aid system by the mid 1990s (Molenaers & Renard, 2007, p.39; Wood and Lockwood, 1999, p.1999). In the same time the end of the Cold War led to a rethinking about aid relationships. There was a major decline in ideological politics, which was replaced by policies with a more diplomatic, less confrontational focus (Jerve, 2002, p.10; Whitfield, 2009, p.71). The aid evaluations and the shift in thinking, led to a new approach, referred to as good governance, in which the organization and working of institutions stood central (Radelet, 2006, p.13). The fact that previous reforms had not lead to effective and sustainable aid solutions was blamed on bad governance within the poor countries. Governments were blamed for having corruption and a democratic lack and were, under the new good governance approach, pushed by donors to reshape their government systems and political culture (Whitfield, 2009, p.71). 

Poverty Reduction and the Millennium Development Goals

As donors started exploring improvements to existing aid models, former World Bank President James Wolfensohn proposed the Comprehensive Development Framework in January 1999.  Unlike the previous development approach of the structural adjustment packages, the theories constituting the CDF do not focus exclusively on economic growth and macroeconomic stability (Owusu, 2003, p.1661). The framework emphasized the interdependence of all elements of development: social, structural, human governance, environmental, economic and financial. The concepts poverty reduction and sustainable development became the ultimate goals of development aid and were only believed to be achieved by focusing on all the above listed principles. To enhance the focus on poverty reduction and to measure its progress the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) were adopted, which set targets for poverty reduction.

Increasing Conditionality

Throughout time donors’ understanding of development problems have changed frequently and donors have focused on different aspects of development problems. The role and consequently the form of conditionality have changed accordingly. Stokke made a useful distinction between first and second generation conditionality (Stokke, 1995a, cited in Lie, 2003, p.6). Conditionality that increasingly became used since the late 1970s comprise the first generation of conditions, which promoted orthodox economic policy reforms and were based on neo-liberal theories (Stokke, 1995a, cited in Lie, 2003, p.6). In the beginning of 1990s, the end of the Cold War and criticism on the effectivity of conditionality practices led to a rethinking about aid relationships and conditionality. Consequently, the new good governance approach was accompanied by a new generation of conditions, which focused on the organization and working of institutions. The shift reflects a change from hard to more soft policies  (Lie, 2003, p.3). While at the same time the focus on institutional reforms meant that donors had added an extra degree of intrusion to their aid (Kevlihan, 2001,p.76;. Recently, also a third generation of conditionality is being presented by the literature (White & Dijkstra, 2003, p.11; Gould, 2005, p.18). The appearance of this third generation coincides with the introduction of the MDGs and its objective is poverty reduction and influencing the recipient’s government in making decisions about policies for poverty reduction (Burnell & Randall, 2001, p.300). The latter objective can also be explained as a process conditions and is exemplified by the PRSP (Burnell & Randall, 2001, p.300). The broadening of donor activities  in turn led to an expansion in the scope of conditionality. In macroeconomic sense the aid recipients had gained a little more freedom after the number of structural adjustment loans declined, the institutional involvement of donors on the other hand impaired their sovereignty again. 

An Unequal Relationship

The relationship between developing countries on the one side, and donor governments and international organizations on the other side, has generally been unequal throughout the history of development aid (OED, 2003, p.8). Increasingly solutions to aid problems have been designed by experts at the donor-side, which is based upon the idea that donors know what is best for them (OECD, 2008; Wood & Lockwood, 1999). Donors establish the quantity and quality of the aid they are giving and keep a close eye on the recipient’s performance, while the latter has only little control over the first and is only slightly able to monitor donor behavior (ODI, 2006). Because of their superior position and the recipient’s need for money, donors can induce governments to take actions that they would otherwise have not chosen to take (Collier, et al., 1997, p.1400). Especially the IMF and the World Bank oblige aid receiving countries to implement policy reforms which are not in accordance with the believes of the government (Wood & Lockwood, 1999, p.6; Koeberle, 2004, p.6).
In past development approaches donors have undermined the authority of recipient countries by dominating their development process through commanding specific aid programs and by using conditionality (Collier, et al., 1997; ActionAid International, 2006, p.4). Under project aid donors bypassed the government of the developing country, as they feared a corrupt and resistant bureaucracy, so that it was easier to implement certain projects and reach the people who need aid the most. Donors have also attached conditions to their aid programs for different reasons, ranging from increasing the incentive to implement the reform program, ensuring the chance of quick repayment, restraining the recipient from supporting other policies with the money than the agreed ones, or plain paternalism (Molina, 2007, p.2). 

The dominance of donors in the aid relationship and the effects of conditionality have been problematic (Feliu & Grasa, 2002, p.3; Koeberle, 2004, pp.5-6; Santiso, 2001, p.9). Whitfield argues that it is not rightful for donors to interfere with the country’s decision-making process in return for giving financial assistance (2009, pp. 6-8). Besides, experience has shown that donor-led aid has typically been ineffective. Programs have often suffered from an incorrect problem diagnosis, flawed intervention designs, and  expected policy changes have in the past proven to be unsustainable (Reynolds, 2005; ActionAid International, 2006, p.4). Reform plans are often based on a standard blue print, which is based on best practices, while neglecting to analyze its real economic effectiveness and disregarding the circumstances (Wood & Lockwood, 1999, p.6). Critics have also argued that donors try to micromanage the aid programs by using too many conditions, which are too detailed and only have marginal effects (Koeberle, 2004, p.6). It is therefore not surprising, that development analysts have found that reforms of adjustment programs were often reversed or abandoned after the financing and involvement of donors ended (Koeberle, 2004, pp.5-6; Whitfield, 2009, p.71). The threat by the donors to withhold funds in the future has not overcome this problem, because the recipient countries did not believe this threat was credible (Koeberle, 2004, p.5). 

Nevertheless, even if donors would lead aid in less intrusive ways, it is still questionable whether donors have the means and knowledge to be able to correctly perceive the needs of a specific developing country, and whether they can understand the specific cultural context and  power dynamics when creating an aid program and setting conditions (Wood & Lockwood, 1999; OECD, 2008). However, aid without conditionality is rare, and unlikely to be attained on a large scale, since donors will always expect certain type of conduct of the recipient country, even in the absence of penalties or rewards (Feliu & Grasa, 2002, p.3). 

Negative Effects on Governance

Under previous approaches, donor-led aid has thus generally not led to effective and sustainable aid solutions (ActionAid International, 2006, p.4; Leandro, et al., 1999, p.287). Aid has also had important negative effects on governance in developing countries. These effects can be categorized  into three types of costs: transaction costs, institutional costs, and political costs.
Transaction costs are the costs for the organization of aid. Donors have developed various requirements and procedures for arranging, delivering, and monitoring development aid (Knoll, 2008, p.2). The organization of donors has been fragmentized and uncoordinated, leading to high transaction costs for recipient countries (OED, 2003, p.11; Birdsall, 2004, p.9; Acharya, et al., 2006). Throughout the history of development assistance the number of donors and aid programs and projects has increased so much that aid receiving countries have no clear overview anymore on the total of development aid they receive (OED, 2003, p.11). Moreover, the aid flows of donors are very unpredictable, which also adds up to the costs for the receivers. The donor fragmentation and the complex and unpredictable procedural requirements impede the recipient’s capacity to manage the offered assistance in a good manner (OED, 2003, p.77; Acharya, et al., 2006). Donor fragmentation is thus not only costly, but also affects the success of the development process of the recipient country.

Institutional costs reflect the weakened capacities of governments of recipient countries to manage and control their own development. Transaction costs thus deteriorate the institutional capacity of the recipients, which is even more the case when the number of donors and projects increases (Dijkstra, 2007, p.5). Because of their continued aid-dependence there has also been a lack of capacity building. By externalizing policymaking, the institutional capacity of developing countries has seriously weakened and has stopped the development of policy learning within the civil service (Whitfield, 2009, p.356). While the aim of aid is to increase the capacity of public institutions, aid itself undermines the realization of this goal (Moss, et al., 2006).

Moreover, aid presents specific challenges in terms of political costs, which are related to the undermining of the accountability mechanisms in the developing country. In democratic political systems the system of accountability controls the authorities to ensure that their tasks are executed effectively and that power will not be exploited (ODI, 2006, p.1). Two different components of accountability can be distinguished: the first is answerability, which stands for the responsibility of power-holders to explain their decisions and actions. For true answerability, information needs to be available for external parties to evaluate the performance of the power-holders (ODI, 2006, p.1). The second component is enforceability, which is the necessity to have mechanisms available for sanctioning bad performance or misuse of power (ODI, 2006, p.1). However, aid is in numerous ways different from domestically financed services (Reinnika, 2008, p.180). Since the beneficiaries are geographically and politically distinct from the financiers, problems with enforceability and answerability arise (Svensson, 2008, p.312; Reinnika, p.180, 2008). First, donor countries cannot directly know what the effects of the aid programs are and are not able to critically evaluate the performance of the aid programs. Second, although the recipient countries do know about the impact of aid programs, they do not have real political leverage over the aid practitioners who designed the programs. There can thus not exist a normal direct information feedback loop between the two parties (Martens, 2002, p.176; Reinnika, 2008, p.180). If developing countries want to be accountable toward their people they should determine their own development policies and strategies.

Besides failing answerability and enforceability, aid flows also affect the governmental accountability in the developing country. When poor countries receive large and sustained aid flows, the government needs fewer revenues from the local economy, and thus no longer needs the support of society. Moreover, while in equal relationship contracts mostly imply mutual accountability and a sharing of risks, in aid relationships the recipient is put up with the full responsibility for repaying debts even when the aid assistance fails (ODI, 2006, p.2). Aid thus leads to accountability problems in many ways. 

The Need for a new Approach

In the second half of the 1990s, a renewed compact between donors and recipient was necessary to address the problems related to the power inequality. It was realized by donors that it was necessary to make some fundamental changes to the way aid is delivered. Many aid evaluations found that ownership of developing countries plays a key role in the success or failure of aid programs (Wood & Lockwood, 1999, p.12; Molenaers & Renard, 2007, p.39). Home-grown development programs, where the developing country was actively involved in the designing process of aid solutions, appeared to be more effective than imposed programs with the accompanying conditions (Ohno, 2004, p.7; Castel Branco, 2008, p.3; Killick, 1997; Johnson & Wasty, 1993). In 1996 the Development Assistance Committee’s (DAC) strategy document “Shaping the 21st Century” demanded effective partnerships between donors and developing countries and stressed the importance of country-ownership, which was described as a situation in which developing countries themselves are responsible for their own development (Feliu & Grasa, 2002, p.2; Whitfield, 2009, p.77; Abrahamsen, 2004, p.1455). Besides, in this period there also developed a consensus on principles of ´good donorship´, which donors should abide in order to make aid more effective (Ohno, 2004, p.9). This new approach should solve the problems of previous aid approaches while simultaneously returning power to recipient countries (Abrahamsen, 2004, p.1455). 

From the second part of the 1990s international initiatives increasingly acknowledged the importance of home-grown development strategies for aid effectiveness.  In 1999, the World Bank introduced the Comprehensive Development Framework to put the ownership concept into practice. The framework emphasized the interdependence of all elements of development: social, structural, governance, environmental, economic and financial. Furthermore, the framework established principles that were designed to help donors and developing countries to achieve sustainable development and poverty reduction. The principles state that: (1) development programs should have a long-term and holistic vision; (2) the program should promote that ownership is broad-based through participation processes; (3) donor and recipient countries should establish a partnership in which their aid efforts are harmonized; (4) development programs need to be more result-oriented with better monitoring (World Bank, 2000b). A series of agreements in international conferences on aid effectiveness formalizes the principles of aid effectiveness: 2002 in Monterrey; 2003 in Rome, 2004 in Marrakech, 2005 in Paris and 2008 in Accra. In 2005, the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness affirms the donors’ dedication to support and strengthen national development plans and to align their assistance with the country-owned strategies (High Level Forum, 2005). The principles of this declaration are almost similar to the ones stipulated in the CDF: ownership, alignment, harmonization, managing for results, and mutual accountability (High Level Forum, 2005). Ownership is embraced in the Paris Declaration as the key pillar of the new aid paradigm, and illustrates the donor’s pledge to refrain from imposing conditions and donor fragmentation (Whitfield, 2009, p.2). 

Advantages of Ownership

The new concept is expected to raise the aid effectiveness because of various reasons. First, government and citizens will be more committed to development reforms when they have had a substantial say in the policy process (Johnson & Wasty; Killick, 1997, p.488; OECD, 2008, p.35; OED, 2003, p.10). Second, recipient countries will need to strengthen their institutional capacity to lead aid management and to execute policies; hence their position vis-à-vis donors, becomes stronger (Whitfield, 2009). Third, developing poor countries know best which problems they face and which solution will, or will not work. Consequently, aid programs will not be blamed for the one-size-fits-all approach, because when developing countries create the programs, automatically more country-specific policies will exist. Fourth, when aid receivers have ownership over development programs they are expected to show more leadership towards donors and get them to align their efforts so that problems of donor fragmentation and the accompanying transaction costs are tackled (OECD, 2008, p.35; Whitfield, 2009). Combined these advantages lead to more sustainable solutions to poverty and make the relationship between donors and recipient countries more equal. 

The Meaning of Ownership

Although donors have committed themselves to strengthening country-ownership and have affirmed this by signing the Paris Declaration, no universal definition of the concept exists (Whitfield, 2009, p.3, 90). The majority of the donors appear to define ownership narrowly, namely as the commitment by developing countries to the policy programs that donors have designed (Jerve, 2002, p.5; Whitfield, 2009). However, this is a very limited understanding of ownership that also does not depart from previous development approaches. In an ideal situation, countries have full ownership of their decision-making process from the start of the policy-process, in the phase where problems are identified, until the phase where policies are implemented. The government of the country would be in charge, without external attempts to influence this process. In addition, this government would be democratically elected and represent the different groups in civil society in the best way, while civil society would also have other formally established ways to express its vision. Nevertheless, for developing countries that are highly aid dependent, that do not have much experience with democratic governance and in which governance is often poor, these are unrealistic goals. 

Although the attainment of full country-ownership is probably impossible in the short term, a broader definition of country-ownership is necessary to ensure real change in the aid architecture. The IFIs and other donors will influence reform programs as long as countries are dependent on their financial assistance. However, for the new country-ownership approach to be effective, aid recipients should define their own development strategy and policies, while donor influence should be limited as much as possible (Whitfield, 2009; Collier, et al., 1997; Johnson, 2005). Only in this way will recipient countries be committed to implementing reform programs and will these programs be sustainable (Wood & Lockwood, 1999; Whitfield, 2009; Collier, et al., 1997; Martens, 2008). Although donors can make suggestions, these should not be attached as aid-conditions, to ensure that donors will not undermine the country´s sovereignty and that aid programs will be effective and sustainable. 
Besides ambiguity about what ownership is, it is also unclear who is supposed to be the owner in ownership. Sometimes it is explained broadly as ownership by the people, other times narrowly as ownership by government.  The term ‘broad-ownership’ reflects theories that believe that it is important for governments of developing countries to be representative and that civil society should participate in the decision-making process. Nevertheless, the promotion of civil society participation is problematic for various reasons. 
First of all, in developing countries truly representative governments are difficult to find (WRR, 2010, p.152; Molenaers & Renard, 2003, p.156, 2009, p.269; Rombouts, 2006). In developing countries with (semi) authoritarian regimes, governments are generally not very open to the participation of civil society. When broad-ownership or participation of civil society becomes an aid condition, these countries will find ways to work around civil society, for example by only enabling pro-government organizations to participate (Molenaers& Renard, 2009, p.267). Second, calling for additional participation of civil society during the decision-making processes is problematic also because in most cases civil society cannot  express itself in its entirety, especially the poor are the most difficult to organize, which means that participation cannot be fair (Molenaers & Renard, 2003, p.145; 2009, p.271). Moreover, it is the government that has to implement strategies and that can be held responsible when elections have taken place. Consequently, asking for additional participation, bypasses the parliament and the government. Third, in most developing countries it is unrealistic to expect that the government and the opposition in parliament or society can reach consensus together over development problems and solutions, instead it is more likely that conflicts will arise (Rombouts, 2006, p.29). This does not mean that civil society is not important or that parliament should not have any powers towards the government, on the contrary. Broad participation of civil society is a desirable goal, but in developing countries without a long historical background with democratic rule and an organized civil society imposing this by means of conditionality could lead to problems (Molenaers & Renard, 2009).
Definition of Ownership

Consequently, in this research, ownership will be defined as the situation where the governments of developing countries have control over their own development strategies and policies from the beginning until the end of the policy process, without being influenced by donor preferences (Whitfield, 2009; Collier, et al., 1997; Johnson, 2005). Only in this way recipient countries will be committed to implementing reform programs and will these programs be sustainable (Wood & Lockwood, 1999; Whitfield, 2009; Collier, et al., 1997; Martens, 2008). 

In Summary
Country ownership is the central theory of the new aid paradigm. In the previous paragraphs the problems with the power imbalance between donors and recipient countries has been analyzed and the importance of the ownership approach was illustrated. True ownership of aid programs, however, is dependent on changed behavior (Stewart & Wang, 2003, p.3). In the next chapter, it will be explained that the implementation of ownership in practice is considered to be difficult for donors. Especially the role of conditionality and the need by donors for control over the use of their resources will be discussed and the relation between country-ownership and conditionality will be analyzed. 
Chapter 3
Difficulties for implementing Country-Ownership in Practice


Ownership has been widely and officially accepted in the development world as the new development paradigm. In the previous chapter it became clear which principles and prerequisites are attached to the concept ownership and that all actors in the development aid system must adapt their behavior in order to address the inequality in the aid relationship. Donors should find a balance in their need to be (closely) involved in the development process, and the new approach, which implies that recipient countries should take the lead in developing and implementing new strategies without being influenced by donors. 
In this chapter the second sub question, “What difficulties exist for implementing ownership in practice? And how much is this related to the role of conditionality?”, will be discussed. First, it will be analyzed whether the level of country ownership is dependent on how much control the donor is willing to let go. Therefore, donor practices and the role of conditionality in the new aid architecture will be discussed and the question whether there will still be room for donor conditionality will be answered. Second, after a thorough donor analysis the attention will shift to the situation of recipient countries to discover whether the situation of the developing country matters as well for the degree of ownership in the relationship. It will be discussed whether recipient countries can have ownership when they are highly aid dependent and have a weak institutional capacity, and incentives for receiving aid will be looked at.
Donor Dilemmas

From the start of the new paradigm it has been recognized that making significant changes to aid practices would be difficult (Helleiner, 2002, p.255). In the following paragraphs two important problems that pose a threat to the success of the ownership paradigm will be discussed: the donor dilemma of conditionality vs. ownership; and the fact that donors do not only give aid for altruistic development reasons, but also have strategic self-interests. 

Conditionality vs. Ownership

The new ownership approach is believed to encounter problems in practice, because the World Bank and other donors want to continue foreign aid to developing countries, while safeguarding the use of their resources and maintaining control over the development program by using conditionality. No grants or loans will be offered without some sort of conditionality (Weeks, 2001). A consequence is that donors do not practice what they preach. Oddly enough, the Paris agenda does not discuss policy conditionality even though this is an important aspect of aid relationships in practice (Rogerson, 2005). In recent years, the number of conditions and the sectors which were covered by conditions has expanded (Dijkstra, 2002; Collier, 1997). Moreover, also the number of aid institutions and processes has expanded, causing fragmentation of aid processes and an increased entanglement of donor institutions and recipient’s administrative systems (Whitfield, 2009, p.19). These trends will be difficult to reverse and make it harder for ownership to be effective. 

An obvious dilemma is thus how to balance donor-conditionality with country ownership. In the following paragraphs different objectives and types of conditionality and their impact on ownership will be discussed. This analysis will clarify which combinations of conditionality and country-ownership, are possible and most effective for both providing donors with some control and recipient governments with freedom to design the programs they want. 

Objectives of Conditionality

A first important question is why donors attach conditions to aid. Donors typically want to ensure that aid receiving countries repay their debts and that they spend their money in an effective and sustainable manner (Johnson, 2005, p.8). Collier et al. (1997, p.1400) distinguished 5 objectives of conditionality. The first objective is inducement, which stands for the incentives donors offer for the government to change its policies (Collier et al., 1997, p.1400). Second, donors use conditions for selectivity, which means that they only make aid available to countries that have a good policy environment, which should guarantee a good use of the resources (Collier et al., 1997, p.1400). Third, to overcome disagreements about the use of aid, donors attach conditions that prescribe on which goods or services aid should be spent, this is called paternalism (Collier et al., 1997, p.1400). The fourth objective of conditionality is restraint, which means that it is used to provide a credible threat to governments to not reverse reforms (Collier et al., 1997, pp.1400-1401). Fifth, conditionality may be used for signaling, when it provides information to the private sector that the recipient’s policies are approved by donors (Collier et al., 1997, p.1401). 

The first objective, inducement, is the most used. However, this objective is often criticized for its ineffectiveness and inappropriateness (Collier et al., 1997). Attaching conditions to aid loans and grants is in itself legitimate. However, if donors want to take country-ownership seriously, then they should not try to influence the recipient’s domestic policy processes. It is therefore the inducement objective that conflicts most with the ownership approach. 
Different Conditionality Types
To ensure that the different objectives are achieved, donors have applied different types of conditionality. Dijkstra has distinguished four ways of assessing conditions (2006, pp.12-13).

(1) Whether process or outcome conditionality is concerned: process conditionality can involve policies, measures, or actions which are believed to be of importance in reaching general development goals, while outcome conditionality involves conditions that specify which outcomes should be achieved with the aid given (Dijkstra, 2006, p.13; Bull, et al., 2006, p.4). 

(2) Whether conditionality is ex post or ex ante: ex ante conditions are based on commitments for the future, whereas ex post conditions assess performances in the past (Jerve, 2002, p.3; Dijkstra, 2006, p.12).
(3) The type of policies or sectors to which conditionality is applied (Dijkstra, 2006, p.13).

(4) Whether conditionality is based on the developing country’s own development strategy or that it is based on donors’ understanding of the development problems (Dijkstra, 2006, p.13).

These types of conditionalities have different implications for the degree of ownership of aid recipients and for the degree of control they provide donors. Concerning the first type, process conditions lay out the specific actions that a government must take. This type of conditions takes away important freedom from recipient countries to create their own solutions and design implementation processes, and consequently ownership will be less (Dijkstra, 2006, p.13). Moreover, when donors decide on the process there is an increased risk of micro management, meaning that they are likely to use too many conditions, which are too detailed and only have marginal effects (Dijkstra, 2006, p.13; Koeberle, 2004, p.20). Conditions based on outcomes refrain from spelling out concrete policy measures and thus enhance ownership by allowing countries to come up with their own solutions to (poverty) problems as long as certain targets will be met. However, a serious disadvantage of outcome conditionality is that outcomes may be manipulated by the aid receiving country by misleading data or strategic behavior (Koeberle, 2004, p.20). On the other hand, also the contrary is possible, since recipients may be punished for not achieving the desired results while this happened for reasons outside their control (Koeberle, 2004, p.20; EURODAD, 2008; OECD, 2008). 
In the second category, ex post conditions assess performances in the past. Under ex-post conditionality fall (a) prior actions, which are related to single-tranche operations, and must be taken by the recipient government before a loan is approved, to show commitment to the program (World Bank, 2005, pp.4-5). And (b) triggers, which are tranche release conditions that come with multi-tranche operations. Triggers are expected actions that have to be taken over the course of a program in order to release a next tranche of money (World Bank, 2005, pp.4-5). Ex-post conditionality is described as the hardest form of conditionality because in the cases that conditions are not met there will be no disbursements (Jerve, 2002, p.3; Dijkstra, 2006, p.12). Ex-ante conditionality on the other hand, are commitments that recipient governments make for the future and consists of benchmarks, which are indicators for monitoring results of the program. This type of conditions is believed to be less effective for securing certain policy reforms than ex-post conditions, because when donors base their aid on promises nothing is sure (Koeberle, 2005). For recipient countries that want to design their own development process, ex-ante conditionality thus leaves them more room to maneuver. In recent years, however, there has been a move towards ex-post conditionality (World Bank, 2005; Jerve, 2002). 
In the third category, it matters a lot for ownership to which subject conditionality is applied. Some subjects are believed to be more controversial than others. Especially economic policy conditions have often included controversial reforms, such as policies that have pushed for liberalization and privatization (Bull, et al., 2006; EURODAD, 2006, p. 11; Wood, 2005). These economic policy conditions have been applied because they are believed to solve economic growth and development problems and that without them aid would be useless (Radelet, 2006, p.13). Nevertheless, since the beginning of the 1990s a part of the economic conditionality has been criticized for its on-size-fits-all approach which fails to take social and environmental issues into account, plus the effectiveness of the policy conditions has been questioned as well (Bull, et al., 2006). 
The implications of the fourth category are obvious; conditions impede the least on ownership when they are based on the recipient’s own strategy. Nevertheless, donors want to have some influence in the development process and will probably force recipient countries to include certain policy measures in their development strategy. Donors will do this either directly by adding conditions to the strategy, or indirectly by creating incentives for the aid receiving countries to adopt policies that are to donors’ liking. The most heard criticism on the PRSP, which is presented as the instrument for implementing ownership in practice, is that it does not really deliver ownership, but instead is an instrument of indirect donor influence. The reason for this criticism is that the PRSP is in fact a condition in itself and the International Financial Institutions (IFIs) still have the final say about its contents (Whitfield, 2009; Dijkstra, 2005, p.445; EURODAD, 2001). Countries are consequently likely to anticipate on what the IFIs want to read in their strategy papers and include policies that they do not necessarily support, but are expected from them anyways (Whitfield, 009, p.84). It will thus be difficult to discover whether a country truly has had ownership and has created a development strategy in accordance with its own beliefs. 

Strategic Self-Interest vs. Development Goals

The intrusiveness of conditionality is not the only threat to a successful implementation of the ownership paradigm. A second important problem that makes the implementation of ownership in practice difficult is the fact that bilateral donors do not only give aid for altruistic development reasons, but also geo-political, economic and other strategic interests are involved (OED, 2003, p.29; Whitfield, 2009; Crawford, 1997; Rogerson, 2005; Molenaers & Renard, 2008; Hopkins, 2000; Mold, 2009; Rogerson, 2005; Tarp, 2006). Sometimes these donor interests may not be consistent with pro-poor development and have a negative impact on the effectiveness of aid programs (Molenaers & Renard, 2008, p.16). Bilateral donors have incentives to continue with aid programs even though conditions have not been implemented by recipient governments like promised (Federico, 2001). Because of strategic interests, sanctions have been applied inconsistently and unequally (Federico, 2001; Molenaers & Renard, 2008; Crawford, 1997). Moreover, aid is sometimes continued although it is known that human rights are violated. Some examples of countries that have had a special treatment by donors are; Egypt, because of its geo-strategic position regarding the Middle East, North Africa and the Horn of Africa; Nigeria, because of economic (oil) interests; Algeria, as an attempt to stop the rise of Islamic fundamentalism; and China, for its trade and investment prospects (Crawford, 1997, pp.90-99). In all these cases it is more important for donors to continue the dialogue and safeguard their strategic interests than to punish the country for its misbehavior. 

When sanctions or the threat to cut off aid are not consistently applied, this affects the credibility of donor threats (Dijkstra, 2002; Crawford, 1997; Molenaers & Renard 2008). At a certain moment, recipient countries will not find sanctions credible anymore, and will use this in their advantage by failing to implement conditions with which they disagree the most, or by, for example, continuing to breach human rights. The ‘hidden’ donor agenda has consequences for the ownership paradigm in two ways: (1) countries that have a strategic position towards donors have more power to disregard donor conditions and follow their own plan, which leads to more ownership. While (2) the fact that donors have other interests besides development objectives, could have a negative impact on aid effectiveness.

The previous paragraphs illustrate that there exist discrepancies at the donor side between their commitments and their actions. Although donors themselves have adopted the ownership approach, they also want to have control. Even when certain types of conditionality are thought to restrain ownership of the recipient country less than other types, still they are donor-imposed. This could be problematic for the success of the ownership approach. 
Country-Ownership and the Position of the Recipient Countries
Not only donor behavior is determining the success of ownership in practice. The level of ownership can also depend on the developing country. In the previous paragraph ´strategic self-interest vs. development goals’ it was shown that the strategic position of a developing country influences its negotiation position towards donors. In the next paragraphs it will be discussed which other domestic factors can influence the development process. 

The Level of Aid Dependence

It was illustrated that donors will in general try to influence recipient countries by attaching conditions to loans and grants. However, some developing countries have accepted more conditions and more donor-imposed reforms than others. One factor that can influence the negotiation position of developing countries is the level of aid dependence. The level of aid dependence is mostly established by the percentage of aid to the Gross National Income (GNI). The economic situation of the country, which is primarily determined by the  ability to raise taxes; and the ability to access other finance sources, determine how much aid a country needs. For most countries aid is often the largest source of finance (Bräutigam, 2000, p.24). Consequently, the more a country needs aid, the weaker their negotiation position becomes (Whitfield, 2009 
Institutional Capacity

Aid dependence has also indirectly influenced the recipient’s level of ownership, by weakening the recipient’s institutional capacity (Whitfield, 2009; Bräutigam & Knack, 2004; Moss et al., 2006). Even though donors have attached technical assistance aimed at capacity building to their aid programs, many experts hold that state capacity has improved little during the last decades (Moss et al., 2006, p.6). Because developing countries had weak institutions and had difficulties with coordinating aid, donor agencies and foreign experts often have taken over functions of governance, (Bräutigam, 2000, p.1; Bräutigam & Knack, 2004). This was especially the case since the 1990s, when donors started taking over the organization of aid within recipient countries (Whitfield, 2009, p. 353). However, this involvement of donors blocks governance improvements: recipient’s institutions weaken because of the high transactions costs that come with aid; opportunities to learn are hampered; the planning processes have been fragmented by the growing number of donors and accompanying programs and projects; and aid has affected the budget process. (Bräutigam & Knack, 2004, p.260). The weak institutional capacity is thus an additional problem for recipient countries in the process of getting more ownership over their own development process.
Incentives for Receiving Aid

Another side effect of high levels of aid, is that it can generate incentives within the recipient government that obstruct the need to address development problems and become a more capable and responsive state (Bräutigam & Knack, 2004, p.260). Aid increases the country’s budget and delivers goods and services. Especially to the political elites aid provides exceptional resources, which would otherwise not be available (Bräutigam, 2000 p.24,). Government members have been afraid to take a stronger position towards donors, since this could risk reductions in aid. Consequently, the benefits that aid offer to governments have led to a situation in which governments are not inclined to improve their capacities and to implement better policies. Instead, governments tend to stay in a subordinate position and continue to be aid dependent (de Renzio et al., 2008, p.3). This weak institutional capacity in turn hampers country-led development (OED, 2003, p.30). 

In Summary
Policies created and implemented by the recipient government can usually be more effective and more sustainable than policies induced by external parties. That is why the new paradigm emphasizes country ownership. The success of ownership, however, depends on both the donor and the recipient country. Even though donors themselves have promoted ownership, they continue to attach conditions to aid to ensure a proper use of the resources. The type, number and content of the conditions determine how much conditionality restrains country-ownership. However, recipient countries have sometimes been able to resist certain conditions and reforms. Different factors influence the recipient’s negotiation position towards donors, and consequently how much ownership they can have. First, when a country has a strategic position for donors, recipients have more power to oppose donor conditions. Second, if recipient countries have a weak institutional capacity, leading the aid partnership and coordinating the development planning process is difficult. Consequently, their negotiation position is weakened too. Third, aid dependence has created incentives for some governments to stay in a subordinate position. 
Chapter 4 
The World Bank’s Approach to Country-Ownership


As donors started exploring improvements to existing aid models in the 1990s, former World Bank President James Wolfensohn proposed the Comprehensive Development Framework (CDF) in January 1999. Under the CDF the Bank acknowledges that country-ownership is important and it supports capacity-building of countries to stimulate countries to create and implement their own development programs (Mohan et al., 2000, p.1). The Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper was introduced to operationalize the CDF and consequently the lending system was changed by the introduction of the Poverty Reduction Strategy Credits. 

In this chapter the third sub question “How does the World Bank apply country-ownership with the PRSC lending instrument?” will be answered to find out what instruments and process the Bank has changed to adapt its policies to the rhetoric. First, after shortly describing the aims and organization of the World Bank, the Bank’s new ‘ownership instruments’, the PRSP and PRSC, will be described more elaborately. Secondly, criticism that exists on the World Bank´s approach to country-ownership is listed. Thirdly, the reaction of the Bank on this criticism with “The Review of World Bank Conditionality” in 2005, will be discussed (World Bank). 
The World Bank

An important and influential actor in financial and technical assistance to developing countries and globally the most important player in development cooperation is the World Bank. The World Bank is a term referring specifically to two institutions:  the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), and the International Development Agency (IDA) (World Bank Group, 2010a). The main focus of the IBRD lies on borrowing funds and lending these on to middle-income and creditworthy countries for established projects that aim to reduce poverty. The loans have a lower interest rate than the private markets offers, and have longer terms of repayment (10 a 20 years). The International Development Agency (IDA) is the second institution and focuses on Low Income Countries (LICs), which is a group of 79 countries, situated mainly in Africa and South Asia with an income below $1,135 GNI per capita and a lack of creditworthiness to have access to loans on market terms (World Bank, 2010). IDA’s credits have repayment terms up to 40 years and contain a large grant element. Both institutions are components of the World Bank Group which also incorporates three other institutions: (1) The International Finance Corporation (IFC), which focuses on financing private sector investment (World Bank Group, 2010a). (2) The Multinational Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA), providing political risk insurance to the private sector (MIGA, 2007). (3) The International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes (ICSD), which provides facilities for the settling of international investment disputes (World Bank Group, 2010a).
The Introduction of the CDF and Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers
In January 1999, former World Bank President James Wolfensohn proposed the Comprehensive Development Framework. Under the CDF the Bank started to acknowledge that country-ownership is important, plus it supports capacity-building of countries to stimulate countries to create and implement their own development programs (Mohan et al., 2000, p.1). In addition, the World Bank argued that the CDF is not based on conditionality, but on a partnership relation (Pender, 2001). 
The Bank has introduced the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper as a mechanism to operationalize the CDF and to ensure that debt relief would be used properly under the Enhanced Highly Indebted Countries facility (HIPC 2). The paper is based on similar principles as the CDF and also aims for poverty reduction and stimulating country-ownership (World Bank & IMF, 1999, p.3; World Bank Group, 2000, pp.3-4). In a PRSP a developing country should develop a thorough poverty analysis and outline their economic, social and structural long and medium-term strategies that they will pursue over several years to reduce poverty. To give countries a practical idea of what is expected from them in producing a PRSP, the Worldbank has developed a PRSP Sourcebook, in which the Bank has developed guidelines, and gives examples of best practices for countries developing PRSPs (World Bank, 2010). The Worldbank notes in the beginning of this book that the contents should not be seen as prescriptive (World Bank, 2010). Before developing countries can access IMF or Bank funding the PRSP has to be assessed and approved by the Boards of the Worldbank and the IMF, who amongst other review whether the participation process is satisfactory (World Bank, 2010). In practice, also bilateral donors, such as the Netherlands and Sweden, use PRSPs as an instrument for evaluating a country’s efforts and as basis for lending. 
Poverty Reduction Strategy Credits

With the introduction of the PRSP donors also wanted to increase the share of budget support in development aid at the expense of project aid. Whereas project aid undermines the ownership of the government, budget support grants countries greater autonomy and reinforces country-ownership. The Poverty Reduction Strategy Credits were introduced in May 2001 to support the PRSPs by financing the overall budget execution; instead of financing specific investments, PRSCs focus on multiple policy sectors (World Bank, 2010; World Bank, 2006). The goal of the PRSC is to improve resource predictability and to harmonize donor support by giving budget support (World Bank 2006, p.47). As a budget support credit, PRSCs often include reforms in budget management (World Bank, 2010). PRSCs are available to IDA borrowers, and usually these countries receive three consecutive single tranches (which are 1 year programs) that are gathered together into a medium-term program (World Bank, 2010). The difference with previous lending instruments of the World Bank is that the design of the PRSC is more flexible, by taking into account changing circumstances (World Bank, 2005). Plus, it is aligned with the country’s budget and planning systems, and with the release of the ‘Poverty Reduction and Growth Facility’ loan of the IMF. 
PRSCs are concessional loans or grants: before a PRSC is approved by the World Bank and the funds are released, a country needs to accomplish a number of prior actions, which are defined by the Bank and the government during the formulation of the PRSC. Prior actions fall under ex post conditionality, because the actions must be carried out before any finance is provided (Wood, 2005). Besides prior actions that must be completed before a tranche is released, PRSCs also contain trigger conditions, which are expected prior actions. In most PRSCs triggers were changed into prior actions for subsequent tranches. Consequently, the difference between triggers and prior actions is small (Wood ,2005; World Bank, 2005). Lastly, a PRSC also contains benchmarks, which are performance conditions that have to be met during the implementation of the PRSC programme. Benchmarks are non-binding conditions, by definition, that have a more flexible timing and are considered lower in priority than the prior actions and triggers. However, they provide useful information for the World Bank that show whether the country is on track with its programme. In PRSCs a policy matrix provides the recipient government and the World Bank with the scope and expected results of the PRSC program by summarizing the performance indicators and conditions that have to be fulfilled in order for countries to get access to a tranche of a PRSC loan. 

Accompanying these new aid instruments, the World Bank understanding of conditionality changed as well (World Bank, 2005, p.6). Under the new approach conditionality should be understood as mutual commitment to reform, not as a coercive, one-sided instrument to impose external policy changes (World Bank 2000a, p.59; World Bank, 2000b, p.1). The developing country would have ownership of a program while conditions would define the parameters of the Bank’s support (World Bank 2000a, p.59; World Bank, 2000b, p.1). 

Criticism on the World Bank

With the introduction of the CDF, the PRSP and PRSC, the IFIs hope to enhance aid effectiveness, by giving countries more ownership (World Bank & IMF, 2005; Cling et al., 2002). Nevertheless, despite the proclaimed changes and the new instruments that the World Bank implemented, still the World Bank’s approach towards ownership is found to be problematic. Three important points of criticism towards the PRSP are: first, the fact that the PRSP is still a condition in itself for receiving aid is not reconcilable with the principle of ownership (Dijkstra, 2005). Second, and related to the first point, the contents of PRSPs are similar to the macro-economic policies under the structural adjustment era (Abrahamsen, 2004; Wood, 2005; Cling et al., 2002). This can probably be explained by the fact that the IFIs have to approve the PRSP contents. A third point of criticism is that both the IMF and the World Bank still attach the more traditional conditionality to their programs (Dijkstra, 2005).

The Review of World Bank Conditionality
As a reaction to the criticism on PRSPs and PRSCs the Bank conducted an important evaluation on conditionality in 2005: The Review of World Bank Conditionality (World Bank). The outcome of this review was that the Bank had already significantly changed its approach and has incorporated country-ownership in its policies. However, it also found that the approach to conditionality could be improved and suggested that the Bank should adhere to 5 good principles for conditionality: (1) reinforcement of ownership; (2) harmonization of policies with the government and other financial partners; (3) customization of policies to country circumstances; (4) limiting conditions to only critical actions; (5) transparency and predictability of policies and performance. 

Nevertheless, the Bank is still optimistic about its conditionality practices, saying that “The Bank’s understanding of conditionality has undergone significant change” and that it pays more “attention to the different design aspects of conditionality, including those associated with initiatives to enhance country ownership of programs”. Scientific studies, on the other hand have been more critical of its performance. Criticism especially focused on the fact that the total number of conditions in policy lending has not declined since the introduction of the CDF, while the World Bank found otherwise (Wood, 2005, EURODAD, 2006, Action Aid, 2006). This can be explained by the fact that the Bank has not counted the non-binding conditions, unlike the World Bank’s critics, and that exactly this type of conditionality has risen in number, when the Bank attempted to attach less binding conditions.

In Summary
From the previous paragraphs it becomes clear that the World Bank wants to improve its country-ownership approach with the PRSP and the PRSC. However, these new ‘ownership instruments’ have received much criticism in their first years of existence. The ‘Review of World Bank Conditionality’ found that the Bank had already significantly changed its approach and has incorporated country-ownership in its policies, but that its approach to conditionality could be improved. In chapter 6 a PRSC comparison will be conducted to research whether the Bank has indeed improved its approach to ownership after 2005. However, first it will be explained how this research is conducted in the chapter 5. 
Chapter 5
Explaining the Case Study:  Methods, Country Descriptions and Hypotheses



In the following paragraphs it will be explained how the research about the World Bank’s ownership approach before and after 2005, is conducted. First, it will be explained why Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam were chosen for this research. Second, the methods for studying and analyzing the PRSCs of Ghana, Mozambique and Vietnam, will be explained. Third, descriptions with general information about Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam will be given and consequently be compared to each other. Fourth, it is explained what outcomes are expected from the PRSC comparison for the different countries. 
Case Selection

As was discussed in chapter 1, for this case study the following countries were chosen: Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam. First of all, it was decided to compare three countries. The results of a comparison of two countries would be limited, whereas four or more countries would be not be feasible for a research of this scale. Second, Africa is the continent with the severest development problems. Therefore, it was decided to pick at least two African countries. Consequently, Ghana and Mozambique were selected, because of their different backgrounds, which should lead to differences in their PRSCs and in their level of ownership. Third, it was decided that one East-Asian country should be selected as well, since in this region countries have been very successful in reaching developing goals in short periods of time. Vietnam was picked because it is one of the fastest growing economies in the world (World Bank, 2009d). It is expected that country situations of Ghana, Mozambique and Vietnam will be different enough to discover differences in ownership levels. Furthermore, it is easier to discover whether the World Bank has applied more country-specific conditions when comparing countries with very different country situations than countries that are more alike. 
Methods: Measuring Ownership in PRSCs
PRSCs, which are especially introduced by the World Bank to give developing countries more ownership of their development, will be compared and  analyzed to see how much ownership the World Bank is granting the three countries. The ‘2005 Review of World Bank Conditionality’ proposed that the Bank should adhere to `good principles´ to ensure that the conditions attached to loans, if it wanted to reinforce country-ownership (World Bank, 2005). The first three of these principles overlap, while the latter two are hardly measureable. Therefore, for establishing whether the World Bank has improved its country-ownership approach, these different principles will not be looked at separately, but will be looked at in a combined way by comparing:

1. The total number of conditions: in both PRSCs of each country the number of conditions will be counted to see whether the World Bank has attached fewer conditions after the Review in 2005. 
2. The type of conditions: as was illustrated in the previous chapter, there exists a great variety of conditions, which all have different consequences for the level of country-ownership. In the research it will be distinguished whether the PRSC conditions are (Dijkstra, 2006):
a. Ex-ante or ex-post: ex-ante conditionality enhances country-ownership more than ex post conditions. Since, the latter assesses performances in the past and in the case that conditions are not met, there will be no disbursements, while the former are only commitments for the future (Jerve, 2002, p.3; Dijkstra, 2006, p.12). In the research only a distinction is made between ex-ante conditions and ex-post conditions, since a distinction between prior actions and triggers in ex-post conditions is not useful in this research.
b. Process or outcome conditions: process conditions lay out the specific actions governments have to take, while outcome conditions indicate which goals should be met. When donors attach process conditions, important freedom to design implementation processes is taken away from recipient countries, whereas outcome conditions allow countries to come up with their own solutions to (poverty) problems as long as certain targets will be met.
3. The content of the conditions: The contents of the PRSC conditions will be analyzed with a checklist that is based upon the policy checklists of Stewart and Wang (2003), and Wood (2005). Wood has studied and compared the conditions of 13 PRSC programs and in the Stewart and Wang research (economic) policy conditions in PRSPs have been analyzed and classified in detail. Both studies were very critical of WB policies and have looked at its conditions in both a quantitative and qualitative way, which is similar to the approach in this research (Stewart & Wang, 2003; Wood, 2005).
The content of PRSC conditions should reflect the country's needs and its specific situation; PRSCs of different countries should thus be different in content. Consequently, it will be distinguished whether the PRSCs of the three different countries are very different compared to each other and over time, and whether the conditions still mainly concentrate on the orthodox macroeconomic conditions that were prescribed in the structural adjustment era. The focus will lie on to which policy sector conditions belong: ‘macro-economic management’, ‘public sector governance’, the ‘private and financial sector’, or the ‘social sector’. 
4. The conditions that were not met: Implementation Completion and Results Reports (ICRs) review the processes and results of the PRSCs and list whether all conditionality is met. The ICRs are only available for the first PRSCs of the countries since these are only carried out after some years when results of the programs are more clearly recognized. If some conditions were not implemented this could indicate that the country does not agree with the contents of that condition, or that its institutional capacity was not sufficient. It is thus interesting to discover whether some PRSCs did not meet all disbursement criteria, and to find out the reason for this non-implementation.
In chapter 6 the PRSCs of Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam will be evaluated according to these four focal points. To be able to discover whether the conditions in PRSCs after 2005 are different than the PRSC-conditions before 2005, the conditions of the first and last PRSCs of the three countries will be listed. In Ghana the first PRSC existed in 2003 and in Mozambique in 2004. In Vietnam the first PRSC existed in 2001, but the way the conditions were listed in this PRSC made it impossible to compare with the other PRSCs. Therefore, for Vietnam the second PRSC was selected, of which implementation started in 2003. The last PRSC of Ghana is the 6th PRSC, of which implementation started in 2008; for Mozambique this is also the 6th PRSC, dating from 2009; and for Vietnam this is the 8th PRSC, from 2009. In PRSCs, a policy matrix provides the recipient government and the development donors with the scope and expected results of the PRSC program by summarizing the performance indicators and outcome conditions that have to be fulfilled in order for countries to get access to a subsequent tranche of a PRSC loan. This policy matrix will serve as the main instrument for studying the conditions in PRSCs. 

The analysis in chapter 7 concentrates on comparing and analyzing the findings of the PRSC study on the four focal points. By testing the hypotheses, which will be formulated at the end of this chapter, it will be established whether the Bank has improved its conditionality practices after 2005. In the following paragraphs general information about the countries involved will be given. This will enable drawing conclusions about the outcomes of the focal points for the three different countries later in this chapter. In addition, with this information it can be established whether the country-specific circumstances influence conditionality in the PRSCs and consequently whether these circumstances have consequences for the level of ownership.
Country Descriptions
In the descriptions of Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam, general information will be given about the countries. In chapter 3, three domestic factors were listed that can influence the development process and consequently country-ownership. Only the latter two factors  ‘level of aid dependence’ and ‘the institutional capacity’ will be taken into consideration in the country overviews and in the comparisons. The factor ‘strategic position for donors’ will not be included in the descriptions, since this factor is only of importance when researching the level of ownership recipient countries have in their relationships with bilateral donors. Because this research is focused on the World Bank, which does not have geo-political or strategic economic interests, this factor is irrelevant in the analysis of country ownership. 
Mozambique: Country-Overview

Mozambique, officially the Republic of Mozambique, has been independent since June 25, 1975. After World War II many colonies were granted independence by their European colonizers. Nevertheless, Portugal held on the idea that Mozambique and its other colonies were overseas provinces. Over time several anti-colonial protest groups existed that combined formed the Front for the Liberation of Mozambique (FRELIMO), which started an armed operation against Portuguese colonial rule. When independence was realized in 1975, the leaders of FRELIMO established a one-party state, became a Soviet ally, and forbid the existence of political opponents. During the first 2 decades of its independence, Mozambique’s was one of the world’s poorest countries and its development was severely hampered by high levels of emigration, and a severe drought. In addition, a long civil war together with socialist mismanagement exacerbated the country’s problems. The first changes to the existing situation were made when in 1987 the government started macroeconomic reforms; in 1989, when FRELIMO abandoned Marxism; and in 1990, when a new constitution was established, which allowed for multiparty elections and a free market economy. Moreover, in 1992 the civil war ended and in 1994 the first multiparty elections were held. It has to be noted though, that although a multiparty system exists now for 16 years, still the same party, the FRELIMO, remains in power in spite of elections. In addition, corruption in the executive and legislative branches is widely spread. 
Fortunately, since the ending of the devastating civil war, the country has experienced a notable economic and social recovery (World Bank, 2009b). Monetary changes have decreased inflation and fiscal reforms have improved the ability of the government to collect revenues. This growth had positive effects on poverty reduction, with a falling poverty headcount index of 14 percentage points between 1997 and 2003 (World Development Indicators, 2010). At the same time inequality stayed relatively low by regional standards and for the MDGs infant mortality and primary enrolment progress has been made.

In spite of these developments, Mozambique is still among the world’s 20 poorest countries and is dependent on external sources for finance for more than half of its annual government budget (UNICEF, 2010). The majority of the Mozambiquans live in poverty and agriculture remains the main employment of the most the country’s work force. Moreover, Mozambique’s economy is heavily dependent on aluminum for exports, which is subject to volatile international prices (World Bank, 2009b). In addition, still many development challenges exist for Mozambique. Some of those are: expanding its infrastructure networks, developing the business environment, creating more effective legal and judicial sector, and spreading the delivery of key services (World Bank, 2009b). Moreover, also the high level of HIV/AIDS infections needs more attention (World Bank, 2009b). 

Mozambique has been one of the largest recipients of aid in the world, both per capita, and in absolute terms (Mokoro Ltd, 2008, p.3). Fortunately for Mozambique its once substantial foreign debt has for a large part been forgiven and the rest was rescheduled, so that the debt is now at a manageable level (World Bank, 2009b). Nevertheless, Mozambique is still very dependent on aid, which makes it more vulnerable to donor pressures. 
Ghana: Country-Overview

Ghana existed from the merger of the British colony of the Gold Coast and Togoland. On March 6 in 1957 Ghana was the first sub-Saharan country to achieve independence. Nevertheless, it was only three years later that Ghana became completely autonomous from Britain. From that point Ghana became known as the Republic of Ghana, a country with a parliamentary democracy. From 1966 to 1981 Ghana endured a series of coups, before Lieutenant Jerry Rawlings took the power and suspended the constitution and banded political parties. In 1992 a new constitution approved multi-party politics and Rawlings was democratically elected as president. In 1996 he was elected again, but in 2000 Rawlings had to retrieve since the constitution prohibited him from running a third time. Since the new institution, power has been transferred from legitimately elected presidents twice, thereby securing a stable democracy in Ghana (World Bank, 2009c). 

Ghana is often regarded as an example case for political and economic reform in sub-Saharan Africa (World Bank, 2009c). The country has enjoyed successful democratic governance in the last two decades, and has a strong civil society and media, which play active roles in society (World Bank, 2009c). Moreover, it has achieved strong, broad-based economic growth and poverty levels were brought down with 23 percentage points between 1992 and 2006 (World Development Indicators, 2010; World Bank, 2009c). Besides, Ghana is well endowed with natural resources; the country is among the largest gold and cacao exporters and oil exploration is ongoing (World Bank, 2009c). 

Nevertheless, Ghana is facing macro-economic challenges because of domestic and external problems: the value of the national currency has declined with 40 percent and inflation has risen above 20 percent since 2008; an international financial crisis that limits access to international capital; and also environmental problems like droughts and floods, and fuel and food crises have hampered development (World Bank, 2009c). In addition, large inequalities persist with approximately 28% of its population still living below the poverty line and agriculture still accounting for more than a third of the GDP (World Development Indicators, 2010; World Bank, 2009c). Consequently, Ghana remains dependent on international assistance.

Ghana presently receives aid in different forms, of which about 34 percent is budget support, though this share is expected to increase in the coming years (World Bank, 2009c). The country´s aid dependence was approximately 8.6% (GNI) in 2008 (World Development Indicators, 2010),  however; Ghana is not as dependent on aid as Mozambique, where aid in 2008 was 22% of the GNI (World Development Indicators, 2010). Ghana has suffered from considerable external debts since the 1960s, but in 2004 Ghana was granted debt relief under the HIPC initiative. On the other hand, the  government recently asked the IFIs for more assistance, because of the present macroeconomic crisis (World Bank, 2009c). 
Vietnam: Country-Overview

After the ending of World War II Vietnam declared independence, but it was not until 1954 when France acknowledged its defeat, that Vietnam really became independent. In 1954 the country was split into the Communist North and anti-Communist South under the Geneva Accords. Then in 1957 a war started in South Vietnam between the North Vietnamese Viet Cong and the United States, which attempted to prevent that South Vietnam, would be occupied by the communist North. After a long war, which ended after the US withdrew its army and the North invaded the South, both parts of Vietnam finally became united on 2 July 1976 in the socialist republic of Vietnam. The government first started an unsuccessful mass campaign of collectivization of farms and factories, which led to a severe shortage of food and other products. Second, the new government immediately started with banning all other political parties and persecuted more than 200.000 South Vietnamese public officials, military servants, and other influential individuals into re-education camps, where torture, disease, and undernourishment were common. This, in combination with extreme living conditions, led to an exodus of more than a million Vietnamese people fleeing the country. Third, the country invaded Cambodia, which led to many economic problems. Because of these problems and increasing international (economic) isolation, the return of peace did not lead to economic growth. Instead, the end of the 1970s and beginning of the 1980s were characterized by widespread severe poverty. However, in 1986 the Vietnamese communist party decided to introduce economic reforms including economic liberalization, which marked the transition from a command economy to a socialist-oriented economy. As a result the economy achieved rapid growth in many sectors, including the agricultural and industrial production and exports. Besides, between 1993 and 1995 international trade, aid and diplomatic relations between Vietnam and the rest of the world were restored. 

In the last 30 years Vietnam has had to recover from the devastations of all the wars.  Nevertheless, the country’s achievements on poverty reduction and economic growth are enormous achievements; it is now one of the fastest growing economies in the world (World Bank, 2009d). The GNI per capita has grown from $120 in 1990 to $890 in 2008, and the poverty rate fell from 58 percent to 16 percent between 1993 and 2006 (World Development Indicators, 2010). Plus, the country expects to reach most of the MDGs. Because of the global financial crisis some economic decline is expected in the short term, in 2009 export fell approximately by 10 percent, but medium term prospects remain strong (World Bank, 2009d). Still, Vietnam receives large external financial resources: per year it is currently given over $2500 million in total Official Development Aid (World Development Indicators, 2010). Nevertheless, this does not mean that Vietnam is aid dependent, since aid represents only about 2.9 percent of Gross National Income (World Development Indicators, 2010). The main challenge for Vietnam is to sustain economic growth during the global financial crisis (World Bank, 2009d). Plus, Vietnam should develop an effective economic policy decision structure, as exist in other advanced East Asian countries, if it wants to keep up with the economies of these Asian Tigers (Ohno, 2004). Since, although Vietnam’s capacity for managing its relations with donors is strong, its internal administrative system is highly fragmented, ineffective and the country lacks concrete growth strategies (Ohno, 2004). In addition, the fact that Vietnam is still governed by the Communist Party, as in China, means that a substantial part of the economy consists of State-Owned Enterprises. Therefore, the number of state interventions in the economy is still very high. 
Donors look at Vietnam as a best practice example of strong ownership (Donge et al. 1999, Jerve et al. 2003, Pincus & Thang 2004; cited by Ohno 2004). Ohno (2004) distinguished three reasons for Vietnam’s unique way of managing its relationship with donors: (1) because of Vietnam’s relative positive economic situation the country is not as aid dependent, which afforded the government much more negotiating power towards donors. (2) Vietnam has a unified institutional organization for managing aid; the Ministry of Planning holds centralized functions for development planning, foreign direct investment absorption, and aid coordination (Ohno, 2004, p.5). (3) Perhaps even more importantly, because of its history full of experiences of foreign domination, international conflicts, and financial dependence on the Soviet Union, national sovereignty is currently a cornerstone in Vietnam’s external relations (Ohno, 2004, p.4; Forsberg, 2007, p.3). Especially the common perception in Vietnam that the country relinquished too much of its autonomy in return for Soviet aid, has been important for Vietnam’s current strong position vis-à-vis donors (Ohno, 2004). 
Comparing the Economic Circumstances of Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam
In the following paragraphs the information on the country-specific circumstances will be compared to each other. First, the economic position of each country throughout time is discussed with the annual Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth, the Gross National Income (GNI) per capita, the net Official Development Assistance (ODA) received in percentages of GNI, and the external debt stocks. 

Figure 1 - GDP Growth between 1990 and 2008 for Ghana, Mozambique and Vietnam
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                  Source: World Development Indicators, 2010
The indicator GDP growth is a measure of economic output and growth and shows in graph 1 that Ghana, Mozambique and Vietnam have experienced very different growth trends. The GDP growth of Mozambique is volatile, ranging throughout the years from -5% to +12%. Nevertheless, still an upward trend is visible, since in 1990 growth was 1% and in 2008 this was 7%.  Ghana shows a more stable growth percentage varying from 4 to 6%. Vietnam has in general the highest GDP growth ranging from 5 to 9% per year.
Table 1 - GNI per capita (current US$) for Ghana, Mozambique and Vietnam

	GNI per capita, Atlas method 

(current US$)
	1990
	2000
	2004
	2008

	Ghana
	370
	330
	380
	630

	Mozambique
	160
	230
	260
	380

	Vietnam
	120
	390
	540
	890


Source: World Development Indicators, 2010
The GNI per capita reflects the average income of a country´s inhabitants, which is a good indicator of the general economic position and living standards of the average citizen. When looking at the GNI per capita, in table 13, the most remarkable development is the enormous growth in GNI per capita in Vietnam. Although Mozambique started off in 1990 with a higher GNI per capita than Vietnam, in 2008 the opposite is the case. Vietnam´s GNI has multiplied more than seven times and has exceeded the GNI of Ghana, while it has become twice as much as the GNI of Mozambique. 
Table 2 - Net ODA received (US $) for Ghana, Mozambique and Vietnam

	Net ODA received
(US $ in millions)
	1990
	2000
	2004
	2008

	Ghana
	559.7
	597.5
	1403.3
	1293.3

	Mozambique
	997.5
	902.8
	1242.7
	1993.8

	Vietnam
	180.6
	1681.4
	1846.3
	2551.8


Source: World Development Indicators, 2010
Table 3 - Net ODA received (% of GNI) for Ghana, Mozambique and Vietnam

	Net ODA received (% of GNI)
	1990
	2000
	2004
	2008

	Ghana
	9.7
	12.4
	16.2
	8.6

	Mozambique
	43.0
	22.5
	22.2
	22.0

	Vietnam
	3.0
	5.5
	4.1
	2.9


Source: World Development Indicators, 2010
Table 14 shows how much ODA was received per country between 1990 and 2008. All countries have experienced a substantial growth of net ODA in these years. Although table 14 indicates that ODA revenues have grown, table 15, shows that because of the economic growth that all countries experienced the net received ODA as a percentage of the GNI has decreased. Nevertheless, the decrease in percentage is very different between the three countries. 

Table 4 - External debt stocks (% of GNI) for Ghana, Mozambique and Vietnam

	External debt stocks
(% of GNI)
	1990
	2000
	2004
	2008

	Ghana
	64.7
	126.6
	81.3
	31.3

	Mozambique
	200.4
	180.4
	89.2
	39.4

	Vietnam
	384,0
	41,7
	40,5
	29,7


 Source: World Development Indicators, 2010

The external debt stocks (% of GNI) indicator reflects the total debt of country owned to external creditors. Table 16 indicates that Vietnam experienced a rapid decrease in external debt stock, with 342.3 percentage points in the first 10 years, while the other two countries show a more gradual decrease. The decreases in external debt stocks in percentages of GNI can be explained by the decision of donors for massive debt relief to developing countries. 
From the tables above it becomes clear that Mozambique’s GDP growth is volatile and its economic position is worse compared to Ghana and Vietnam. Nevertheless, great progress was established in the last 20 years on all shown accounts. Vietnam has the best economic conditions and especially the GNI per capita and external debt stocks have greatly improved. Ghana’s development is also progressing, but not as fast as in Vietnam, and more stable than in Mozambique. Ghana’s main problem is that it is facing macro-economic challenges because of domestic and external problems. However, Ghana is not as dependent on aid as Mozambique.
Comparing the Political Circumstances of Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam
The institutional capacity of the three selected countries can be compared with the ‘Worldwide Governance Indictors’ of Kaufmann, Kraay and Mastruzzi in addition to the information about the political situations from the country-overviews (Worldwide Governance Indicators, 2009). In table 5, on the next page, the countries are compared for the indicator ‘government effectiveness’, which measures “the quality of public services, the quality of the civil service and the degree of its independence from political pressures, the quality of policy formulation and implementation, and the credibility of the government’s commitment to such policies” (Worldwide Governance Indicators, 2009). In addition, the countries are compared with the indicator ´voice and accountability´ , which measures “the extent to which country’s citizens are able to participate in selecting their government, as well as freedom of expression, freedom of association, and a free media” (Worldwide Governance Indicators, 2009). 

Table 5 - Indicators for Institutional Capacity in Ghana, Mozambique and Vietnam

	Indicators for
Institutional Capacity
	Mozambique
	Ghana
	Vietnam

	
	
	
	

	Government Effectiveness
	42.7%.
	52.1%
	45.5%

	Voice and Accountability
	47,6%.
	59,6%
	6,7%.


Source: Worldwide Governance Indicators, 2009

The indicator ´Government effectiveness´ shows that Ghana scores highest with 52.1%, followed by Vietnam with 45.5% and lastly Mozambique with 42.7%. Also for the second indicator, Ghana scores highest with 59,6%, followed by Mozambique with 47,6%. However, Vietnam’s outcome is only 6,7%. From this table it becomes clear that although Vietnam’s level of democratic governance is very low, this does not affect the effectiveness of its government.
In both Ghana and Mozambique democratic governance was established in the early 1990s. Ghana is considered to be an example-case for political reform in sub-Saharan Africa, since it has enjoyed successful democratic governance in the last two decades, it has a multi-party system, and a strong civil society and media, which play active roles in society (World Bank, 2009c). On the other hand, the level of Mozambique’s governance is still limited (World Bank, 2009b). For example, although a multiparty system exists now for 16 years, still the same party, the FRELIMO, remains in power in spite of elections. In addition, corruption in the executive and legislative branches is wide spread, and limited pressure exists for the political leadership to be accountable to society (World Bank, 2009b). Donors look at Vietnam as a best practice example of strong ownership (Donge et al. 1999, Jerve et al. 2003, Pincus & Thang 2004; cited by Ohno 2004). However, Vietnam’s capacity for managing its relations with donors is strong, but its internal administrative system is highly ineffective and a substantial part of Vietnam’s economy consists of State-Owned Enterprises and a state-governed economy is less flexible and lacks the advantages that private enterprises offer (Ohno, 2004; World Bank, 2009d). 
Hypotheses
In the following paragraphs it is explained what outcomes are expected from the PRSC comparison for the different focal points. Per focal point it is discussed which outcomes are expected for Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam, when looking at their economic and political circumstances. In general it is expected that Mozambique’s low level of development , its high aid-dependence and weak institutional capacity will negatively influence its level of country-ownership. Vietnam is expected to have the strongest negotiation position towards the World Bank, because it has the highest economic growth and has the lowest aid-dependency. It is expected that Ghana’s negotiation position vis-à-vis the World Bank falls in between the positions of Mozambique and Vietnam. 

1.   The total number of conditions: it is expected that the total number of PRSCs will have decreased between the first and last PRSCs of the three countries. Since a lower number of conditions indicates that the World Bank´s involvement in domestic politics has become lower and that a country can have more ownership. When looking at both the economic and political circumstances of the three countries, it is expected that the PRSCs of Mozambique will contain the most conditions in total and Vietnam the least.
2a.
The percentage of ex-post conditions: it is expected that the percentage of ex-post conditions in the last PRSCs of Ghana, Mozambique and Vietnam will have decreased compared to the percentage of ex-post conditions in the first PRSCs. Because a lower percentage in ex-ante conditions means that the country is granted more ownership by the World Bank. It is expected the Mozambique’s PRSCs will contain the most ex-post conditions, since its development level is the lowest compared to the other two countries, whereas Vietnam’s PRSCs are expected to contain the lowest percentage of ex-post conditions.
2b.
The percentage of process conditions: it is expected that, the percentage of process conditions in PRSCs will be lower in the last PRSCs than in the first PRSCs. If the World Bank indeed wants more freedom for recipient country’s to design their own development strategies, then a rise in outcome conditions, at the expense of process conditions would be expected. Here too it is expected that the conditions applied to Mozambique’s PRSCs will contain the highest percentage of process conditions, when looking at its overall development level, while Vietnam is expected to have the least process conditions.
3. 
The content of the conditions: first, it is expected that if the World Bank has improved its approach after 2005, the conditions in the last PRSCs of Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam, will be more country-specific, since this indicates that the countries have more ownership. For Mozambique, this would mean that the PRSC conditions especially focus on ‘macro-economic management’ and ‘public sector governance’. For Ghana, conditions should focus the most on ‘macro-economic management’ and the ‘private and financial sector’, and the least on the ‘public sector’. The conditions in the PRSCs of Vietnam will probably especially focus the most both on the ‘private and financial sector’ and ‘public  sector governance’ and the least on the ‘social sector’. 
4.
The number of failed conditions: it is expected that in the last PRSCs less failed conditions are found if the World Bank has improved its approach since 2005, since this could indicate that conditions were designed together with the recipient countries. Moreover, it is expected that countries with the strongest governance, which is Ghana, will fail less conditions as the country with the weakest governance: Mozambique. Because, a country with good governance is expected to be more capable of implementing reforms.
Chapter 6
 Examining the PRSCs of Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam


In this chapter the focus will lie on answering the question “What is the role of conditionality in PRSCs before and after 2005 in Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam?”. Consequently, the number, type (ex-ante or post; process or content), subject and number of missed conditions in PRSCs before and after the Review of Conditionality will be studied. To be able to discover whether the conditions in PRSCs after 2005 are different than the PRSC-conditions before 2005, the conditions of the first and last PRSCs of the three countries will be listed. In the next chapter the findings of this study will be compared and analyzed. 

Mozambique’s PRSC 1
The first PRSC was implemented in 2004 and constituted a single-tranche credit of $60 million to support Mozambique’s first PRSP, called the PARPA. The total number of conditions is listed in table 1, including the number of ex-post and ex-ante conditions.
Table 6 - Mozambique PRSC 1 ex-post and ex-ante conditions

	Total number of conditions 
	Ex-post 
	Ex-ante 

	36
	15
	21


Source: PRSC1, Mozambique, 2004
Table 6 shows that the majority of the conditions are ex-ante conditionality, which are non-binding. The performance of a country related to ex-post conditions is more important than the achieving of ex-post conditions, since disbursement of the credit is dependent on the former. 
In table 7 the share of process and outcome conditions per policy sector is listed. Most conditions are process conditions, indicating that Mozambique is restricted in coming up with their own solutions to problems. 
Table 7 - Mozambique PRSC 1 process and outcome conditions

	Total number of conditions 
	Process 
	Outcome 

	36
	27
	9



Source: PRSC1, Mozambique, 2004
According to the Implementation Completion Results Report (ICR) of PRSC 1–3 all ex-post conditions were met before disbursement, except for three triggers, which were delayed due to the presidential and parliamentary elections in 2004. These unachieved triggers included the approval of the new commercial code and the new procurement decree, and the launching of SISTAFE (public financial management reform) in the Ministry of Finance. Nevertheless, these conditions were implemented in 2005. 
Mozambique’s PRSC 6

Mozambique’s 6th PRSC, implemented in 2009, was a single-tranche credit of $110 million to support PARPA II. Since 2006, Mozambique has not included a PRSC-matrix in its PRSCs anymore. Instead, the government introduced a Performance Assessment Framework (PAF) matrix, because in 2009 a new “Memorandum of Understanding” was signed by Mozambique, 19 donors and the World Bank to provide general budget support. The PAF is a jointly agreed and monitored framework that lists which policies should be implemented and which goals have to be achieved and intends to improve the predictability of donor support and simplifies the donor coordination process (PRSC 6, Mozambique, 2009). 
Table 8 – Mozambique PRSC 6 ex-post and ex-ante conditions

	Total number of conditions 
	Ex-post 
	Ex-ante 

	44
	10
	34


Source: PRSC6, Mozambique, 2009
From table 8 it becomes clear that the majority of the conditions are still ex-ante conditions, whereas the balance of process and outcome conditions has now significantly shifted to the outcome conditions, as can be seen in table 9. This could mean that Mozambique has achieved more ownership of its development program. 
Table 9 – Mozambique PRSC 6 process and outcome conditions

	Total number of conditions 
	Process 
	Outcome 

	44
	8
	36



Source: PRSC6, Mozambique, 2009
For Mozambique´s PRSC 6 no ICR is available yet. In the program document of the PRSC it is revealed that in some areas good progress was made while a few areas suffered of weak performance: improvement of institutional capacity, mechanisms for poverty monitoring, allocation of public resources to strategic objectives, and improvements of business environment. In addition in the results-framework it is indicated that most prior actions and triggers had reached targets as scheduled, except in the area that aims for improvements in the efficiency and effectiveness of the public financial management. Looking back at the failed conditions of PRSC 1 it is thus clear that the government of Mozambique mainly has trouble with reforming public financial management.

Ghana’s PRSC 1

Ghana’s first PRSC was implemented in 2003 and constituted a single-tranche credit of $88 million and a $37 million IDA grant, in total $125 million, to support Ghana’s first PRSP, called the Ghana Poverty Reduction Strategy (GPRS). The total number of conditions, including the share of ex-post and ex-ante conditions, is listed in table 10. 
Table 10 - Ghana PRSC 1 ex-post and ex-ante conditions

	Total number of conditions 
	Ex-post 
	Ex-ante 

	35
	20
	15


Source: PRSC1, Ghana, 2003
From table 10 it becomes clear that the number of ex-ante conditions is a little lower than the number of ex-post conditions. In table 11 the distribution of process and outcome conditions is indicated. The number of process conditions is, just as in the first PRSC of Mozambique, remarkably high compared to the number of outcome conditions. 
Table 11 - Ghana PRSC 1 process and outcome conditions

	Total number of conditions 
	Process
	Outcome

	35
	30
	5




              Source: PRSC1, Ghana, 2003
According to the ICR of PRSC 1–3 all prior actions were met and progress in the implementation of PRSC 1 was “broadly satisfactorily”. In PRSC 2 it could be read that all its prior actions, which were the same as the triggers in PRSC1, were met as well. 
Ghana’s PRSC 6

Ghana’s sixth PRSC, implemented in 2008, was a single tranche credit of $100 million to support GPRS II. This amount was originally reduced by $10 million, because Ghana failed on implementing one trigger. However, the amount was compensated for by the World Bank with $10 million to help the government protecting the program. This is remarkable, since in this way the World Bank continues lending while an important condition was not met. The total number of conditions has increased a little from 35 in PRSC 1 to 40 in PRSC 6. 
Table 12 - Ghana PRSC 6 ex-post and ex-ante conditions

	Total number of conditions 
	Ex-post 
	Ex-ante 

	40
	21
	19




              Source: PRSC6, Ghana, 2008
Table 12 shows that the number of ex-post conditions has almost stayed the same compared to PRSC 1, whereas the number of ex-ante conditions has increased a little.  In table 13 the number of process and outcome conditions is listed per policy sector. Compared to PRSC 1 it is noticed that no major changes have happened.  
Table 13 - Ghana PRSC 6 process and outcome conditions

	Total number of conditions 
	Process
	Outcome

	40
	31
	9


Source: PRSC6, Ghana, 2008
The ICR that evaluated the results of PRSC 4-6 found that all prior actions for PRSC 6 were met. However, one trigger for PRSC 6, related to the financial situation of the power utility companies, in the previous credit program was not realized and was omitted from the list of prior actions in PRSC 6. This is remarkable since, the ICR notes that the overall progress was satisfactorily.
Vietnam’s PRSC 2
Vietnam’s PRSC 1 of 2001 could not be used because its policy matrix was not comparable to the other matrices in this research, and therefore PRSC 2 was analyzed. PRSC 2 constituted a single-tranche credit of $100 and was implemented in 2003.
Table 14 - Vietnam PRSC 2 ex-post and ex-ante conditions

	Total number of conditions 
	Ex-post 
	Ex-ante 

	33
	33
	0


Source: PRSC2, Vietnam, 2003
In table 14 the conditions for PRSC 2 are shown. The total number of conditions for this PRSC is 33, of which all conditions are ex-post conditions, which is remarkable. In table 15 the process and outcome conditions are listed. Here it is surprising that zero of the conditions constitute outcome conditions. 
Table 15 - Vietnam PRSC 2 process and outcome conditions

	Total number of conditions
	Process
	Outcome

	33
	33
	0



          Source: PRSC2, Vietnam, 2003
According to the ICR that assessed Vietnam´s PRSC 1-5, only one condition in PRSC 1 was not met, which was related to State Owned Enterprise reform (SOE reform). In most sectors progress was satisfactorily, but in the area of SOE reform and financial sector reform there is still room for improvement.
Vietnam’s PRSC 8

Vietnam’s PRSC 8 was implemented in 2009 and constituted a single-tranche credit of $350 million to support the PRSP of Vietnam. The total number of conditions, including the number of ex-post and ex-ante conditions is listed in table 11. 
Table 16 - Vietnam PRSC 8 ex-post and ex-ante conditions

	Total Number of conditions 
	Ex-post 
	Ex-ante 

	43
	19
	24


Source: PRSC8, Vietnam, 2009
The number of conditions in PRSC 8 has increased with 10 to 43 conditions in total. PRSC 8, unlike PRSC 2, also contains ex-ante conditions. In table 17 the process and outcome conditions are listed. Similar to PRSC 2, no outcome conditions exist in PRSC 8. 
Table 17 - Vietnam PRSC 8 process and outcome conditions

	Total number of conditions 
	Process
	Outcome

	43
	43
	0


Source: PRSC8, Vietnam, 2009
For PRSC 8 no ICR exists yet, as was also the case in Mozambique. Nevertheless, in the PRSC program document itself, some information on the progress of achieving conditions was found. Of the 11 triggers in PRSC 8, only 7 were fully met. Two were partially met: one is related to social security funds and the other to natural resources. The first trigger was close to being met and consequently it was not removed from the list with conditions, the other trigger was postponed to a next program. The two triggers that were missed were related to health care and corruption. In both PRSC 2 and PRSC 8 not all conditions were successfully implemented. This failure is regarded as a normal problem by Vietnam itself, since it claims that the “aims of PRSCs are “high enough so that they are challenging (PRSC 8 Vietnam, 2009). Consequently, Vietnam did not expect that all triggers would be met. 
Chapter 7
The Analysis of the PRSC Conditions


In the previous chapter the conditions in the first and last implemented PRSCs of Mozambique, Ghana and Mozambique have been listed. Here, first the gathered data on the four focal points of conditionality will be compared and analyzed in order to test the hypotheses. Consequently, in the end of this chapter the fifth sub question “Have the conditions in PRSCs changed since 2005 and, if so, how can this be explained?”, will be answered and it will be established whether a relationship exists between the country-specific circumstances and the conditionality in the PRSCs. 
Comparing and Analyzing the PRSCs 

1. In table 18 the total number of conditions per PRSC is listed. It is clear that the number of conditions has increased over the years. This is remarkable, since this means that the World Bank´s involvement in domestic politics has increased, and that its approach to country-ownership is not improved like the World Bank promised. Consequently, the hypothesis that the total number of PRSCs will have decreased between the first and last PRSCs of the three countries, can be discarded. When looking at both the economic and political circumstances of the three countries, it was expected that the PRSCs of Mozambique would contain the most conditions in total and Vietnam the least; for the first PRSC this was the case, in the last PRSC the least conditions were applied to Ghana. Nevertheless, the difference in total number of conditions between the countries is marginal. Consequently, it is questionable whether for this focal point a relation exists between the country-specific circumstances and the PRSC conditionality. 
Table 18 - Total number of conditions per PRSC for Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam

	Total number of conditions per PRSC
	Mozambique 
	Ghana
	Vietnam

	First PRSC
	36
	35
	33

	Last PRSC
	44
	40
	43


    



          Source: PRSCs from Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam
2a.
In the table 19, it is shown that the total increase of conditions is related to an increase in ex-ante conditions. These conditions are non-binding and not counted by the Bank in the 2005 review, which explains their conclusion that conditions have not increased (World Bank, 2005). The classification of ex-ante conditions as non-binding and the reason for not counting them is questionable. Why would these conditions be included in the PRSC if they are of no importance to the World Bank? It seems that with a semantic move the Bank conceals the fact that in reality conditions have increased. Because the percentage of ex-post conditions has decreased, the hypothesis that the percentage of ex-post conditions in the last PRSCs of Ghana, Mozambique and Vietnam will be lower than the percentage of ex-post conditions in their first PRSCs, is fulfilled. Because ex-post conditions restrain ownership more than ex-ante conditions, the World Bank has granted countries more ownership regarding this focal point. Furthermore, it was hypothesized that Mozambique’s PRSCs would contain the most ex-post conditions, since its development level is the lowest compared to the other two countries, whereas Vietnam’s PRSCs were expected to contain the lowest percentage of ex-post conditions. This hypothesis has to be discarded, since in both PRSCs Mozambique has received the lowest percentage of ex-post conditions and in Vietnam’s PRSC 2 the highest percentage of ex-post conditions was found.
Table 19 – Percentage of ex-post and ex-ante conditions in PRSCs from Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam

	Percentage of ex-post and ex-ante conditions per PRSC
	Mozambique 
	Ghana
	Vietnam

	
	PRSC 1
	PRSC 6
	PRSC 1
	PRSC 6
	PRSC 2
	PRSC 8

	Ex-post
	41.7
	22.7
	57.1
	52.5
	100
	44.2

	Ex-ante
	58.3
	77.3
	42.9
	47.5
	0
	55.8


Source: PRSCs from Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam 
Table 20 - Percentage of process and outcome conditions in PRSCs from Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam

	Percentage of process and outcome conditions per PRSC
	Mozambique 
	Ghana
	Vietnam

	
	PRSC 1
	PRSC 6
	PRSC 1
	PRSC 6
	PRSC 2
	PRSC 8

	Process
	75
	18.2
	85.7
	77.5
	100
	100

	Outcome
	25
	81.8
	14.3
	22.5
	0
	0


Source: PRSCs from Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam
2b.
Table 20 shows the percentage of process conditions in the first and last PRSCs. It was hypothesized that the World Bank would reinforce ownership by applying less process conditions to PRSCs, since these limit recipient countries in designing their own solutions for development problems. For both Ghana and Mozambique the percentage of process conditions decreased between the first and the last PRSC. However, this was not the case in the PRSCs of Vietnam. Thus, to two countries the World Bank has indeed applied less process conditions, however, because this was not the case for Vietnam’s PRSCs, not an unambiguous conclusion can be drawn. Moreover, it was expected that the development of level of Mozambique would determine that its PRSCs would contain the highest percentage of process conditions, whereas Vietnam was expected to have the least process conditions. In table 20 it is obvious that the opposite is the case. Consequently, no relationship is found between the country-specific circumstances and the percentage of process conditions.
Table 21 - Contents checklist for policies in the PRSCs of Ghana, Mozambique and Vietnam

	REFORMS
	MOZAMBIQUE PRSC 1
	MOZAMBIQUE PRSC 6
	GHANA PRSC 1
	GHANA PRSC 6
	VIETNAM PRSC 2
	VIETNAM PRSC 8

	Total of Conditions
	36
	44
	35
	40
	33
	43


	MACRO-ECONOMIC MANAGEMENT

	Macroeconomic Framework 
	2
	-
	2
	-
	-
	2

	Tax Reforms 
	5
	2
	3
	5
	-
	1

	Trade Policy 
	2
	1
	2
	-
	3
	-

	Infrastructure
	1
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1

	Agriculture
	-
	3
	1
	1
	-
	1

	Energy Sector
	1
	1
	2
	3
	-
	1

	Total
	11
	8
	10
	9
	3
	6


	       PUBLIC SECTOR GOVERNANCE

	Budget Management
	7
	9
	3
	6
	2
	5

	Public Admin.  Reform
	4
	4
	3
	4
	3
	2

	Legal Reform and anti-corruption
	4
	5
	-
	1
	3
	4

	Monitoring & Evaluation
	2
	2
	3
	2
	1
	4

	Total
	17
	20
	9
	13
	9
	15


	PRIVATE AND FINANCIAL SECTOR 

	Private Sector Dev. / Privatization 
	3
	1
	2
	1
	3
	1

	State-owned enterprise reform
	-
	-
	-
	-
	5
	2

	Financial Sector 
	3
	2
	- 
	- 
	5
	2

	Deregulation 
	- 
	- 
	1
	- 
	- 
	- 

	Property Rights 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	2
	1

	Total
	6
	3
	3
	1
	15
	6


	SOCIAL SECTOR 

	Education
	1
	3
	4
	5
	2
	2

	Health
	-
	6
	4
	7
	2
	5

	Social Policies *
	-
	3
	5
	3
	-
	5

	Environmental Protection
	1
	1
	-
	2
	2
	4

	Total
	2
	13
	13
	17
	6
	16



                 Source: PRSCs from Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam
  * Including minority and women’s rights 
3. In table 21, the contents of all conditions were checked to find out whether the PRSCs of the three different countries are different compared to each other and over time. The number of conditions per subject in table 21 has been translated into percentages of the total conditions in table 22 to make it easier to compare the PRSCs. 

Table 22 - Policy sectors in % of total conditions for both PRSCs of Ghana, Mozambique and Vietnam

	POLICY SECTORS                ( in % of total conditions)
	COUNTRIES WITH FIRST AND LAST PRSC

	
	MOZAMBIQUE
	MOZAMBIQUE
	GHANA
	GHANA
	VIETNAM
	VIETNAM

	
	PRSC 1
	PRSC 6
	PRSC 1
	PRSC 6
	PRSC 2
	PRSC 8

	Macro-economic management
	30.6%
	18.2%
	28%
	22.5%
	9.1%
	14%

	Public Sector Governance
	47.2%
	45.5%
	25.7%
	32.5%
	27.3%
	34.8%

	Private & Financial Sector 
	16.6%
	6.8%
	8.6%
	2.5%
	45.4%
	14%

	Social Sector 
	5.6%
	29.5%
	37.1%
	42.5%
	18.2%
	37.2%


Source: PRSCs from Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam
It was hypothesized that if the World Bank has improved its approach after 2005, the conditions in the last PRSCs of Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam, would be more country-specific, since this indicates that the countries have more ownership. In the following paragraphs the contents of the conditions in the PRSCs will be discussed per country. At the end of this part, the findings will be used to test the hypothesis.
Mozambique

When looking at table 21 some numbers in the distribution of conditions over the different sectors and policies stand out. First, the number of ‘tax-reforms’ conditions has significantly decreased between the first and last PRSC of Mozambique. Second, a high number of conditions is related to budget management in both PRSCs; in the last PRSC this number is even higher than the ‘macro-economic management’ conditions in total. Furthermore, the increase in ‘health’ conditions is remarkable: this number increases from zero to six conditions between both PRSCs.
When the distribution of conditions and the changes in this distribution is analyzed per sector, in table 22 some other scores stand out. First, in Mozambique´s PRSCs ´public sector governance´ scored highest in both PRSCs: in PRSC1 47.2% of the conditions were applied to this sector, and in PRSC6 it constituted 45.5% of the conditions. In PRSC1 also ‘macro-economic management’ was important with a share of 30.6%. However, this number decreased to 18.2% in PRSC6. Also the number of conditions under the ‘private and financial sector’ decreased significantly from 16.6% in PRSC1 to 6.8% in PRSC6. The decrease of conditions in these two sectors is compensated for by a remarkable increase in the ‘social sector’ conditions: 5.6 in the first PRSC % to 29.5% in PRSC6. 
For Mozambique’s PRSCs, it was expected that the conditions would focus on ‘macro-economic management’ and ‘public sector governance’, since its economy is volatile and its governance limited. From the previous paragraphs, it can be concluded that indeed the percentage of ‘public sector governance’ conditions is substantial in both PRSCs, this is especially caused by a high number of ‘budget management’ conditions. Regarding ‘public sector governance’ the hypothesis is thus fulfilled. Furthermore, in PRSC1 also the percentage of ‘macro-economic management’ conditions was high, but  this percentage decreased in PRSC6, because of decreasing number of ‘tax reforms’ conditions. Consequently, for ‘macro-economic management’ the hypothesis should be discarded. Moreover, not in conformance with the hypothesis, it is remarkable that in the last PRSC of Mozambique the number of conditions in the ‘social sector’ has increased substantially, for a large part because of an increase in ‘health’ conditions.
Ghana

When looking at the policy contents of the conditions in Ghana’s two PRSCs it is noticed that in PRSC 6 the majority of the ‘macro-economic management’ conditions are applied to ‘tax-reforms’. Second, the increase in the number of ‘budget management’ conditions in the last PRSC is remarkable; almost half of the ‘public sector governance’ conditions is applied to this subject. Furthermore, the number of ‘health’ and ‘education’ conditions is high in Ghana’s last PRSC, especially the first subject is important, since this subject has even more conditions than budget management.
When the distribution of conditions and the changes in this distribution is analyzed per sector, in table 22, the following was discovered: to the ‘private and financial sector’ the least conditions are applied; in PRSC1 this sector represented 8.6% of the conditions, and in PRSC 6 this was 2.5%. In PRSC 1 ‘macro-economic management’ and ‘public sector governance’ are equally important with a 28.6% and 25.7% share respectively.  In PRSC 6 the share of ‘macro-economic management’ decreased with 6.1 percentage points while ‘public sector governance’ increased with 6.8 points. However, in absolute numbers, the decrease in ‘macro-economic management’ and the increase in ‘public sector governance’ are neglectable. Most attention in PRSC1 goes to the ‘social sector’ (37.1%), in PRSC6 this share increased a bit to 42.5%. 
For Ghana, it was hypothesized that if the World Bank would have improved its approach to country-ownership after 2005 and would have applied more country-specific conditions, conditions would focus most on ‘macro-economic management’ and the ‘private and financial sector’, and the least on ‘public sector governance’ Since Ghana is considered to be an example-case for political reform in sub-Saharan Africa, whereas the country is facing macro-economic challenges because of domestic and external problems. When looking at the paragraphs above it is found that the share of ‘macro-economic management’ conditions decreased between PRSC1 and 6 and that the number of ‘private and financial sector’ conditions is very low in PRSC6 with only 1 condition. The share of ‘public sector governance’ is also in contrast to what was hypothesized in chapter 5. Like Mozambique’s PRSCs also in Ghana’s PRSCs the share of ‘social sector’ conditions is notably high and not conform the hypotheses. 
Vietnam

When looking at table 21 some numbers in the distribution of conditions over the different sectors and policies stand out. In PRSC 8 the share of ‘budget management’ conditions is very high. Because also the share of ‘monitoring and evaluation’ conditions increases, the ‘public sector governance’ sector also increases a lot in total. Moreover, the conditions applied to ‘State-Owned Enterprises’ and ‘financial sector reform’ decrease, which is remarkable since Vietnam’s economy needs more private enterprise. Lastly, similarly to Mozambique and Ghana, also in Vietnam the number of ‘health’ conditions have increased.  
The highest number of conditions in Vietnam’s PRSC2 is applied to the ‘private and financial sector’: 45.4%. Nevertheless, 15.2% of this sector are ‘State-Owned Enterprise-reform’ conditions, which do not included privatization measures, as expected, but prescribe that these state-owned enterprises should improve their financial management. Consequently, these conditions are not really privatization conditions. In PRSC 2 also ‘public sector governance’ is important with 27.3%, in PRSC8 this share increased with 7.5 percentage points. In PRSC 2 the ´social sector´ receives 18,2% of the conditions, while this share increased to 37.2% in PRSC 8, making it the most important sector. The ‘macro-economic management’ sector was the sector with the least conditions in PRSC2 with 9.1% and in PRSC8 its share of conditions was still low with 14%. 
The conditions in the PRSCs of Vietnam were expected to focus mostly on both the ‘private and financial sector’ and ‘public sector governance’ and the least on the ‘social sector’. Because, its internal administrative system is highly ineffective and a substantial part of Vietnam’s economy consists of State-Owned Enterprises and a state-governed economy is less flexible and lacks the advantages that private enterprises offer (Ohno, 2004; World Bank, 2009d). The share of ‘public sector governance’ in PRSC8 is high as was expected, but the share of ‘private and financial sector’ was the lowest of all sectors. 
The Level of Country-Specificity of PRSC Contents
When looking back at table 23 where the importance of the four different policy sectors between Ghana, Mozambique and Vietnam is compared, some figures stand out. First, aid seems to focus most on ‘public sector governance’ and on the ‘social sector’ in all PRSCs. In the last PRSCs some 75% of the conditions are focused on these reforms, which is in all countries related to an increase in the condition on ‘budget management’. The focus on the ‘social sector’ intensified between the first and last PRSC for all countries: in Ghana the percentage increased from 37.1% to 42.5%; in Mozambique the increase went from 5,6% to 29,5%; and in Vietnam the share of the ‘social sector’ increased from 18.2% to 39.5%. These increases are mainly related to ‘health’ conditions, but also to ‘education’ and ´social policies´. Second, the share of the ‘private and financial sector´ conditions has decreased for all countries between the first and last PRSC. In Ghana the decrease amounted to 6.1 percentage points to 2.5% in PRSC6; in Mozambique it decreased with 9.9 percentage points to 6.8%, while in Vietnam the biggest difference was observed: a decrease of 21 percentage points to 9.3%. In addition, the share of ´macro-economic management´ conditions is almost equal for the last PRSCs of all three countries: Ghana 10%; Mozambique 13.6%; and Vietnam 11.6%. 
Thus, in all PRSCs most conditions were applied to ‘public sector governance’ and the ‘social sector’, whereas the number of conditions related to the ´private and financial sector´ and ‘macro-economic management’ have decreased. Since the changes in the contents of the conditions were similar in all PRSCs of the three different countries, it can be concluded that the World Bank conditions have not become more country-specific. Thus the hypothesis should be discarded.
4. It was expected that in the last PRSCs less failed conditions would be found if the World Bank has improved its approach since 2005, because this could indicate that conditions were designed together with the recipient countries. Moreover, it was expected that countries with the strongest governance, which is Ghana, would fail less conditions as the country with the weakest governance: Mozambique. Because, a country with good governance is expected to be more capable of implementing reforms.

The ICRs and the PRSCs have clearly listed the number of conditions that were not met.  In almost all PRSCs that were investigated (except for Ghana’s PRSC1) failed conditions were found. It appeared that the government of Mozambique mainly has trouble with reforming public financial management, which is not surprising, since the country´s governance is limited. In Mozambique´s PRSC1 three conditions were delayed, while for PRSC6 it is not known yet which number of the conditions was met. Ghana successfully implemented all conditions in PRSC1, and only missed one trigger in PRSC6, which was related to the financial situation of the power utility companies. In Vietnam’s PRSCs not all conditions were successfully implemented. In PRSC2 I conditions was failed, whereas in Vietnam’s last PRSC only seven of the eleven conditions were fully met. The missed conditions were related to very different subjects, amongst which State Owned Enterprise reform.
Regarding the hypothesis that less conditions would be failed after 2005, it is difficult to draw an unambiguous conclusion. Since for Mozambique it is not clear yet whether more or less conditions were failed in the last PRSC compared to the three missed conditions in the first PRSC. For Ghana the difference in failed conditions between the first and last PRSCs can be disregarded, because only 1 condition not met in PRSC6. Whereas for Vietnam the number of missed conditions significantly increased between PRSC2 and 8. The other hypothesis, which expected that countries with the strongest governance would not fail to implement as many conditions as the country with the weakest governance can partially be fulfilled. Whereas, it was not expected that Vietnam, where the internal administrative system is ineffective, would miss more conditions than Mozambique, which has even worse governance, still, Ghana, which has the best level of governance, has failed the lowest number of conditions. 
Moreover, from the PRSCs appear that the World Bank has not sanctioned the countries for not meeting all of its conditions. Only in Ghana´s PRSC6 the credit was reduced, however, this was compensated with the same amount to ensure the program´s sustainability. Consequently, it seems that the World Bank is reluctant in sanctioning countries that fail to implement all conditions.
Answering the Sub Question
Having compared and analyzed all PRSC conditions for the four different focal points, it is now time to answer the sub question whether conditions in PRSCs have changed since 2005 and thus whether the World Bank has improved its approach to ownership. Hereafter it will be established whether a relationship exists between the country-specific circumstances of Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam, and the conditionality in the PRSCs. 

1. The hypothesis that the total number of PRSC conditions would  have decreased between the first and last PRSCs of the three countries, was discarded. Thus, regarding the total number of conditions in PRSCs, the Bank has not improved its country-ownership approach.
2a. 
The hypothesis that the percentage of ex-post conditions in the last PRSCs of Ghana, Mozambique and Vietnam would be lower than the percentage of ex-ante conditions, is fulfilled. Because ex-post conditions restrain ownership more than ex-ante conditions, it seems that the World Bank has granted countries more ownership regarding this focal point.
2b. 
It was hypothesized that the World Bank would reinforce ownership by applying less process conditions to PRSCs, since these limit recipient countries in designing their own solutions for development problems. In the PRSCs of Mozambique a large decrease in process conditions was found, while in Ghana this decrease was relatively low and in Vietnam in both PRSCs 100 percent of the conditions were process conditions. This is remarkable since it was expected that the PRSCs of countries with the highest development level would contain the least process conditions. Nevertheless, perhaps this finding can be explained by the fact that in Mozambique’s last PRSC all conditions were formulated in a PAF matrix, instead of a PRSC matrix. With the PAF the conditions of different donors have been harmonized, including the World Bank’s conditions. The World Bank favors process conditions over outcome conditions more than other donors, but in this PAF the Bank´s influence is limited. The fact that the process conditions have sharply decreased, is thus not (only) related to improved WB practices. In addition, the fact that 100 percent of the conditions in Vietnam’s PRSCs were process conditions can be explained by the fact that the Vietnamese government has strong ownership (Donge et al. 1999, Jerve et al. 2003, Pincus & Thang 2004; cited by Ohno 2004; OECD, 2006). “The Joint Evaluation of General Budget Support 1994-2004”, which was conducted by the OECD in 2006, found that because of this ownership Vietnam has a strong influence on the design of the PRSC conditions. This indicates that Vietnam itself has approved that all conditions are process related and that this is not related to World Bank practices. Consequently, 
3.   
It was hypothesized that if the World Bank has improved its approach after 2005, the conditions in the last PRSCs of Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam, would be more country-specific, since this indicates that the countries have more ownership. In all PRSCs most conditions were applied to ‘public sector governance’ and the ‘social sector’, whereas the number of conditions related to the ´private and financial sector´ and ‘macro-economic management’ have decreased. Since the changes in the contents of the conditions were similar in all PRSCs of the three different countries, it can be concluded that the World Bank conditions have not become more country-specific. Thus this hypothesis should be discarded.
4.
It was expected that in the last PRSCs less failed conditions would be found if the World Bank has improved its approach since 2005, because this could indicate that conditions were designed together with the recipient countries. For Mozambique it is not clear yet whether more or less conditions were failed in the last PRSC compared to the three missed conditions in the first PRSC. Consequently, regarding this focal point Mozambique’s PRSCs cannot be used for the analysis. For Ghana the difference in failed conditions between the first and last PRSCs can be disregarded, because only 1 condition not met in PRSC6. Nevertheless for Vietnam the number of missed conditions significantly increased between PRSC2 and 8, which is contrary to the expectations. However, this latter fact can probably also be explained by the fact that Vietnam has much influence on the design of the conditions. The country itself stated in its PRSC that the aims of PRSCs are “high enough so that they are challenging” (PRSC 8 Vietnam, 2009). Thus, Vietnam did not expect that all conditions would be met. Consequently, the number of missed conditions in the PRSCs is not a relevant indicator for country-ownership in this research, because of lacking data, and the fact that for Vietnam the outcomes are not related to the influence of World Bank. 

To sum up: two focal points proved to be irrelevant for answering the main research question. Whereas, only for one focal point, the percentage of ex-post conditions, a clear improvement in the World Bank practices was found. Two other aspects of conditionality that have a significant influence on the effectiveness of Bank programs, are the total number of conditions and the level of country-specificity of the PRSC conditions. For these two categories  it was found that Bank practices have not improved. Consequently, it can be stated that differences between the conditions in the first and last PRSCs of Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam were discovered. Nevertheless, these changes have not improved the Bank´s approach to country-ownership.
In addition, it will be established whether the economic and political circumstances of the three countries influenced the PRSC conditionality. First, it was expected that the PRSCs of Mozambique would contain the most conditions and Vietnam the least; for the first PRSC this was the case, in the last PRSC the least conditions were applied to Ghana. Nevertheless, the difference in total number of conditions between the countries is marginal. Consequently, it is questionable whether for this focal point a relation exists between the country-specific circumstances and the PRSC conditions. Second, it was hypothesized that Mozambique’s PRSCs would contain the most ex-post conditions, since its development level is the lowest compared to the other two countries, whereas Vietnam’s PRSCs were expected to contain the lowest percentage of ex-post conditions. Also this hypothesis was discarded, since in both PRSCs Mozambique has received the lowest percentage of ex-post conditions and in Vietnam’s PRSC 2 the highest percentage of ex-post conditions was found. Moreover, it was expected that the development of level of Mozambique would determine that its PRSCs would contain the highest percentage of process conditions, whereas Vietnam was expected to have the least process conditions. Nevertheless, the opposite is the case and consequently, no relationship is found between the country-specific circumstances and the percentage of process conditions. Lastly, it was expected that the country with the strongest governance, which is Ghana, would fail less conditions as the country with the weakest governance: Mozambique. Because, a country with good governance is expected to be more capable of implementing reforms. This is the only hypothesis that is partially fulfilled. Whereas, it was not expected that Vietnam, where the internal administrative system is ineffective, would miss more conditions than Mozambique, which has even worse governance. Still, Ghana, which has the best level of governance, has failed the lowest number of conditions. Consequently, the hypothesis that countries with different development levels will receive different types of conditionality has to be discarded. 
Chapter 8
Conclusion 


At the end of the 1990s new ideas for changes in the aid architecture were put forward: harmonization, country selectivity, results based management, and ownership. It became clear that donor-led aid was not effective, especially not in program aid, and that ownership was necessary for successful development aid programs. The new concept was expected to raise the aid effectiveness because of various reasons. First, government and citizens will be more committed to development reforms when they have had a substantial say in the policy process. Second, recipient countries will need to strengthen their institutional capacity to lead aid management and to execute policies; hence their position vis-à-vis donors, becomes stronger. Third, developing poor countries know best which problems they face and which solution will, or will not work. Consequently, aid programs will not be blamed for the one-size-fits-all approach, because when developing countries create the programs, automatically more country-specific policies will exist. Fourth, when aid receivers have ownership over development programs they are expected to show more leadership towards donors and get them to align their efforts so that problems of donor fragmentation and the accompanying transaction costs are tackled. Combined these advantages lead to more sustainable solutions to poverty and make the relationship between donors and recipient countries more equal. 

True ownership of aid programs, however, is dependent on changed behavior. From the start of the new paradigm it has been recognized that making significant changes to aid practices would be difficult. Two important problems that pose a threat to the success of the ownership paradigm are: the donor dilemma of conditionality vs. ownership; and the fact that donors do not only give aid for altruistic development reasons, but also have strategic self-interests. Donors will in general try to influence recipient countries by attaching conditions to loans and grants. However, different types of conditionalities exist, which have different implications for the degree of ownership of aid recipients and for the degree of control they provide donors. 
Some developing countries have accepted more conditions and more donor-imposed reforms than others. An important factor that influences the negotiation position of developing countries is the level of aid dependence. For most countries aid is often the largest source of finance. The economic situation of the country, which is primarily determined by the ability to raise taxes; and the ability to access other finance sources, determines how much aid a country needs. Consequently, the more a country needs aid, the weaker their negotiation position becomes. Another problem is the weak institutional capacity in most developing countries, which makes it very difficult for countries to actually lead the aid partnership and coordinate the development planning process.
Although the World Bank had introduced the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper and the Poverty Reduction Support Credit, still the Bank’s approach to country-ownership was criticized. Consequently, the Bank conducted the ‘Conditionality Review’ in 2005, which found that the Bank had to improve its conditionality practices to enhance ownership in developing countries (World Bank,2005). To establish whether the World Bank has indeed improved its country-ownership approach since 2005 the conditions in the first and last PRSCs of Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam were evaluated. Four focal points of conditionality were established to which hypotheses were attached that formulate how WB conditionality is expected to change if the Bank would indeed improve its approach to ownership: (1) the total number of conditions was expected to decline; (2a) it was hypothesized that the percentage of ex-post conditions would diminish; (2b) the percentage of process conditions was expected to decrease; (3) it was expected that the contents of the conditions had become more country-specific; and (4), the number of failed conditions in the last PRSCs was expected to be lower in the last PRSCs.
At the end of this research it was found that only for the hypothesis that the percentage of ex-post conditions would decrease, evidence was discovered. Consequently, only one improvement in the World Bank practices was found. Two aspects of conditionality that have a significant influence on the effectiveness of Bank programs and on country-ownership are the total number of conditions and the level of country-specificity of the PRSC conditions. For these two categories  it was found that Bank practices have not improved. Furthermore, the two remaining hypotheses, namely a decrease in the percentage of process conditions, and a decrease in the number of failed conditions, are not relevant for answering the main research question, since the outcomes were not related to the influence of the World Bank. 
Because two hypotheses found that significant aspects of World Bank conditionality were not changed, and only one hypothesis was found to be correct, it is concluded that the World Bank has not improved its practices substantially after 2005 in the investigated PRSCs of Mozambique, Ghana and Vietnam. In addition, it was established that the economic and political circumstances of the three countries had not influenced the PRSC conditionality. Consequently, the main research question of this thesis, “to what extent has the World Bank reinforced country-ownership in its lending policies in practice” in particular in PRSCs implemented after 2005?” can be answered in the negative. It seems that the World Bank, like all donors, wants to maintain a certain level of control over developing countries and the loans, and will most likely continue to prescribe standard policy measures, of which it believes to be the best solution for development and poverty reduction. Taking into consideration the amounts of development aid that are involved, and aspects of mismanagement and corruption in recipient countries, control through conditions is an inevitable fact, despite of the new country-ownership paradigm.
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