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Abstract

The $130 billion ayear global aid industry is going through a seismic change with
the Sustainable Devel opment Goal sexpanding thereach, scope and influence of the
aid industry as never seen before. Aid now hasthe authority to influence policy on
everything from patterns of consumption to tax collection. In southern Africa, the
changes areintensified because of the demise of the EU-ACP Cotonou Partnership
Agreementin 2020 and classification of many insouthern Africaas' middleincome’.
Middle-income statusisless defined by a demise in spending than it is defined by
aid being directed more clearly at advancing donor interests as (well as that of the
beneficiary). Inthiscontext, South Africa’ sattempt to competeasadonor in Africa
appears hampered by an out-dated narrative and capacities ill-suited to compete
withtraditional donors. New frontsare being openedin southern Africa: donorsable
to competewill increasingly haveto fight for aroleand asay injoint donor projects
that define, inter alia, which governments are transparent or not, who from the
private sector getstoinfluence policy, what results matter, how to structure, extract
valuefrom or pay for the green economy and who getsto definewhether an African
governmentisahumanrightsoffender or not. Donorsthat will shapethedevel opment
agendain southern Africawill bethose ableto definethemoral standpoint onwhich
theaid narrativeisconstructed and those ableto deploy the* technologies’ andtools
that allow them to define what ‘ problems’ are to be addressed.
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I ntroduction

At present thereisalot of anti-colonial rhetoric. South-South cooperation
islikely to end up in the same boat as North-South cooperation, with
exactly thesame principlesof ownership, etc. (Interview with‘ Northern
Donor’ at donor conference in Addis Ababa, March 2015)

Global policy changes make 2015 apotential turning point for how southern
Africaisshaped by political and economic ambitionsembeddedintheglobal
development project. For a start, 2015 heralded the manufacture of a new
global good with the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) supplanting
the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) as the global standard for
development and aid. At the same time, the European Union has started
consultationsona‘ post-Cotonou’ agreement: the Cotonou agreement isthe
primary legal and policy basis for EU aid in southern Africa and was
renegotiated in 2015. Among southern African countries, South Africais
both adonor andrecipient of aid. In2013, South Africareceived R18 billion
inaid, thesecond highest amount recorded in adecade, almost half of it from
theEU (stats.OECD.org: 2013 datarun). Aidfrom*traditional’/OECD DAC
donorsto South Africa(stats.OECD.org: 2013 datarun) rosefrom about $650
million ayear between 2003-2006 to over onebillion dollarssince2008. 2013
was the second highest in a decade at $1.3 billion or about R18 billion at
September 2015 foreign exchangerates. To muddy the spacefurther, in 2015
South Africa committed to establishing the South African Development
Partnership Agency (SADPA) and capitalising the colloquially termed
BRICSbank (New Bank for International Development), both of which are
tantalising to South Africa’'s foreign policy wonks searching for leversto
shift developmental debatesin Africa(Maasdorp 2015).

This paper will show how these combined factors create a playing field
ripefor South African engagement in southern Africa said playingfield but
concludesthat South Africaisill positioned to take advantage dueto apoor
understanding of how global aid machinery works. The paper first examines
shiftsinglobal thinking on donorsmaintain and expand influence, focusing
on what emerging aid themes and priorities could mean for how the global
development project expandsits reach in southern Africa. Next, the paper
turnsto an analysisof South Africa’ sapproach and capacity asadonor, and
its participation in and influence on the developmental debate in southern
Africa. The paper finds that donors are driven largely by self-interest in
shaping aid interventions and that they employ strategic language and
tacticswhen planning for and eval uating devel opment programmesin order
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to achieve self-interested outcomes, and that South Africa’ sforaysintoaid
are not well-matched to itsinterests.

Thereach of aid and aid to southern Africa and South Africa
The history of aid in southern Africa has not followed a linear trajectory.
Whilst thereisno universal accepted explanation, beforetheend of the Cold
War aid often presented itself as part of a broader package that usually
included military, trade and other rewards to curry favour. Aid being
presented as a stand-alone objective with specific financial envelopes or
earmarksonly really emerged prominently after the end of the Cold War. In
many ways, before the Cold War aid was often justified as shoring up
strategic geo-political interests and influencein the former colonies. Inthe
late 1990s, following a period of post-Cold War *‘aid fatigue’, there was
however, a notable and measurable paradigm shift that result in aid being
branded as in the service of a moral imperative to combat, alleviate and
eradicate poverty. As the global poverty alleviation machine’s influence
grew it attracted the attention of Western decision makers. In the period to
1998, aid declined steadily: with donors struggling to justify their
interventionsin the developing world aid spending slumped 16 per cent in
justfiveyears(OECD 2015b). By 2001, donor spending onaid started torise
again accompanied by a structured narrative justifying intervention in the
developingworld. Aroundthistimeaid al so started to embody the Foucaul dian
notion of abio-power —exerting power by way of promising toimprovethe
livesof otherswhilst al so manufacturing technol ogies dedicated toresol ving
the ‘poverty problem’. Aid was repackaged as a selfless and globally
endorsed good. In 2000, responding to the increasingly large financial
incentivesdonorsdeployedtothisaid project, the United Nations positioned
itself as a primary recipient for these funds by way of eight neat and
appealing fundraising categories (https://www.un.org/millenniumgoals)
embodied inthe MDGs. The M DGs accompani ed the expansion of ahost of
new administrativetechnol ogiesto serviceitsobjectivesineverything from
public expenditure and financial accountability assessments to the
proliferation of epidemiological approachesto poverty alleviation and the
proliferation of increasingly sophisticated monitoring and evaluation
(surveillance) methodol ogies. Thetransition of aid from discrete geopolitical
projects to a self-reinforcing global system of technology and donor
superiority had begun.

Southern Africasaw anotably reinvigorated engagement by donorswith
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aidtotheregionboomingincludingto South Africa(OECD 2015). Attoday’s
rate ($1: ZAR13.5) aid disbursementsto South Africagrew from R6 billion
in 2003 tojust under R20 billionin2013. Similarly, aid disbursedto M al awi
and M ozambi que morethan doubled with M ozambique’ sR33 billion making
it the biggest recipient of aid in southern Africain 2013. The only southern
African country to seeaid grow faster was Zimbabwe where disbursements
grew morethanfive-foldtojust over R11 billion by 2013. Put together, these
four southern African countriesexperienced aid growthfrom $3billionto $7
billion in a decade. Aid to these four countries became one of the fastest
growingindustriesintheregion: at acompounded growth rate of 8.6 per cent
annually, aid grew considerably faster than any one country’s economy.

The European Union’s Cotonou Partnership Agreement is essentially a
financing mechanism by which the EU can direct aid to former colonies. In
the five years to 1990 the EU spent €1.3 billion ayear on aid through the
CPA’ sEuropean Devel opment Fund. However, by 2014 the EU wasspending
€4.4 billion ayear through CPA interventions representing acompounded
growth rate of more than 8 per cent annually. Considering the EU’s own
anaemic GDP growth rate (estimated at 1.5 per cent in 2015) thisgrowthin
aidallocationisstartling. In 2015, the EU (UN 2015b: para. 51) confirmedits
intentiontoincrease aid spending, almost doubling the EU and EU M ember
States’ collectiveallocations by 2030.

This vast increase in donor spending has led to increasing competition
amongst donorsto underscore the argument that aid isamoral imperative
and not astudy in self-interest. Accordingly, aid isboth expandingitssphere
of involvement and striving to invoke a sense of technological superiority
ensuring donors a position from which to engage and indeed to intervene
indevel oping countries. 2015 saw thisdynamictransformthesix MDGsinto
17 SDGs, underpinned by 169 individual targetsthrough which donors can
engagein thedeveloping world. The scope and reach of aid now toucheson
almost all aspects of development ranging from tax collection to urban
management and devel opment of ‘ appropriate’ policiesonconsumptionand
production. It also notably shifts the burden for delivery equally onto the
shoulders of developing countries through ‘common but differentiated
responsibilities’ (UN 2015: para.13).

A subtlebut even moredramatic shift hasaccompanied thistransf ormation:
the expanded reach of aid is reinforced by a globally endorsed moral
imperativethat compelsandjustifiesdonorsto all ocatefunding even before
identifying what the money will be spent on. Whereas aid was previously
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justified asaresponseto aparticular crisisor situation, since the 1990s aid
has been structured through multi-year development plans. These plansare
designed based on budget all ocations determined prior to theidentification
of specific needs. In other words, instead of donors responding to an
identified development problem, they allocate funds first and only later
decide how, not whether, to spend them. Known as ex ante decision making,
the trend has steadily grown in prevalence since the World Bank study,
Assessing Aidin 1998, the 1999 |aunch of theHighly Indebted Poor Countries
(HIPC) debt reductioninitiative, and the Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers
(PRSPs) framework in 1999. TheM DGsadoptedin 2000 and SDGsof 2015 are
an extension of thisproject. Aid thusappearsto have ceased being response
drivenandisnow aforegoneconclusion. Theshiftiswell documented inthe
literature (Alesinaand Dollar 2000, Berthelemy and Tichit 2004, Roodman
2005, Sundberg and Gelb 2006, Easterly 2007, Woods 2005) with much of the
research confirming that aid is disproportionately motivated by political,
security and strategic considerationsrather than humanitarian obligation or
altruism (Berneo 2008, Dollar and L evin 2006).

Whilst less well documented in the literature, the aid industry has also
added anew and powerful institution at country level, commonly known as
national ‘aid architectures’. Aid architectures are essentially norm setting
institutions comprised of a number of thematic working groups within an
overall donor coordination structure. Through national aid architectures,
donorspool resourcesat country level and arethus ableto generate shadow
developmental policies and to generate consensus on how best to allocate
aidinthefirst place. In southern Africa, national aid architectureshave come
to be highly influential norm setting and governance institutions shaping
how donors give aid in Malawi, Mozambique, Zambia and Zimbabwe. In
South Africathe national aid architectureis present in key sectors such as
gender, HIV/AIDS and health but lesswell structured comparatively.

Put together, this gives donors sufficient levers, authority and narrative
to deploy aid and shape the developmental world as they seefit. Increased
funding and accordant human and technical resources allow donor aid to
assume an outsized influence on policy making in southern Africa. And
through ex ante programming donorsareallocating aid prior to and in some
casesdespitedecisionstaken by beneficiary countries. The expanded scope
of the SDGs combined with the norm setting powers of national aid
architectures allows donors to cherry pick a narrative to justify their
priorities and accordant spending in pursuit of these priorities.
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The changing face of aid: insights from the post-Cotonou EU
consultations and the implications for South Africa as a donor in
southern Africa

With aid increasing worldwide, the expanding scope and extent of aid to
South and southern Africa suggests that the region will face significant
changesin their relationships with donorsin the medium term future. The
EU’ spublic consultationsin preparationfor thenext iteration of the Cotonou
Partnership Agreement (CPA) isevidenceof thisshiftingrelation: whilstthe
CPA expires in 2020, in 2015 the EU started formal consultations on a
successor agreement. Theresults of theinitial consultations (EU 2015) are
of greater valuethan solely for their relevanceto EU aid. Becausethe EU and
EU Member States strive for consensus that they then advance with other
donors such Australia, Canada, Japan and the US through international
mechanismssuch asthe OECD’ sDevel opment Assistance Committee. The
EU also comprisesthemajority of the OECD DAC membersand fundsmore
than 50 per cent of aid globally (EU 2014c). Thefindingsof theEU consultations
arealsoinlinewithwhat isagrowing global consensuson how donorscan
leverage better value from the aid they pledge.

Following the 2011 Busan conference on development effectiveness a
Global Partnershipfor Effective Devel opment Cooperationwasestablished
to set norms for both Northern and Southern actors. For the most part,
Northern actorshave concluded that it isin their strategic interest to co-opt
emerging powerssuch as South Africaand Chinainto theglobal development
project, subjecting them to the same norms and ways of working. The 2011
Busan conference represented the formalisation of this consensus. The
GPEDC isrelatively well resourced with full time staff, funding and access
to research and analytic resources provided, for the most part, by DAC
donors. The investment in establishing norms to signal or indicate
development effectiveness operates around the mutually reinforcing goals
of continuously improving the relevance and impact of development
cooperation whilst creating the tools for those donors to maintain a
competitive advantage. At the same time DAC donors persist with the
assertion that the sheer volume of funding is also a determinant of donor
credibility, and continueto call for donorsto allocate 0.7 per cent of Gross
National Income (GNI) to development cooperation (UN 2002: para.42).
What this means for emerging donors like South Africais staggering: in
order to matchthelevelsof spending that would give South Africacredibility
financially asadonor it would haveto increaseits current spending of R500
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million ayear more than twenty-fold.

International consensus on what constitutes effective development
cooperationemergedinthe OECD/DACHigh Level ForuminRomein 2003,
followed by subsequent meetings in Paris and Accra. Originaly, aid
effectiveness debate centred on reducing transaction costs and improving
results based management, but by 2005, DAC donors concluded that the
formula for more effective aid was greater engagement and influence on
developing country policies such as through the principles of ownership,
alignment (with policy), harmonisation (of donors) and making beneficiary
countries accountable for ‘results’ in return for donor funding (the 2005
Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness). Measureable results have since
fallen under the rubric of aid effectiveness, that is, how effective aid is at
achieving results.

Aid/development effectiveness is increasingly a norm in and of itself,
having garnered incrementally more support towards what is now a global
consensus. By 2008 there were 55 partner countriesincluded in the survey
which had been expanded to include all five of the Paris Declaration
principles of ownership, alignment, harmonisation, mutual accountability
and managing for results. In 2011, this norm was expanded further at the
fourth High Level Forumin Busan: devel opment effectivenesshad evolved
tofacilitate donorsin justifying aid in the name of ‘ national ownership’. In
doing so, recipient governmentsare positioned asillegitimate, thusopening
up avenues for donorsto engage with ‘ non-state actors’, including private
corporations, while bypassing government. In thisvein, aid is repackaged
asacomplement to other sorts of development financing notably including
private sector investment. The OECD’s 2014 Development Cooperation
Report pointsout that Official Development Assistance (ODA) isonly one
part of the equation (2014:23): ‘At nearly US$135 billion in 2012, ODA
represented only 28 per cent of all official and private flows from the 29
member countriesof the OECD’ sDevel opment A ssistance Committee (DAC).
Overall in 2012, developing countries received US$474 billion from DAC
countries’ when combining public sector lending at close to market rates,
philanthropy, charity and foreign direct investment (FDI). At afull 60 per
cent above ODA, other sources of aid undoubtedly represent formidable
influence and impact in developing countries.

Thefollowing themeshave prominencethroughout aid discourseand are
explored to the extent they will likely shape the donor agenda in southern
Africainthe post-2015 context.
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Transparency

The April 2014 Mexico High Level Meeting Communiqué (OECD 2014b)
focused ondemonstrating greater transparency and accountability of donors.
Thenarrativearound transparency opensup enormouspolitical implications:
on the one hand the insinuation that a beneficiary government is not
transparent justifies donors in bypassing government as a partner and
directing aid allocations in pursuit of their own policy objectives. More
importantly, the implication that a beneficiary government is less than
transparent becomes an important rationalisation for donors to demand
greater access to sensitive government information such as on military
spending, other national procurements and domestic revenue collection.
The UK’sDFID, for example, announced, that it will useits devel opmental
resources ‘to push for more tax reform and better collaboration’ as part of
their contributionto poverty alleviation (Greening 2013). Additionally, the
drive for greater transparency will likely manifest through intensified
investment in global datacollection and surveillance mechanisms. Already
donors have established the 2014 aid transparency index, perhaps with
unwanted initial consequences since it largely shows the EU, one of the
primary fundersof theindex, being off track asadonor group with divergence
between agroup of EU ‘ transparency champions’ and those that have made
no‘discernibleprogresstodate’ (EU 2015h:71). Ontheother hand, inaworld
inwhich emerging donors (such as Chinaand South Africa) are of growing
stature, the suggestion, merited or otherwise, that emerging donor
governments are less transparent can be used for reputational gain and
political edge by more established donors.

Results

The focus on the ability to report resultsis only set to grow in importance
in the medium term future. Ban Ki Moon’s December 2014 report Road to
Dignity accompanies the EU’s and GPEDC'’s repeated calls to improve
‘programming for results’. Much of the thinking and analysis on the issue
of resultsis captured in the November 2014 OECD report Measuring and
Managing Resultsin Devel opment Co-operation. The report also pointsto
aless-overt intention of the results agenda. Commenting on donors' own
failureto focus on results, its authors assert that at the core of the problem
is'alack of institutional demandfor resultsinformation for decision making
andlearning’ (OECD 2014a:10) in donor organisations. Put plainly, thefocus
onresultsisnot about donorsrespondingto their owninstitutional demands
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for results but rather shifting that burden to local/national development
partners.

Insouthern Africatheaid agendawill increasingly be used to demonstrate
the superiority of Western donors in achieving results and to steer public
debate towards a push for ‘evidence based policy making’'. Some donors
argue that development financing should be measured against universal
indicators using a ‘ common results-based approach’ applied consistently
in all contexts. That argument rationalises aid for strengthening national
statistical systems, which in turn further enables donors to tinker with
national information systems and to demonstrate their results as more
rel evant tothebeneficiary government’ sown performancesystems. Evidence
based policy making, for its part, often manifests as a rhetorical tool for
minimising theauthority of el ected officialsto make policy based onpolitical
considerations. Atitsextreme, donorscite‘evidence’ asreasonto undermine
or refusefunding for decisionstaken by democratically el ected officialsand
ministries. In effect, the evidence narrative recasts good governance as
being about technocratic decision making over political need. The
combination of the increasing reach of the SDGs and the international aid
community’s authority to set aid agendas, development assistance is
positioned to continueto contest thelegitimacy of southern African el ected
officials.

Joint programming: banding together to advocate common priorities
Joint programmingisessentially the processof formulating acommonfront
and delivering a coordinated donor message to beneficiary countries. Joint
programming pool sthe human and financial resourcesof like-minded donors
strengthening their analytic ability to understand how best to advocate for
desired changesthroughtheir country programmabl eaid. Joint programming
also allowsdonorsto adopt multi-year strategiesto influence and shapethe
policies of other donorsthrough the national aid architectures and directly
with beneficiary governments. In countries where joint programming is
active, those not participating in coordination may see their influence and
ability to engage with government diminished.

The Council of the European Commission Conclusions (EU 2011) of
November 2011 makejoint programming apriority at thehighestlevel. Joint
programmingisnow aglobal practice. Asof December 2014, the EU reported
(EU 2015h:72) that 19 recipient countrieshavejoint programmingin place,
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20will finalisetheir joint programming processesby 2016 and 16 morearein
the analysis phase for atotal of 55 partner countries participating in joint
programming to some degree.

TheJune2014*joint EU-African Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) declaration
ondevelopment inthe post 2015 context putsrenewed emphasison the need
to concentrate devel opment programming ‘ around a single set of goalsand
targets, whiletaking into account national contexts, capacitiesand levelsof
development’ (EU 2014d). Astheworld’ shiggest donorspool their research
and analytic resources they further solidify their advantage over emerging
donorslike South Africathat are comparatively under resourced and out of
the coordination loop. A critical massof analysisisalready translating into
more sophisticated programming and ultimately, raising thebar for entry by
emerging donors. For example, rural devel opment, which previously focused
on convincing governments to adopt European-type agriculture extension
services, is reorienting around an all-encompassing ‘ nutrition’ approach.
Nutrition, in current donor speak, means everything from complex risk
mapping and modelling to supporting local community crisis management,
security, health, education and food security systems(UN 2015:SDG 2). The
multi-faceted evolution of the sector supplants comparatively straight-
forward food security interventions resulting in demand for donors to
demonstrate competence in integrated approaches, as well as specialized
skillsand expertisefromagricultural development throughto health, hygiene,
local governance, peace and security, thus del egitimising emerging donors
that may belacking the sophisticated level sof skill, |leadership or technology
in agiven sector.

Whilstjoint programmingisarelatively recent phenomenonitisineffect
in one shape or form in every country in southern Africa except for South
Africa. Additionally, joint programming is increasingly attracting the
attention of non-EU donors such as Switzerland and Norway aswell asthe
US, Canadaand Australia. AsUSAID (2011:33) sumsit up, ‘ moreactorsal so
means... increased competition to innovate [and greater] opportunitiesfor
partnership, division of labour and specialization [inbeneficiary countries]’.
Opportunitiesfor South Africa, like other emerging donors, tojoin complex
coordinated programming remain few. Even if South Africa decided to
participate in joint programming processes, it shies away from specific
country financial allocation and has no country level staff to participatein
national aid architectures (see below for further discussion).
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Climate change

Climate change is fast becoming a defining feature of development
cooperation. Climate change has signalled a dramatic shift from using
development funding to deliver basic rights for the poor, towards using
development funding for global prioritiesthat are equally necessary torich
nations’ quest to mitigatethe global impacts of climate change. The OECD
reports that since 2007, bilateral funding for climate change has grown
fourfoldwith Japan contributing US$7 billion, Germany US$4 billion, and the
EU and Francerespectively earmarking US$2.8 billion and US$2 billionin
2013 alone (OECD 2014d). In 2013, the UK, Netherlands, Sweden and
Denmark all disbursed over US$400 million each for climate change
programming and the European Investment Bank provided another US$2
billion. Climate change programming reached US$37 billion or about a
quarter of all official development assistance that year. The majority of
climate change programming addressed mitigation, with 40 per cent of
expenditure going to Asia and another 30 per cent to Africa.

Atapolicy level, devel opment cooperation’ sincreasing focuson climate
change mitigationisonly expected to continue. The EU’s2012 Agendafor
Change and 2014 Joint ACP-EU declaration on A Decent Life for All, for
example, integrate environment asathird pillar joining social and economic
programming as the primary components of development cooperation.
Mitigation activities frequently benefit (often Western owned) private
sector corporationsenlisted to transition carbon-based energy to renewable
energy sources. Inthisspace, South Africahasthusfar missed an opportunity
to engage: despite South Africa’ s much vaunted environment policies and
strong environmental negotiations teams, the country has largely ignored
climate change as afield for intervention.

Complementing and partnering with the private sector

In an increasingly globalised world, the private sector plays an important
rolein public sector reform. For example, Bangladeshimproved labour and
environmental standards through a (development) compact addressing the
causes of the 2013 factory fires. The private sector isalso vitally important
infragilestateslike South Sudan where, thebiggest threat to stability isthat
theprivate sector isnot ableto generate sufficient tax revenueto compensate
for projected drop in oil revenue. Asoil revenueis expected to decrease 60
per cent by 2030 (GRSS 2011:121), tax revenuefrom the private sector needs
to grow 30 fold or 3,000 per cent in the next 17 years merely to keep the
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government funded at the level it was at independencein 2011. The private
sector also contributes to policy dialogue, such as the Global Partnership
for Effective Devel opment Cooperation (GPEDC), and donorsincreasingly
use innovative financing such as financing equity and blended loans and
grantsin partnership with the private sector. Blended products reduce the
initial investment and overall cost for partner countriesin eligible projects,
financing specialised technical assistance, mobilising risk capital and
reducing risks through providing guarantees. By 2014 the EU had already
put in place mechanismsto useitsgrant fundingto reducethecost of lending
through blending in seven regional instruments.? By comparison, South
African businessesreceive littlein the way of inducement to participatein
development from the South African government. Whilst South Africahas
supported some business-to-business dial ogue, such as through the South
Africanchamber of commercein M ozambique, some South African businesses
operating in southern African argue that it is better to pretend not to be
South African to avoid being associated with South Africa’ s bully’ status
insouthern Africa(SA NPC 2012:239).

Fundamental human rights, democracy and civil society

The2012 Agendafor Change, 2014 joint ACPand EU declarationon A Better
Lifefor All, and Ban Ki Moon’ sDecember 2014 Road to Dignity report affirm
the need to safeguard fundamental rights and democratic principles as
cornerstones of sustainable development. Aside from the possibly genuine
commitment to human rights and democracy, rights-focused interventions
are also a means to differentiate and broaden support for Western donors
over countriessuch asChina, Turkey, Russiaand the Gulf States. The April
2014 Mexico High Level Meeting Communiqué called for development
cooperation to strengthen ‘the critical role of parliaments [in] overseeing
devel opment cooperation processesand action plans’ (GPEDC 2014:para.13).
The2011 Busan Partnership Agreement callsfor greater spacefor participation
of civil society in national devel opment processesandthe April 2014 GPEDC
(OECD 2014c:para.14) report on Progress SinceBusan highlights* democratic
ownership’ asacentral pillar of sustainable development. Such statements
lay the foundation for donors to diversify development cooperation away
fromana most exclusivefocusongovernment and towardsusi ng devel opment
cooperation to secure influence through civil society as well. For its part,
South Africa’ sexecutive hasopted to almost compl etely reject engagement
with civil society as an aid strategy, allegedly to avoid what could be seen
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asWestern-stylesupport for critique of African governance (The Economist
2015).

South Africa as a donor and its influence in southern Africa
The previous section endeavoured to show how traditional donors are
investing vast intellectual and financial resources contributing to the
manufacture of a sophisticated and credible narrative to justify aid
interventions, including in southern Africa. In doing so, donors also strive
tosolidify their technical authority by translating their normsintointernational
benchmarks such as in the Global Partnership on Effective Development
Cooperation. At the sametime, through the OECD peer review mechanisms
and by investingintheir own human, technical and organisational resources,
traditional donors have developed a skill set that confers an amost
unassailable comparative advantage in now commonplace aid themes such
as public financial management, epidemiology, statistics, monitoring and
evaluation. Their technical skill set also serves to justify their continued
engagement and favourability, particularly over emerging donors such as
South Africa.

Thisreality should be cause for concern for South Africabecause, asits
own National Development Plan (NDP) recognises, South Africaisseenin
southern Africaasa’ self-interested hegemon’ (SA NPC 2012:238) anditsaid
to date had not been particularly effective or meaningful (Hendricks and
Lucey 2013a, 2013b). With southern Africavital to South Africa’ seconomic,
security and trade interests, it is surprising that South Africais not doing
moreto competein the post-2015 aid context instead leaving devel opment
and policy elaboration to the whims of traditional donors.

South Africa’sinternational policy (and developmental) objectives
South Africa spolicy basisfor exertingitself asaninternational development
partner rests on the two pillars of ‘ creating a better South Africa’ through
protecting the country’ sinterests abroad and ‘ [creating] a better and safer
Africaand abetter world’ (SA DIRCO 2010:Exec. Summary). Financing for
these pillars is ‘through key vehicles such as the New Partnership for
Africa’s Development (NEPAD) and the African Renaissance and
International Cooperation Fund; strengthening political and economic
integration of the Southern AfricaDevel opment Community; strengthening
South-South relations’ (SA DIRCO 2010:13). Financing for international
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development cooperation is positioned under the DIRCO’ s programme 4,
which allocatesfunding outside DIRCO’ srecurrent budget for participation
in international funds and organisations as well as dedicated funding for
development cooperation projects. Formalising South Africa’ s capacity to
fund development cooperation abroad is cited in the foreword to DIRCO’ s
2010-2013 strategic plan where minister Maite Nkoana-M shabane callsfor
‘the establishment of a South African Development Partnership Agency
(SADPA) to promotedevel opment partnership’ (SA DIRCO 2010:17). Whilst
the government has failed to meet its own targets in establishing SADPA,
it continues to spend on aid, financing projects through the African
Renaissance Fund (ARF) facility but with anincreasing bent towardsacting
as a ‘development partner’ rather than a donor. DIRCO (SA DIRCO
2013:Financial Report) reported the 2012 and 2013 ARF expenditureat close
toR1.1billion.

In an attempt to differentiate itself from Western donors, South Africa
insistsitsintentionsabroad arelessabout sel f-interest than that of traditional
donors. The government asserts that, ‘ South Africa has a unique history,
position and advantage to play amgjor role in Africa’ s development’ (SA
DIRCO 2012: slide4). Thegovernment further claimsitsexceptionalismin
that its approach involves ‘co-crafting the policy focus; sharpening the
delivering mechanisms and broadening the instruments for development
cooperation’ (see the SADPA strategy table).

Paradoxically, traditional donorsroutinely call themselves' devel opment
partners’ whilst arguing they are uniquely moreingenuousor lessmotivated
by their own national interests than other donors. Furthermore, South
Africa’ sclaimed exceptionalismisnot much morethan an embodiment of the
aspirationsof the 2005 Paris Declaration, with emphasisadded by invoking
theconcept of * Ubuntu’ . The European Union-Africa, Caribbean and Pacific’'s
Cotonou Agreement goeseven further withtherhetoric of equal devel opment
partnership and, to back it up, actually transfers contracting authority over
EU moniesto beneficiary countries, includinginsouthern Africa. Put simply,
thereisnothing exceptional inclaimingtobea’ development partner’ rather
thana‘donor’. Much like South Africa’ sown currency, theterm appearsto
be of depreciating value.
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SADPA’sFramewor k and Approach

SADPA Framework
Draft DC — Palicy
Areas

SADPA APPROACH

PRINCIPLES

Solidarity; cooperation over competition, mutual
benefit, equality, national ownership, creation of
viable states based on self-reliance, sustainability
— philosophy of Ubuntu

AREAS OF
SUPPORT

Includes both regional priorities and individual
country priorities; both DAC and non-DAC
sectors

STRATEGIC
APPROACH

«Demand driven priorities — co-crafted;
mainstream issues; capacity focus

«People Centred Devel opment — development of
societies; benefit people

«Partnerships — co-ownership, mutual benefit;
North and South; South-South; and non-
Government

«Catalytic initiatives — quality of progress rather
than quality of aid; unlock potential
*Development effectives — national ownership,
sustainability, capacity generating, Paris
Declaration

*Results Based M anagement — results orientated

IMPLEMENTATION

A flexible framework with many different
development cooperation modalities and

APPROACH partnerships, but with good governance elements

embedded in the methodology

*Mainly grants and technical coop. Loans, Vs
INSTRUMENTS and PPP’s — with commercia sectors

*Budget, sector, programme, project, basket
ROLE OF All partners must make a contribution and take
PARTNERS responsibility for programme, and results

CONDITIONALITY

Development progress must support the partner/
region, procurement within the region; other
conditionalities — to be determined on a case-by-
case basis.

QUALITY
ASSURANCE &
M&E

Strong focus on rules for accountability, good
governance, reporting and monitoring,
knowledge management and evaluation (within
limits); reporting to SA Parliament and public

Source: DIRCO 2012

98




The global governance order and South Africa as a donor

Evidence suggests that South Africa behaves no different and no better
thantraditional donors, either. Thelnstitutefor Security Studies’ (Hendricks
and Lucey 2013a, 2013b, Lucey and Gida 2014) review of South Africa’s
development programming in Burundi, Democratic Republic of Congo and
South Sudan illustrates an unremarkabl e approach to aid with South Africa
making the same mistakes traditional donors do. Projects are similarly
designed, often use the sameimplementing partners (eg UNDP), repeat the
same sort of successes and sustainability failuresastraditional donors, and
demonstrate an unwillingnessto acknowledge or learn from others. Asone
senior official of aNorthern donor explained to the authors at aconference
inMarch 2014 in Ethiopia, ‘ Intermsof an African agendaand South-South
cooperation, at present thereisalot of anti-colonial rhetoric. South-South
cooperationislikely toend up inthe sameboat asNorth-South cooperation,
with exactly the same principles of ownership, etc’.

A survey of the literature shows that South Africa’s assertion that it,
unliketraditional donors, seesother African governmentsas'equals’ isnot
backed up by the evidence either. The Parliamentary Monitoring Group
(2002), for exampl e, reportsonthe2012 Working Group onthe African Union
that thedeputy director general of the Department of International Cooperation
(Foreign Affairs) ‘ expressed concern at theignorance amongst some African
countries’ (PMG 2002) and proceeded to argue that South Africa should
invest in international development cooperation to support ‘the fight
against colonialism and poverty, and concerted efforts at nation
building...constitut[ing] the building blocks towards African solidarity. It
isagainst this background and the resultant marginalisation of the African
continent that the concept of an African renewal hasemerged’ . If anything,
these comments affirm that South Africa presumes that traditional donors
will opt to lead rather than support, and aim to educate, ‘ conscientise’ and
help Africa‘ emerge’.

South Africa’s superiority narrative is wedded to a sense of moral
obligationandamoral imperativein official government documents. DIRCO’s
2010-2013 Strategic Plan recognises(italicsadded):

Critical to our strategic approach in ensuring that the Consolidation of
the African Agenda becomes a reality, we are all then summoned or
beckonedtorelentlessly: promoteprogrammesai med at regional economic
integration; prioritise the implementation of NEPAD; work towards
the establishment of a South African Devel opment Partnership Agency
(SADPA) to promote devel opment partnership... andlast but not | east,
champion the attainment of MDGs in African countries by 2015.
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Thisimperativetointerveneand ‘improve’ Africamight betangentially
linked to South Africa’ spolitical, economic and security interests, butitis
not motivated by those interests. I nstead, as recognised by Vickers (2013),
South Africa sforeign policy isjustified by the history of astruggle against
apartheid, hencetheappeal toidealised notionsof ‘ solidarity’ and struggles
against ‘marginalisation’ and ‘colonialism’. The foreign policy
recommendationsfromthe African National Congress' s4"" National Policy
Conference of June 2012 illustrate this point perfectly. South Africa’s

independent views and courage on the international and diplomatic
stage have been acknowledged by many countries, their governments
and political parties...The emergence of growing economic powers,
especially China, Indiaand Brazil, have a perspective that isinformed
by their struggles against colonialism, and [are] therefore accustomed
to acting multi-laterally, thus share our commitment to rebuilding and
transforming theinstitutionsof global governance... South Africamust
combat the hypocrisy of Europe, the United States, and the NATO
military alliance that is consistent with their divisive policies in the
Middle East, as well as North Africa. (ANC 2012: para.7,11,13)

South Africa’s foreign policy and approach to aid appears rooted in a
sense of superiority (whether justified or unjustified) over other African
countries, creating the paradox that South Africa’ spolicy makersmay suffer
the same superiority complex as traditional donors despite the rhetoric
otherwise.

South Africa’s competence as a donor

In August 2013, the South African I nstitute of International Affairs(SAIIA)
(Besharati 2013) released a report titled South African Development
Partnership Agency (SADPA): strategic aid or development packages for
Africa? Thereport providesauniqueinsight into government’ sthinking. In
the section on South Africa’ s perceived comparative advantage the author,
Neissan Besharati, draws on official remarks made by the DIRCO deputy-
minister MariusLlewellynFransman at what wasaSAl A—-DIRCO Roundtable
heldin Pretoriain December 2012. Besharati (2013) reportsthat DIRCO has
concluded that South Africahas specialist expertise not available to many
Western donors, particularly in exporting South Africa’s developmental
model abroad. Evidence suggests otherwise. In any sub-sector of
development cooperation, from de-mining through peacekeeping to tax
reform and public financial management, there are established and well-
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resourced Western think tanks, training programmes, armies of consultants
and international NGOs, ableto compete with South Africa’ sbest. Even if
South Africahas specialist expertiseinitsown ‘ developmental model’ itis
not immediately clear which countriesin Africaaretryingtoreplicateit. It
isnolonger truethat South Africa’ sdevel opment model i sseen asexceptional
to that of Rwanda, Kenya, Nigeria or other non-African countries for that
matter (India, Brazil). Furthermore, considerably more global attention is
paidto Rwandaand Ethiopia’ sdevel opmental model than South Africa’s, a
fact that South Africa’s policy makers seem blind to.

Besharati (2013) citesSouth Africa’ sskill in peacebuilding, reconciliation
and democracy as another comparative advantage based on Africa's
perception of South Africa‘as abeacon of democratic freedom in Africa’.
Therewasamoment inthe 1990swhen thiswastrue but that reputation has
been tarnished by racism, xenophobia, fidelity to Mugabe’s brutal regime,
devastatingly high crime rates and persistent corruption.

The SADPA report also highlights South Africa’s institutional and
human resource development capabilities as part of its comparative
advantage. It is difficult to see, however, how South Africa’ straining and
research institutions compare to those in the West particularly in terms of
attracting Africa selites. Indoctoral programmes, for example, the American
academic machinery both better finances studentsand typically offersthem
morehighly ranked education and researchinstitutions. Thereport correctly
notes that South Africa has a comparative advantage in technical systems
for publicfinancial management and tax collectionin Africa. However, there
isno evidence to suggest that African countrieswill be more open to South
African advice on public financial management than they are to that from
larger donorslikethe World Bank and IMF. At the sametime, the expertise
in the South African Revenue Service (SARS) and Treasury do not
necessarily transfer into skills that are seamlessly deployable in an
international development setting. Inaid, publicfinancial managementisas
much if not more so about diplomacy and partnership building than
transferring skills.

Finally, the report points to South Africa's success investing in
infrastructure and agriculture. South Africa does appear to have strong
capacity in these areas but the utility of such skills in the development
cooperation spaceislimited because South Africadoesnot have (or hasnot
made available) the depth of capital necessary to compete with Western
donors, let aloneits southern peers. The sheer volume of capital available
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for lending from China, Brazil, Russia and the Gulf States dwarfs South
Africa’s. That said, South Africa's Industrial Development Corporation
enjoys a strong reputation in southern Africathat could perhaps be better
mobilised by SADPA.

Even more telling is the fact that South Africa’s own planners don’t
believe that DIRCO has the capacities to be an effective international
development partner. The National Development Plan (NDP) 2030 callson
DIRCO to safe-guard and improve relations in the region but only after
starting with awithering assessment of South Africa’ scompetenciesnoting
that within the southern African region, there is the perception that South
Africaisacting asabully, a self-interested hegemon that actsin bad faith
among five neighbouring countries. As such, South Africa enjoys less
supportintheregionthanit didinthe period immediately after 1994, when
the country held pride of place among world leaders. Indeed, the difficulty
the country faced in securing the top leadership position in the African
Unionreflected South Africa swaninginfluenceaswell asanumber of other
factorsthat havelimited South Africa’ sreach. Whiletheissueof the African
Union leadership has been resolved, a significant effort is required to
increase South Africa's role and space that promotes and protects the
comparative advantages of all countries on the continent towards mutual
gain (SA NPC 2012:238). The text continues with the NDP bemoaning,
‘despite playing a key role’ in peace settlements on the continent, South
Africahasgainedlittleby way of expanded tradeandinvestment opportunities.
South African diplomats have great skill in drafting memoranda of
understanding (MOU), policy statements and agreements, but lose
momentumwhen it comesto i mplementing agreement termsor following up
on promisesof benefits' (SA NPC 2012:238).

The NDP's comments are corroborated by the Institute for Security
Studies’ (ISS) (Hendricksand Lucey 2013) findingsin Burundi, for example,
where Memoranda of Understanding on ‘ defence, education, agriculture,
economic cooperation and sportsand recreation’ signed by South Africain
2011 remain, two years later, in ‘an embryonic state’ with South Africa’s
interventionsviewed as* ad hoc, piecemeal and without substantiveimpact’.
Despite South Africa ‘ portray[ing] Burundi as a shining success story of
interventionin Africa’, stakeholdersreport South Africaasbeing uninvolved
since2009. | SSanalystscommented, ‘ returning to Burundi...wecould find
little trace of the ten years that South Africa participated in peace-making
and peacekeeping activities, at arel atively substantial cost. Itspost-conflict
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development and peace building interventions have been too few and far
betweentomakeavisibleandlastingimpact’ (Hendricksand Lucey 2013a).
Similarly, Hendricks and Lucey (2013b:5) argue that in the Democratic
Republicof Congo (DRC) ‘ themajority of [ South Africa’ s interventionscan
be characterised as short-term and uncoordinated programmes that have
lacked sustainable impact. Thereis also little evidence of follow-up or of
monitoring and evaluationto [re]addressissuesasthey arise...[bad] planning
and alack of understanding of the context may have produced tensions’
producing an unintended consequence only too familiar to more established
donors. I SSfindingsoninterventionsin South Sudan paint asimilar picture.
Vickers (2013:549) concludes that, ‘as a development partner in Africa,
which involves substantial aid spending, [South Africa] is not delivering
any commercial dividends for the country, especially in situations where
South Africahasunderwritten the costs of peace, stability and post-condict
reconstruction. In several African crises, South Africa’s peace diplomacy
has paved the way for external powersto enter these markets and reap the
rewards’ . Hegoeson to point out that thispictureisparticularly stark when
considering the DRC where despite South Africa’ sinterventions, it found
itself losinginvestment and trade opportunities, not just to traditional donor
countries but to emerging ones such as Chinatoo. Any hopes South Africa
had to solidify favoured partner status based on a common African-ness
would appear to have failed.

Aside from the capacity challenges detailed above, there are few
indicationsthat the post-2015 environment will be kinder on South Africa.
Someemerging themesfurther substantiatetheincongruity of South Africa’s
claims to exceptional donor status:

e Sizeof fundingand 0.7% of GNP tar get: South Africahasnot committed
to meeting the OECD DAC target of spending 0.7 per cent of Gross
National Product on international development assistance. With South
Africacurrently spendingonly 0.05 per cent (R500 millionannual African
Renaissance Fund allocation compared to R1 trillion 2013 general
government budget) of itsannual budget or just over 0.01 per cent of GNI
on development cooperation, it will be hard for South Africato justify
being taken seriously duetoitslow level of commitment to aid.

e Transparency: |SSstudiescriticise South Africa’ sreporting, monitoring,
oversight and selection processes asweak. DIRCO itself recognisesthe
need to strengthen its capacities to manage and i mplement projects, but
there are no signs that South Africa will submit data to transparency
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mechanisms, such asthe International Aid Transparency Initiative, or to
the OECD even though emerging donors such assome of the Gulf States,
China, and even the Gates Foundation are now doing so.

¢ Results: StatsSA is one of the more competent statistics organisations
on the continent and could prove to be a resource. South African
universities also have comparatively strong statistics and analysis
departments and are accessible to African governments partly due to
their comparatively lower costs. However, adearth of numeracy skillsand
robust competition for skilled statisticiansand monitoring and eval uation
expertsdomestically has prevented South Africafromreadily deploying
those skills abroad. Furthermore, the National Development Plan
acknowledgesthat South Africaisfar from meeting itsown benchmarks
for effective results based monitoring of government activities. The
cumulative picture suggests that South Africais on its back foot when
it comesto participation, much lessleadership, intheinternational debate
on results in development cooperation.

« Joint programmingand influencingnational aid ar chitectur es: South
Africa has made a habit of publically distancing itself from traditional
donors but the failure to coordinate has led the ISS to disparage South
African initiatives in Burundi, Rwanda and the DRC, for lacking
coordination, instead being designed and implemented parall el to existing
coordination systems. Thereis some evidencethat DIRCO isinterested
in consulting with other emerging (and particularly Southern) donorsand
some South African civil society organisations and think tanks, notably
SAIIA, ISSand Accord. Nonetheless, lack of skilled staff at the country
level isholding it back; with country programmable aid and national aid
architectures serving as the primary mechanisms through which donors
exertinfluence, South Africa slack of aid professional sposted to countries
in the region meansit simply will not be able to participate.

e Climatechange: The OECD’s 2013 report on the state of development
financing reports South Africa as being one of the biggest recipients of
ODA -financed climate changefunding, implying significant local capacity
to absorb funds and implement climate change projects. There is also
evidence suggesting that national capacity inthesector, mainly inprivate
consultancy firmslike OneWorld andinternational agencieslike UNDP,
isstrong. Within government, the Department of Environmental Affairs
(DEA) iswidely recognised as having a strong negotiations team, good
technical capacity and meaningful policy-making experience. South Africa
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also can draw on the capacitiesin state owned organisations such asthe
Centre for Science, Innovation and Research (CSIR), Industrial
Development Corporation (I DC) and the Devel opment Bank of Southern
Africa(DBSA). DBSA ispurported to bein the process of strengthening
itscapacity to act asanational implementing agency for the South African
government. If South Africawereto summon itsexpertiseintheclimate
change space it could conceivably fashion an authoritative alternative
voice in southern Africa, sharing technical expertise and experience to
negotiategood returnson climatefinancing, for example. Todo sowould
require DIRCO to better incorporate climate change into its aid policy
agenda.

Complementingand partneringwith theprivatesector: South Africahas
excellent and potentially transferable experience partnering with the
private sector and state owned enterprises. Notably, the Mozambique
development corridor project and Lesotho water-energy schemes
showcase South African influence, especially the case since South
Africa sexperiencesaredistinctly African and are statedriven examples
that resemble the sort of developmental stateinterventionsthat Chinais
famousfor.

Fundamental human and democratic rights: South Africa has deep
experienceandtechnical capacity inthe humanrightsand democratisation
space. The capacities, however, are increasingly paradoxical within
South Africa’'s own foreign policy: support for Zimbabwe, a benign
response to xenophobic violence, one of the highest income inequality
ratings in the world, and the most recent steam rolling of constitutional
rights during the 2015 State of the Nation Address have undermined
South Africa’ scredibility.

Conclusion

This paper argues that the post-2015 environment will see considerable
change in how aid is programmed and what it might achieve in southern
Africa. With South Africaemerging asadonor, it isimportant to ask what

South Africacan do to meaningfully participatein and influence the policy

setting agendathat will be manufactured by the aid machinery in southern
Africa This paper shows that South Africa’s aspirations to differentiate

itself asadevelopment partner worthy of special consideration by African
governments is not matched by the necessary capacity nor by evidence of
an approach that sets South Africa apart from other donors. Furthermore,
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whilst South Africa vocally acts to reject Western or Northern donor
‘norms’, it still seekstoinfluencethemtobehavedifferently. Unfortunately
for South Africa, this puts the country in a strange place where it neither
appears to be positioned well to exert influence on beneficiary countries
according to South Africa’ sown stated criteria; nor doesit appear to bewell
positionedto be of significant influencewithinthenorm setting mechanisms
largely controlled by Western and Northern donors. Thisislargely because
South Africa, by rejecting the norms of Western and Northern donors al so
meansit recusesitself from the conversation on setting those norms. At the
same time, South Africa’s inability to offer a competing and compelling
model for delivering aid meansthat i nstead of Western/Northerndonorsand
beneficiary government’s pausing to consider South Africa's approach,
they appear to be bypassing South Africaasameaningful dialogue partner.

The Achilles heel in South Africa’s approach to aid isthat it invokes a
moral imperative without substance, a claim that invites observations of
hypocrisy andincompetence. Embarrassingly but rightly so, The Economist
(2015) magazine dismissed South Africa’ sdonor ambitionsasequally both
‘clueless and immoral’. The reason is simple: South Africa has crafted a
narrative that only worksif therest of the world is not paying attention. So
long as South Africa positions itself as the antidote to imperialism and
exploitation across the continent, it simultaneously accuses other
international powers of being imperialist exploiters, whilst also casting
Africanleadersasincompetent, corrupt andinthegrasp (under theinfluence)
of traditional donors.

The real way forward is not to withdraw but rather to participate. South
Africacan still strategically pursueamorerobust role, establishingitself as
an influential and respected development partner, but it cannot do so
without allies. South Africaneedsto engagefromwithintheaid system and
from that position act as part of aglobal alliance against exploitation and
imperialism (if such athing exists). To have credibility in this endeavour,
however, South Africa must be aware that efforts need to be grounded at
home aswell as projected abroad. Sweden, for example, isaleading global
voice on gender equality but does so by setting the bar high at home and
building allianceswith other donorsworldwide. Similarly, if South Africais
to be a credible donor in Africa it needs not only to invest in its own
institutions, be they government, academic or civil society, but also strive
to show that it can comprehend complex new aid architecturesand fit itsel f
into coordinated strategies, rather than falling into the trap of resisting
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integration solely for thesake of (unsuccessfully) projecting exceptionalism.
Finally, South Africa’s focus on countries far afield and already aid-
saturated, such asBurundi, South Sudan and DRC, suggeststhat it hasfailed
to calculate the potential value of donors’ continued and expanded
investmentsin southern Africa. Southern Africaistheregionin Africawhere
South Africa’'s reputation is poorest and interests are strongest. It is ill
advised, then, to continue spending aid in countrieswhere South Africahas
less standing, whilst losing ground in countries deeply integrated with
South Africa’ simmediate economic, trade, security and other interests.

Notes
1. http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release STATEMENT-14-202_en.htm

2. https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/policies/innovative-financial -instruments-
blending_en
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