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TEN YEARS OF MDGS: Is THE EU MEASURING UP?

2015-WATCH: TRACKING THE PROGRESS OF THE EU

2015-Watch has systematically monitored EU policy towards the
Millennium Development Goals over the last ten years, showing
steady progress. The EU has an increasingly positive and evolving
legal framework that codifies the Millennium Declaration and the
Millennium Development Goals, creating a rights-based frame-

work for poverty eradication. The challenge has been to translate

this legal framework into a convincing picture of results. 2015-
Watch found that there is a lack of evidence of results (although
the results may be there), and that the gap between the legal
framework and evidence of results needs to be closed.

The 2015-Watch methodology enables analysis of the pol-
icy process of aid donors by looking in detail at their perform-
ance in the four phases of the policy-setting process (as set
out in Graphs 2.1 to 2.4).28
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The legal and financial framework identifies the extent to which
the EU’s policy framework is geared towards meeting the Mil-
lennium Development Goals, in terms of binding and non-binding
policy commitments, as well as overall financial allocations as-
signed and their predictability.

Budget allocation provides an analysis of what sectors are pri-
oritised by aid budgets and analyses whether or not these alloca-
tions appear relevant to the achievement of the targets set by
the Millennium Development Goals.

The analysis of programming and implementation looks at pri-
orities in the country programmes and identifies whether or not
the MDG targets are guiding these priorities. The choice of pro-
grammes and sectors for budget allocation is examined in terms
of commitment to the Millennium Development Goals.

The analysis of evaluation and impact — or results — identifies
the success or failure of the country programmes in targeting the

Millennium Development Goals.

2015-WATCH: SYSTEMATICALLY MEASURING
EU PERFORMANCE
This section presents a summary of EU performance over the last

10 years, as measured by the 2015-Watch report series.

2004: The EU’s contribution to the Millennium Development
Goals, special focus: HIV&AIDS

In 2004, EU policy was only just beginning to be directed to-
wards the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals.
While the EU’s leadership in the 2005 UN review process on
the implementation of the Millennium Development Goals was
commendable, this year’s report found a large gap between pol-
icy and implementation.?® The EU performed badly in terms of
real spending on all MDG sectors, matching the very low prior-
ity given to MDG sectors in country programmes. In terms of
progress, evaluations were not framed to report results on the

achievement of MDG priorities.3°

2005: The Millennium Development Goals: A comparative per-
formance of six EU Member States and the EC aid programme

In 2005, 2015-Watch compared European Commission devel-
opment cooperation with a number of the Member States. Progress
was made with the EU setting a timetable for jointly achieving the
goal of 0.7% of GNI for development cooperation, and Member
States agreed to raise ODA levels to 0.56% of GNI by 2010.

2006: The EUs contribution to the Millennium Development
Goals — Special focus: Education

In 2006, 2015-Watch found that the policy process was weak;
there was low budget allocation to (basic) education and a lack
of attention to programming for education at the country level.
In addition to General Budget Support, the report recommended

that the European Commission implement the target of 20% for

basic health and basic education set by the European Parliament

for development cooperation budgets.

2007: The EU’s contribution to the Millennium Development
Goals - Halfway to 2015: Mid-term Review

By 2007, the European Commission had further strengthened
its policy framework for development aid. However, program-
ming and implementation still lagged behind, with no priority giv-
en to education or health in the country programmes for 2007 to

2013 for African, Caribbean and Pacific countries.

2008: Poverty eradication: From rhetoric to results?

In 2008, the European Commission aimed to channel 50% of
its development funds into General and Sector Budget Support.
2015-Watch called on the European Commission to increase its
focus on results. The report argued that democratic scrutiny at
the EU level needs to be embedded in decision-making proc-
esses around development aid. The European Parliament should
have broader scope for democratic scrutiny, which should include
scrutiny of aid to African countries. Civil society in partner coun-
tries needs more political and financial support from the European

Commission for capacity building and budget support monitoring.
EU PERFORMANCE IN 2010

What progress has been made by the EU in ensuring a positive
policy orientation towards the Millennium Development Goals in
20107 Using the 2015-Watch methodology, this section examines

the four phases of the EU policy process to answer this question.

LEGAL AND FINANCIAL FRAMEWORK:
TRENDS IN RELATION TO 0.7% TARGET
ARE CAUSE FOR SERIOUS CONCERN

The year 2009 constituted a new era for EU development co-op-
eration with the Lisbon Treaty containing important advances. In
addition to making poverty eradication a binding objective and its
provisions regarding consistency, the Lisbon Treaty enabled the es-
tablishment of a new structure called the European External Action
Service (EEAS). The objective of the EEAS is to bring more coherence
and consistency to EU foreign, development and trade policy.*’

In 2005, to increase efforts towards achieving the Millennium
Development Goals, the European Commission committed to
achieving 0.56% ODA/GNI by 2010, to rise to 0.7% ODA/GNI
by 2015. However, after the global financial crisis, EU Member
States seriously cut back on commitments to volumes of aid, as
well as to aid predictability under the aid effectiveness agenda.

While some Member States have managed to maintain (or even
increase) aid amounts (UK and Belgium), several countries are not
on track to achieve their targets, and some have even decreased

amounts (Estonia, Latvia and Greece). Among the top perform-



ers in 2009 were Denmark and Sweden, who spent 0.88% and
1.12% of GNI respectively. Belgium is on track to reach the target
of 0.7% of GNI'in 2010. However, Germany and ltaly, two major
European economies, cut aid to 0.35% and 0.16% of GNI respec-
tively (Graph 2.1). Germany will fail to reach its target of 0.51%
of ODA/GNI in 2010. Ireland has also recently pulled back from
achieving 0.7% ODA/GNI by 2012 and adjusted its deadline to
2015. Italy made severe cuts to ODA in 2009 and 2010, and it
appears that ODA will be only 0.11% of GNI by 2011.32
Nevertheless, the EU and its Member States have promised
to increase levels of aid disbursement, and the EU is set to con-

tinue shouldering the largest part of the global scaling up of aid.**
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UN target 0.7

Average country effort 0.48

Unfortunately, trends suggest that total ODA and social sector
spending in several Member States will decrease in coming years,
or at least stagnate at current levels.

Since 2000, there has been a steady increase in aid commit-
ments and disbursements by the European Commission. Output
has increased substantially in terms of volume, which increased
from €7.5 billion in 2005 to €12 billion in 2008, and, in 2009,
to US$ 15.4 billion (approximately €12.5 billion).

EU BUDGET ALLOCATION: FALLING COMMITMENTS
TO HUNGER, HEALTH AND EDUCATION

The European Commission committed to allocating 20% of ODA to
basic health and education (together) from 2004, and promised
the implementation of this target by 2009 for countries under the
Development Cooperation Instrument (Asia and Latin America).

This was achieved for Asia and Latin America, clearly showing
the 20% target to be a good tool for increasing allocations to
these areas. On the other hand allocations to basic health and
education in Sub-Saharan Africa have dropped from 8% of total
EC aid allocations in 2005 to 1.5% in 2008 (Table 2.2).

Overall monetary and percentage commitments to basic health
and education have been falling steadily over the last few years.
This has resulted in a total of only 5.7% of all aid managed by the
European Commission being allocated to basic health and educa-
tion in 2008, which is a decrease from 11% in 2005 (Table 2.3).

Allocations to all relevant MDG sectors — hunger, basic health

and education, environment and gender equality — have also gone






down dramatically. Financial allocations to basic health have gone
down from 4.7% in 2005 to 1.3% in 2008, and basic education
has dropped from 2.7% in 2005 to 1.1% in 2008 (Table 2.3).

With regards to gender, the marker that establishes activities
promoting gender equality also shows a reduction from 2.5% in
2005 to 1% in 2008 (Table 2.4). The data on policy objectives
involves aid activities that target specific policy objectives and
are collected using specific policy objective markers. The EC’s
commitment to gender and environment as a policy objective

has also dropped significantly (Table 2.4).
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PROGRAMMING AND IMPLEMENTATION:
COUNTRY PROGRAMMES NOT SUFFICIENTLY
ALIGNED WITH MDGs

Country programmes identify problems that need to be ad-
dressed as well as the priorities that the European Commission
and partner countries choose to address in a particular country,
as specified in National/Regional Indicative Programmes. Out of
the 116 country programmes examined for this report3, only
15% included hunger as a focal or non-focal sector. Education
is included in 24% of country programmes as a focal or non-
focal sector and health in 31% of country programmes. Poverty
is featured the most, in 49% of country programmes (Table 2.5).

The breakdown between the four regions is given in Table 2.5.

EVALUATION: IMPACT OF EU AID
NOT SUFFICIENTLY MEASURED

The European Commission carries out three types of evaluations:
(i) geographical evaluations (both country and regional), (ii) sec-
toral/thematic evaluations, and (jii) evaluations of instruments or

channels for aid delivery.

23
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low of 3 in 2008, and is scheduled for 9 in 2013. The average
evaluation rate from 2003 to 2007 was 8.2 per year, increasing
to 9.8 per year from 2008 to 2013 (Table 2.6).%3

The different instruments and channels for aid delivery are the
least evaluated. One evaluation is scheduled per year. This low
rate is still an improvement on the 2002 to 2006 rate, in which
only two financial modalities were examined.

In terms of country and regional evaluations, the European Com-
mission focuses more on evaluating MDG sectors such as poverty,

hunger and health in later evaluations, than it did in earlier ones.

The results, as measured by evaluations, still leave room for im-
provement. The number of evaluations has slightly increased and

the impact registered also shows a little improvement. However,

it is remarkable that more than half of the evaluations do not
record any positive impact on poverty.

On a mainstreaming issue such as gender, the positive impact
recorded shows an extremely poor result (2 evaluations out of
13) for the period 2008 to 2009. In an important 2009 Com-
munication from the European Commission, the need to address
these poor results was acknowledged; the communication places
“Gender Equality and Women's Empowerment firmly in an EU
context and is intended to send the strongest possible signal re-
garding the importance of Gender Equality in all future EU devel-
opment cooperation efforts.”*® The communication states that,
alongside the integration of measures to promote gender equal-
ity in General Budget Support programmes, specific actions to
promote gender equality should be supported. Recent communi-
cation documents by the European Commission on food, health
and education, prepared in advance of the 20170 MDG Summit,
send equally strong signals about the importance the European
Commission attaches to promoting adequate policies in these
sectors to produce adequate and concrete results.*”

The results reported in evaluations reflect the emphasis placed on
these sectors in country programmes. The assumption that prioriti-
sation in programming predicts results in evaluations seems justified.

Equally, financial targeting seems to correlate with results found
in evaluations. Gender equality is hardly given any specific finan-
cial allocation and the evaluations record very poor results in this
sector. In contrast, the European Commission followed through
on its promise to implement the target of 20% allocation to basic
health and education in the countries of Asia and Latin America,
and evaluations show positive results for these countries; but for
the countries in Africa, where support for basic health and edu-
cation is most needed, the European Commission has refused to
implement this target, resulting in poor results for these sectors
in Africa. This suggests a link between financial targets, focus ar-

eas in country programmes and results.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Lead by example and by conviction, and consolidate the
progress made towards the implementation of the Millen-
nium Development Goals through European Union devel-

opment cooperation by taking the following measures:

3. Commit to the implementation of the target of 20%

allocation of all ODA to basic health and education
across all regions.
Target gender equality and reproductive health through
financial allocations that address specific problems and ob-
stacles in this regard in specific partner countries, and iden-
tify gender equality as a potential focal area in the revision
of country programmes.
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DEMONSTRATING RESULTS: HUNGER AND POVERTY

IN 2010

g

Development aid is not dead and should not.be dead.
But in order for it to be convincing on its relevance the
focus should shift from input (how much do we give) and
throughput (is our money properly audited) to results
(what was done with our money), not just in terms of output
(how many kilometers of road), but also in terms of impact
over time (contribution of infrastructure to trade).
Unfortunately no donor in the world can produce this
kind of information in a reliable way by pushing a button
in his information system.

Koos Richelle, Director General, EuropeAid °






