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Civil society – new power in aid  

and development?

Antonio Tujan Jr

Global civil society engagement in intergovernmental and multilateral 
processes, whether global or regional, fulfills various objectives and serves 
different purposes, but all contribute to the interplay of power dynamics 
in international relations. Development cooperation and official devel-
opment assistance (ODA) is one area where this interplay is particularly 
significant and sustained. 

Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) focus their concerns and interven-
tions mainly on the impact of development cooperation on the people, 
and on the promotion of a human rights agenda. Prominent examples 
of this work have concerned the structural adjustment conditionalities 
that were first attached to ODA loans by the International Monetary 
Fund (IMF) and the World Bank and that led development partners to 
implement such conditionalities. There are also many examples of this 
kind of work in ODA assisted infrastructure projects with an immediate 
negative impact on people’s livelihoods and in the creation of displaced 
communities .

Donor behaviour is of particular concern to CSOs, not just because of 
the already problematic unbalanced aid relationship, but more so because 
of the various impositions, conditionalities and unwritten commitments 
that are tied to aid and that benefit donor country interests, to the detrim-
ent of the developing country and its people. Development assistance 
has long been used by industrialised countries as a tool to ensure access 
to natural resources, as well as trade and investment opportunities and 
privileges in and from developing countries. Thus, CSOs are keen to 
contribute to negotiations and to engage in a dialogue on aid modalities, 
generally and specifically. Opportunities for this have just recently opened 
up and are still largely limited.

Published in Global Civil Society: Shifting Powers in a Shifting World (2012), 

Heidi Moksnes and Mia Melin (eds), Uppsala: Uppsala University



28

Civ i l  society – new power in a id and development?

CSOs have the advantage of addressing issues of donor interests. 
Acting as independent citizen contributors to the development dialogue 
and process, CSOs often speak and act unfettered of various limitations or 
“considerations” in official aid relationships. In the context of multilateral 
development dialogue, CSOs are able to strengthen developing country 
positions vis-à-vis their development partners, not only where people’s 
interests are directly affected but also when donor demands become too 
ponderous. This support in the rebalancing of power in the aid relation-
ship is valuable, not only concerning conditionality and tied aid, or the 
unwritten impositions and linked commitments (which donors seek their 
very best to take out of the policy dialogue agenda), but also when it 
comes to donor reticence to implement aid effectiveness reforms in full. 

At the turn of the millenium, CSOs developed what became the 
international “Make Poverty History” campaign, pressuring member 
countries of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
ment (OECD) to live up to commitments made in the 70’s for ODA 
volumes equivalent to 0.7% of gross national income.

In recent years, civil society engagement – especially in the area of 
aid quality reform – advanced tremendously in the development of the 
aid effectiveness agenda, starting with the High Level Forum (HLF) 
on Harmonisation and Aid Effectiveness in Rome in 2002. Since then, 
civil society engagement evolved into full membership since 2009 in 
the intergovernmental Working Party on Aid Effectiveness (WP-EFF), 
an ad hoc but formal organisation that is driving and managing the aid 
effectiveness program and is attached to the Development Assistance 
Committee (DAC) of the OECD.

Membership by civil society such as this – in an intergovernmental 
body that is initiating, overseeing, managing, and supporting governmen-
tal processes in reforming aid policy and administration, and redefining 
aid architecture – is exceptional and rare even in UN processes and 
institutions. It was achieved through a multi-stakeholder process that 
conducted in-depth research, consultations and conferences on civil 
society organisations’ role in development and the aid effectiveness 
process through the Advisory Group on CSOs and Aid Effectiveness. 
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It was coupled with very effective global CSO engagement in the Accra 
High Level Forum-3 in 2008 (AG 2008). 

The HLF-3 in 2008 was influenced tremendously by CSOs’ multiple 
engagements and contributions (Wood and Valot 2009, p 14). The 
outcome document, the Accra Agenda for Action (AAA), included several 
hallmark pronouncements and commitments, including the recognition 
of CSOs as independent development actors in their own right – not 
simply as interlocutors of government agencies, watchdogs of aid proces-
ses, or as service providers (OECD 2008).

This experience may serve as a good laboratory in power roles that 
CSOs are able to play and are actually playing in global intergovern-
mental bodies. This article, then, is a practitioner’s account and reflection 
on developments since 2007– from when preparations were made for 
the Accra HLF-3 to the current preparations for the November 2011 
Busan HLF-4.

 A new official concept for CSOs in development 

Under paragraph 20 of the section on “Building more inclusive and 
effective partnerships for development”, the AAA commits:

We will deepen our engagement with CSOs as independent development 
actors in their own right whose efforts complement those of governments 
and the private sector. We [donors and governments] share an interest 
in ensuring that CSO contributions to development reach their full 
potential.

The term “independent development actors in their own right” has 
several new implications defined in the Advisory Group’s Synthesis Report 
on CSOs and Aid Effectiveness (AG 2008). Besides stressing their indep-
endence from governments, the new concept of CSOs as development 
actors in their own right distinguishes CSOs from donors and from being 
simply interlocutors of the state. It recognises their own role as private 
actors, in solidarity with the people, especially the poor, to ensure that 
people are able to claim their rights.

Previously, the assumption was that CSOs, as development actors, 
should simply sign and implement the Paris Declaration on Aid Effective-
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ness. However, CSOs explained in years of debate towards the Accra 
HLF-3 that they could not sign and implement the Paris declaration, 
which was developed for governments. This resulted in a more enligh-
tened resolution in the AAA, stated in §20a, to “invite CSOs to reflect 
on how they can apply the Paris principles of aid effectiveness from a 
CSO perspective.” 

Further, the AAA §20b states:

We welcome the CSOs’ proposal to engage with them in a CSO‐led 
multistakeholder process to promote CSO development effectiveness. 
As part of that process, we will seek to i) improve co‐ordination of CSO 
efforts with government programmes, ii) enhance CSO accountability 
for results, and iii) improve information on CSO activities.

The implication of this paragraph is simply the standardisation at global 
level of accountability mechanisms that were already in existence in 
various forms since the past few years. However, what makes this 
commitment and development significant is that the framework of CSO 
accountability is based on the CSO’s own and independent process, and 
on the CSO decision that this should be in the framework of development 
effectiveness rather than aid effectiveness, which is limited to efficiency in 
aid management and delivery. Many important political breakthroughs 
and innovations in this process were the product of the Advisory Group 
and have been taken forward in implementation by the CSO Open 
Forum on CSOs and Development Effectiveness, also known as the OF 
process (www.cso-effectiveness.org).

Another important political achievement is the commitment by 
donors and governments to “work with CSOs to provide an enabling 
environment that maximizes their contributions to development” (AAA 
§20c). An enabling environment for CSOs are a “set of interrelated 
conditions – such as legal, bureaucratic, fiscal, informational, political, 
and cultural – that impact on the capacity of development actors to 
engage in development processes in a sustained and effective manner” 
(OF 2010, p 43). 

The enabling conditions for CSO development effectiveness are multi-
dimensional and include conditions that relate to the general character 
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and state of governance in a country. The complex set of conditions 
include:

a) mechanisms to ensure the promotion and protection of the rights 
to expression, peaceful assembly and association, and access to 
information; 

b) CSO-specific policies, such as CSO protection and promotion 
through legislation and regulations including charitable status 
provisions; 

c) regulations and norms to promote CSO transparency and accoun-
tability to their constituencies; 

d) the general legal and judicial system and related mechanisms 
through which CSOs or their constituencies can seek legal recourse; 

e) the degree to which multi-stakeholder dialogue is encouraged and 
practiced; and

 f) measures to promote philanthropy and corporate social responsi-
bility. 

In general, these enabling conditions may be grouped under: recogni-
tion through voluntary registration; legislation; access and participation; 
financial regulation; government support mechanisms; CSO partnerships; 
CSO networking; and donor support (IBON 2010, p 32).

Constituency – the source of CSO power, legitimacy and influence

In the aid system, CSOs are often misunderstood and their roles simply 
reduced to the obvious functions that they play. Thus, international non-
governmental organisations (INGOs), like Oxfam or Care International, 
are construed as private donors, while other CSOs are either considered 
programme implementers or watchdogs. When governments relate to 
them according to these perceptions, opportunity for a more fruitful and 
strategically productive engagement – based on a nuanced understanding 
of their significance and implications of their participation – are missed. 

The role of CSOs as development actors in their own right, as well 
as CSO legitimacy and representation, may better be understood by 
looking at CSO existence and action in general. However, to discover the 
commonality of CSOs in the highly diversified, and diversifying, field of 
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civil society requires interrogation into the core objective and impulses 
of the CSO phenomenon.

Civil society organisations exist as products of people’s exercise of 
their rights to association, and to expression of collective solidarity for 
the purpose of enabling people’s exercise and realisation of their rights 
– whether as members of the organisation or as constituents whom the 
organisation works with and supports (IBON 2010; AG 2008).

Thus, CSOs embody multiple layers of legitimacy, and different 
layers have different implications on their influence and power. Firstly, 
each and every CSO is inherently legitimate as an expression of the exercise 
of citizens of their civil liberties. This legitimacy presumes independent 
exercise by citizens of their rights, and consequently independence for 
the CSO. Legitimacy is diminished or lost when a CSO is actually an 
adjunct of the government or private sector by reasons of establishment 
and operations, such as direction, financing, etc. 

Further, CSOs embody a moral or ethical legitimacy by their objec-
tive of acting in solidarity with people, and especially with the poor and 
marginalised, whether within their own countries or with those in other 
countries. By such a fundamental mandate, CSOs are often recognised 
or proclaim themselves as representing the people, or a group of people, 
which comprises their constituency. This representation is a claim on 
rights and interests of their constituency and as such different from the 
more formal representation to Parliament by elected representatives.

CSOs also embody a relative legitimacy – ie how well an organisation 
acts in solidarity with its constituency, in representing their interests, in 
acting for their welfare, in being enablers for the people to claim their 
rights. CSOs’ legitimacy can be compromised by their lack of indepen-
dence from government or from private sector, especially if they are not 
transparent about their genesis and objectives. As independent entities, 
CSOs must also exercise effective transparency and accountability through 
mechanisms that are independent and therefore voluntary. As a particular 
CSO’s constituency expands in scope (nationally or internationally) and 
its power and influence increases, so do the requirements and demands 
for transparency and accountability as an expression of the dynamic of 
its constituency. 
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Even though CSOs naturally perform differently in fulfilling the 
requisites of relative legitimacy, CSOs remain fundamentally legitimate. 
Therefore, deficits in such performance do not prevent the exercise by a 
CSO of its rights and duties. However, it does create certain considera-
tions as regards appropriateness of purpose and representation. Overall, 
representativeness cannot be ascribed to a single CSO and, oftentimes, is 
created through a set of CSOs brought together as a network or national 
platform (Tujan 2009).

Even then, such networks and platforms rapidly become exclusive. 
Thus, representativeness of CSOs or of citizens is best achieved by estab-
lishing or institutionalising spaces for engagement. Instead of a discrete 
set of organisations forming a network, a system is created by which any 
organisation may participate through an open call of various activities 
of engagement on any issue, such as for example aid monitoring. This 
space is managed by a network of CSOs, who have proven themselves 
knowledgeable and committed to engage, participate and perform specific 
tasks consistently, and to working with official counterparts, managing 
the official process (IBON 2010).

Though many global and other international or national processes 
already involve networks of CSOs managing such engagement at times, 
the nature of their operations on a day-to-day basis does not embody 
being an open network. In the long run, they are unable to assure that 
any CSO can hop on or off the platform of engagement at any time 
(IBON 2010).

Part of the success of CSOs in engaging in the aid effectiveness reform 
at global level and at country level is the building of networks as the core 
of open platforms that have been set up since Accra. BetterAid (www.
betteraid.org) is the CSO open platform that was set up as the successor 
to the International Steering Group at Accra. At the core of BetterAid 
are some 34 global and national networks and organisations that manage 
and operationalise the platform. 

BetterAid is able to achieve global legitimacy through the balance of 
self-selected representation. The combination of various constituencies 
at global level, such as aid and development finance advocacy (Reality 
of Aid, Social Watch and Alliance 2015); development and civil society 
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(Civicus, LDC Watch); sectors (global trade unions, women and rural 
sectoral organisations); interest groups (transparency, faith-based organi-
sations) combined with key INGOs on the one hand, and national CSO 
networks from the North and South with a geographical distribution on 
the other, allow for better representativeness and ensure the ventilation 
of various perspectives and interests on a global platform.

The Open Forum, in its turn, was organised as an inclusive process to 
develop the principles and mechanisms for CSO development effective-
ness accountability. It is meant to be more encompassing than BetterAid, 
which focuses more on CSOs engaged in aid and development advo-
cacy, as it seeks to develop broad country level voluntary accountability 
frameworks on the one hand, and government and development partner 
promotion of enabling environments for CSOs on the other.

Following the Accra commitments on CSOs, BetterAid was set up 
in order to create not only an effective CSO engagement as an official, 
equal member of the intergovernmental Working Party on Aid Effecti-
veness (WP-EFF), but also as a truly inclusive process of membership to 
implement and further develop the concepts expounded in the Synthesis 
Report of the Advisory Group. CSOs have volunteered time and resources 
to engage in the coordination group of BetterAid (BACG), which has 
become a respected and esteemed but also very productive member of 
the Working Party.

BetterAid has also continued to push for more open CSO participa-
tion. In the course of time, it has become accepted that an increased CSO 
participation in the Working Party does not need the elaborate rules of 
the UN for such participation to be self-restrained (to avoid swamping 
official Working Party processes with a limited set of concerns), and yet 
not reducing CSO voices beyond what is necessary. Further, government 
officials see that increased CSO voices are welcome and provide produc-
tive and even technical inputs into the proceedings, far beyond what is 
normally expected to be concerns of CSOs.

Nature of CSO power in the aid system

As development actors, CSO influence within the aid system is different 
compared to that of other actors. Thus, the nature of the power they 
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exercise is different from that of developing country governments, where 
the executive branch represents state role and responsibility; likewise, it 
is different from that of development agencies – multilateral or bilateral 
– from donor countries, who act as development partners. 

CSO influence should not be interpreted as a third pole in a donor-
recipient country balance. In recent years, with the evolution of the reform 
agenda in the aid system, the simplistic donor-recipient dichotomy is no 
longer appropriate. It does not reflect the nuances of today´s development 
cooperation, but may instead imply negative aid power relationships, or 
even the negative connotations of neo-colonial aid relationships, which 
are now the object of reform.

Players have also diversified in the aid system that CSOs seek to influ-
ence. The increase in number and variety of bilateral and multilateral 
development agencies as development partners has made the “donor” 
category increasingly complex and the typology of “development partners” 
wider. Besides the OECD DAC (Development Assistance Committee) 
members, often described as traditional donors, there are a variety of 
emerging bilateral partners categorised as South-South partners, ranging 
from giants like China and Saudi Arabia, semi-giants like Brazil and small 
partners like Thailand, or some developing country providing partnership 
support to its regional neighbours. 

So, as legitimate actors in the aid system, shall CSOs in donor countries 
be considered part of official development partners, since they provide 
services and assistance to developing country CSOs? This development 
assistance comes from resources fundraised from their own citizens, or 
received as additional resources channeled from their government’s deve-
lopment agency. However, they cannot simply be construed as donors, 
nor lumped together with their government as development partners, 
since they are not government agencies but rather non-state actors.

Developing country governments raise even greater concerns regarding 
INGOs, whom they feel act even more like donors and provide assistance 
that is comparable in size or even bigger than some bilateral development 
partners. These INGOs are not similar to the multilateral agencies or 
global funds, even though they have common sources of funding and act 
as development partners to governments and CSOs. Multilateral agencies 
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and global funds provide assistance mostly in the context of management 
and distribution of global public goods, which they manage on behalf 
of the international community or as an intergovernmental function. 
INGOs remain non-state actors, though operating trans-nationally.

Furthermore, developing countries are represented in international 
cooperation by the executive branch of government, while a whole-of- 
government approach that ensures involvement of functioning parlia-
ments, local governments, and other institutions is necessary to achieve 
aid effectiveness, even though the executive is the principal actor in 
official development cooperation. While the executive branch is princi-
pally responsible for development planning and implementation, it has 
become obvious in the context of aid reform that the lack of participation 
of the legislature, local governments and the judiciary, not to mention 
civil society and other private actors, has resulted in non-accountable, 
inefficient and ineffectual development. 

Within the executive, several government offices – such as different 
line ministries, local governments as well as supreme audit institutions 
– have to act as one in delivering services, conducting planning and 
budgeting, and conducting monitoring and evaluation. Where appro-
priate and necessary, these institutional activities in the executive branch 
and the local government must work with civil society, media and other 
private actors, through participatory mechanisms, to bring in citizens 
directly to the different development processes, in order to make for 
an actively accountable and participatory government-led development 
process. Furthermore, where appropriate, these processes must include 
the critical function of parliaments in combination with civil society in 
such junctures as formulation of development policies and strategies, 
oversight of development plans and budgets, oversight of foreign aid 
and loans, and so on.

 A full exposition of the development process and the role of deve-
lopment cooperation in this framework would include the multiplicity 
of actors, each contributing particular aspects and advantages into a 
multisided development cooperation framework, which contributes to 
an even more complex country development process. 
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Normative role of the “new power broker” 

With the entry of CSOs, formally represented by BetterAid as member 
of the Working Party on Aid Effectiveness, CSOs have been participa-
ting as regular members in various official aid effectiveness reform 
working bodies, most of them sub-groups of the WP-EFF, but also in 
other groupings under the OECD DAC, as well as the United Nations 
Development Cooperation Forum (UN DCF), managed under the UN 
Economic Social Council (ECOSOC). Especially after the Accra HLF-3, 
such practice regarding standard CSO membership and participation has 
become the norm, resulting in distinct shifts in thinking and attitudes 
among governments and multilateral institutional members. 

Official working group processes have become open and “transparent” 
as a result, since CSO participants have initiated wider, and often open, 
dissemination of working documents outside official circles. While 
respecting rules regarding the extent of dissemination of information and 
documents, any document – whether in draft or final form – that goes to 
CSO perusal for input, is distributed not just to the regular participants of 
the group, designated as lead persons rather than representatives, but also 
to the immediate coordination group of BetterAid. When wider distribu-
tion is possible, the document is sent out to a number of listserves, which 
are generally open and can be accessed for membership through the web.

CSOs have also consciously implemented a policy of open participa-
tion – whereby a seat reserved for CSOs does not limit the participa-
tion to one designated person or CSO but to the whole platform, with 
the number of participants changing as needed. Likewise, CSOs who 
represent the platform in whatever body are required to report back and 
disseminate materials for decision-making to the coordinating group or 
the whole open platform, as the case may be. 

In effect, CSO participation has resulted in a more participatory 
framework of operation for the different official working bodies, besides 
allowing a wider set of CSOs a peek into the proceedings through expanded 
transparency mechanisms. Donors and government officials are generally 
aware of this, and since the Working Party processes are more informal, 
they are able to easily accept the new modalities of working and become 
more conscious of a wider public looking into the work.
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Alongside this major shift in working methods, the discussions 
are often enriched by CSO analysis, and by positions and proposals 
emanating from a strategic and ethical perspective on development and 
the role of development cooperation. Being aware of the overall criti-
que regarding problems in development policy and programmes, and 
constantly refreshed with results from the ground in various countries, 
CSO representatives are able to ensure that discussions are based on 
consideration of development impact on the people. CSOs collectively 
develop their analysis and proposals on ways to advance implementa-
tion of aid effectiveness reforms, based on commitments in Paris and 
Accra and strengthened by democratic ownership towards improving 
development results.

Some donors and some working groups are highly technical and have 
less space and patience for the more normative interventions of CSOs. 
Nevertheless, these interventions provide a grounding and important 
backdrop to otherwise technical discussions, and many CSOs are able 
to participate further in these discussions and provide proposals for 
innovative approaches.

Many government officials, whether from developing or developed 
OECD countries, as well as officials from multilateral organisations, have 
remarked on the distinct changes that have occurred in the processes 
and content of discussions in the Working Party post-Accra, now that 
CSOs have become official members and participants. As an African 
official noted, the constructive contributions by CSOs are quite distinct 
and welcome. A leader of the WP in fact jokingly introduces some CSO 
representatives with the appellation “normative” before her or his name, 
such as “normative Arthur”.

These developments have been achieved because the BetterAid 
platform, when participating as a member of the WP, is conscious of 
the normative role of CSOs. When necessary, it reminds everyone, of 
strategic and moral goals of development cooperation and aid, rather 
than acting simply as an observer or just any member of an exclusive 
club of donors and development officials. Working in solidarity with 
the people, the premise of CSOs as it were, provides the basis for them 
often to be identified as normative actors and indeed to act out their 
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normative roles for the promotion of people’s claim to their rights. Thus, 
CSO power and influence in the aid system lies within the framework 
of this normative role.

Enhancing transformational goals 

Thus, CSO participation in the aid effectiveness reform process has 
had several implications, such as opening up the dialogue, focusing on 
normative and strategic issues of development, acting as a form of beacon 
for democracy and human rights in development in official processes 
and policy dialogue, as well as acting as an agent for active transparency 
and accountability in policy and operational processes, and so on. These 
activities, as discussed above, constitute a transformational element in 
terms of promoting participatory democracy in development cooperation 
and partnership, enhancing the process of achieving transparency and 
accountability and deepening the aid reform processes towards a more 
progressive discourse.

However, further to these implications, CSOs through BetterAid have 
initiated an ambitious agenda for the transformation of the aid system 
to encompass a broader human rights-based agenda of development 
effectiveness, likewise advancing other reforms that address issues in 
past development debates, such as policy coherence for development, 
aid architecture, and democratic state institutions. The opportunity is 
provided by High Level Forum-4, as the Paris Declaration ended in 2010 
and a new compact is being developed. This is a rare opportunity for 
CSOs ever since 2007, whereby a broader agenda for transformation of 
the development cooperation system beyond the aid effectiveness reform 
of aid management and delivery can be introduced.

Emphasising that aid effectiveness reforms under the Paris Declara-
tion were insufficient both for aid management and delivery (the aid 
effectiveness agenda), and even more so in ensuring rights-based results 
for development effectiveness, in Accra CSOs pushed for a deepening 
of the understanding of aid effectiveness principles and thoroughgoing 
reform, such as the abolition of policy conditionality and tied aid (IBON 
2007). They achieved a number of successes, such as in the interpretation 
of ownership as inclusive and democratic. 
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Towards the HLF-4 in Busan, South Korea, CSOs are pushing for 
the expansion of the reform framework towards development effectiveness. 
Focus lies on rights-based results for the poor, besides contributions to 
the discourse on policy coherence for development, the building of a 
horizontal and inclusive aid architecture, the strengthening of horizon-
tal development cooperation (such as that demonstrated by some forms 
of South-South cooperation), and better management of development 
finance towards aid exit, and so on.

Actually achieving such transformational goals have been hearten-
ing, but the process has been difficult as a whole. CSOs working in the 
aid effectiveness reform agenda are also aware of the limitations of this 
agenda. Development cooperation is a small aspect of the whole process 
of international relations, and official development assistance is a small 
part of the whole range of development finance as well. However, the 
present process can open new avenues for CSOs to play their normative 
roles and to advance transformational goals, providing clear instruments 
and opportunities to advance these goals at global, regional as well as 
country level.

Furthermore, governments belatedly have come to realise that many 
CSOs do provide valuable support by strengthening the bargaining posi-
tion of governments in matters of aid management and delivery, especially 
by encouraging development partners to be more ambitious in imple-
menting aid effectiveness commitments. Prominent examples are lack 
of alignment to country systems, such as public financial management, 
and the tendency of donors to impose more fiduciary conditionalities to 
reduce risk. 

Conclusion

CSOs have historically stood behind a progressive agenda in development 
cooperation and aid, promoting human rights as the objective of the 
development community and the goal for the aid system. CSOs advocate 
for these rights in various ways and, in particular, work directly with their 
constituents to enable the people, especially the poor and marginalised, to 
claim their rights. This is reflected in the diverse specific roles that CSOs 
play, whether they engage in such activities as service delivery, and fund-
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raising for individual citizen contributions in response to humanitarian 
crises, or various levels and aspects of policy work, different dimensions 
and issues in advocacy work, and the mobilisation of local communities 
in various development and consultation activities, and so on.

The aid effectiveness reform process may be limited, as official devel-
opment assistance is limited as a development finance resource, but the 
opportunities that have been provided to CSOs to participate effectively 
and creatively are by themselves a realisation of the concept of democra-
tic aid reform. Further, it is an opportunity for CSOs to push for more 
dramatic reforms in international cooperation, and this is significant and 
exceptional.

Through their participation in official processes as regular members/
participants, CSOs are able to better wield normative influence to offici-
als, such as developing country governments and parliamentarians. Their 
bilateral and multilateral development partners are enabled to hasten the 
aid reform process and the reconstruction of the development coopera-
tion architecture. In this manner, CSOs achieve more by changing not 
only the traditional OECD donors but also the multilateral development 
banks and global funds, as well as the UN system itself.

Within the processes of the Working Party on Aid Effectiveness 
(WP-EFF), and now also influencing the processes of the UN ECOSOC’s 
Development Cooperation Forum, this unusual CSO participation as 
fully recognised members have made CSOs even more prominent as 
proxy voices for the peoples, especially the poor and marginalised, who 
are the subjects of development. Already, they have initiated changes in 
behaviour by officials both from developing countries and development 
partner agencies. Interestingly, they have provided the initiative and major 
influence for many policies and recommendations towards the Busan 
High Level Forum-4.

Though most rapid at international level, the process has been initia-
ted also at regional levels, and has begun in earnest at country level as 
well. In several countries, reforms are being implemented towards the 
institution of participatory processes on development policy dialogue. 
CSOs are developing stronger frameworks for participation in processes 
at country level with far broader and deeper implications for country 
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democratic development than the aid effectiveness policy reform process 
internationally.
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