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Executive Summary
1. “New Aid Architecture”: What does it imply? To my understanding:

-
Paris Declaration: Framework of improved aid delivery,

-
New donors, new players, new financial flows,

-
New international funds with different procedures, 

-
More budget aid; moving from projects to strategic planning.
2. What are the challenges of the new architecture?

-
more money available,

-
multiplicity of financing and donors,

-
changing financial architecture,

-
new avenues for unbureaucratic style,

-
new avenues for knowledge transfer.
3. What are the problems associated with it?

-
many new flows bypass the DAC-conditions,

-
many do not cooperate with the Paris Declaration, the MDG, the Monterrey Consensus, the Earth 
Summit,

-
many do not have conditionalities for human rights, good governance, transparency,

-
many introduce new conditions, which tie aid with self-interests, like access to resources for the donor, 
political good-will, procurement by donors,

-
many new flows do not coordinate with other donors and the national development strategic planning,

-
multiplicity of donors and projects involves additional administrative burden.
4. CSOs are differently affected, according to their different character:

-
donor NGOs from the North (some with own funds, some with government funds, some with very 
restricted mandate),

-
recipient NGOs in the South,

-
Civil Society Organisations (CSO that follow collective interests of members),

-
Political watch-dog (lobby) NGOs,

-
Consultants like NGOs (services on commercial terms).
5. How are NGOs affected from the New Aid Architecture?

-
searching for additional sources of funding,

-
they are getting closer to the planning of government (in North and South),

-
they loose part of their independence, in return they gain political influence,

-
they are driven away from their grass-root commitment,

-
they become more balanced and scientific, less radical as advocates of the poor,

-
the different types of CSO loose their specific character,

-
many NGOs become subcontractors of their own governments,

-
NGOs are forced to get organised in networks to implement people´s alignment.
6. Summary: The new multiplicity of financing for rural development is ambivalent: There is more money available and a new diversity of donors; however more money and more donors do not necessarily mean more efficiency to reach the MDG. Many of the new players bypass general consensus about aid effectiveness and transparency and follow their own objectives.

Remarks on Rural Development

7. By treating aid as just one of several finance flows and calling upon the private sector to become more involved might shift the focus away from poverty reduction to unqualified economic growth, self interest oriented interventions and development concepts “from above”.
8. No where else than in matters of rural development it is so vital to have a deeper understanding of the functioning of local society and aspects of the location specific farming system, to have cultural sensitivity, to understand the peasant economic rationality and the struggle of the poor for their livelihood.
9. There is no panacea for rural development. Conventional economic theory and models copied from past experiences of the industrialised countries or tranfered from other continents are bound to fail. The logic and perspective of the poor peasants differ from the ideas of the planners.  It is not the peasants´ concern to increase the growth of GNP, to feed the world, to be competitive, to reach standards of efficiency. They have to follow their own rationality, which is the rationality of safety maximisation. They try to achieve this by diversification. That is distinct from the rationality of profit maximisation. Most of the new donors lack this deeper understanding, because they are driven by a message: technology and market integration.
10. We have to face the fact that there cannot be poverty alleviation without often times getting into conflict with vested interests. The struggle for survival of the poor in many instances goes against powerful forces, who act on behalf of “development”: the investors, the market forces, globalisation, risky technologies, racist policies, robbery of their resources, ecological destruction of their means of production, dumping policies. 
11. We find it one-sided to put investment, technology and market forces on top, if the planners forget to perceive what poor producers really need. We cannot agree to put a New Green Revolution high on the agenda, if participation is neglected. If development organisations talk about pro-poor development, pro-poor biotech, pro-poor trade, pro-poor financial systems, without gaining a deeper insight into the local system of the livelihood of the poor, they are bound to fail.
12. For CSO the participation of the poor in their own development is key. By participation we understand something different from what is called “stakeholder dialogue”, “targeting aid” or finding acceptability for pre-set solutions. The poor producers have to be put on the driver´s seat in the programmes, which are supposed to help them. The researchers, investors, governmental officials and international experts need to learn how to be co-pilots

13. The new donors can learn a lot from the way and style the CSOs are approaching rural development at the ground. To associate with the people is political dangerous. There is no development without conflict. While the new donors have more freedom to operate outside governmental structures, they are less inclined to follow a serving role. 
14. NGOs and Civil Society can gain much from the cooperation with the new donors, if the new donors would not follow a top-down approach. 

Example of a good experience with a New Donor

15. One example of good experiences by the NGOs is the “Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and 
Malaria” (GFATM), initiated by Kofi Anan. It succeeded:

-
to raise new funds from many different sources for the three diseases (10 billion $), 

-
to raise much awareness for health,

-
to gain the active involvement of many stakeholder communities, 

-
to become a catalyst for good cooperation on the ground, 

-
to introduce participation of civil society in its governance structure,

-
to facilitate access of NGOs to its funds by putting NGOs on an equal footing to governments in a 
tender/application procedure, 

-
to operate with slim management.


The work is still in progress. Even if not all objectives have been achieved fully, it can be a good model.
16. CSO would like to see a similar fund and operation to evolve from Ban Ki-moon´s  Task Force on Hunger to handle the many millions of  dollars pledged by different players to alleviate the impact of the global food crisis.
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