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Abstract

Sector wide approaches have emerged in response to the failure of project based approaches to make a significant impact on development related problems.  They seek to put national governments at the centre of development strategy and policy, and to channel all aid through nationally designed sector plans.  To date most experience with sector wide approaches comes from the social sectors – mainly health and education.

This paper outlines the main characteristics of sector wide approaches, and the most pressing issues surrounding their implementation, both in terms of water and sanitation and broader development policy.  A number of suggestions are made as to how sector wide approaches could be applied to the water and sanitation sector. 

Introduction

Sector wide approaches (SWAPs) are rapidly emerging as the preferred model for development aid among a number of bi and multi-lateral donors, including the Netherlands, the UK, the Danes, Canadians and Irish.  SWAPs are a reaction to the perceived failures of the project approach to address the needs of developing countries, producing the phenomenon of ‘islands of plenty in a sea of misery’.  There is a general consensus that project aid leads to development that is donor driven and disconnected from national government (who feel no sense of ownership) and hence unsustainable in the long term (Dollar & Pritchett, 1998).  SWAPs emerged initially from the ‘social sectors’ of  education and health but the model is now being extended to all sectors.  

The process of which this background paper is part is aimed at identifying steps towards applying a SWAP to the Water and Sanitation Sector (and eventually the Water Sector as  a whole).  The paper briefly discusses the background to the development of sector wide approaches; their main attributes; perceived risks attached to their implementation; experiences of applying SWAPs; and concludes by considering what the best approach to implementing a SWAP in the WSS might be, building on the framework of developments in WSS policy reported in the companion paper to this one.

This paper along with it’s companion (sector trends in the water and sanitation sector) for the water and sanitation sector) has been prepared as background for the DGIS sector specialists workshop in Geneva 2-5th October.  The papers, along with case studies from Embassy sector specialists, and the results of the discussions will be brought together as a report setting out steps towards the development of SWAPs for the WSS sector.

Sector wide approaches – background and attributes

Sector wide approaches have emerged in response to the widespread perception of the failure of project based development models.  Project aid is seen as leading to skewed development that is frequently unsustainable, and difficult to ‘scale up’ – leading to ‘islands’ of relative success in an ‘ocean’ of continuing misery.  In the interests  of ‘finishing the project’ fundamental weaknesses in local and national institutions are ignored or bypassed, frequently through the use of foreign technical expertise.  This approach while satisfying ‘delivery targets’ – 1,000 new boreholes installed - fails to tackle underlying problems.  It also leads to the endless round of ‘rehabilitation’ of previous projects that have fallen apart due to the lack of local capacity to maintain and repair the infrastructure.  Different donors with different agendas and different procedures mean that where attention was paid to local capacity development it was seldom generally applicable.  A 1998 World Bank report sums up many of the perceived problems with project aid:

· Donor-driven programs undermine recipient commitment

· Aid is fungible
 and easily diverted away from its intended use

· Sectoral-level performance is weak despite project success

· Sustainability of outcomes is undermined by weak public sector management and by the poor anticipation of the recurrent cost implications of donor-funded projects

· The multitude of donor projects overwhelms government management capacity 

It may be argued that the water and sanitation sector has attempted to get around some of these problems through the adoption of community based approaches – however, by focussing too narrowly on the community and ignoring the higher level institutional networks in which ‘the community’ exists community approaches have also largely failed to escape the boundaries of the project within which it was implemented.

Sector wide approaches attempt to get around these problem by shifting the focus of donor aid from individual projects to entire sectors.  The idea being that governments develop an overall sector strategy which all donors can agree on, with a single set of financial and administrative procedures and a single budgetary pool to which all donors (and the government) contribute.  

SWAPs come under a number of different names, all relating to roughly the same group of core principles, although with important differences in application.  These include World Bank Sector Investment Programmes (SIPs), SWAPs, sector development programmes (SDPs).  They are all based on the assumption that national government must be put in the driving seat of development, and that donors should reduce their role to one of support.

The first of these approaches – SIPs – were developed by the World Bank in the early 1990s. SIPs sought to take a more holistic overview of the problems that led to the lack of service provision ‘on the ground’ 0.  Key SIP concepts include – 

· Sector-wide in scope and covering both current and capital expenditure

· Based on a single clear sector strategy and policy framework

· Local stakeholders (government, beneficiaries and the private sector) are fully in charge

· All main donors agree to the approach and participate in financing

· Financing is through a common pool without ‘earmarking’ to particular donors or sub-sectors

· Implementation agreements should to the extent possible be common to all donors

· Local capacity rather than long term technical assistance, should be relied upon as much as possible 

While the World Bank continues to use SIPs, they have come to be seen by many as having a number of inherent problems – not least of which was being associated exclusively with the World Bank!  They rely heavily on Bank procedures, and are typically directed by coordinating bodies outside government structures.  In addition they are seen as being driven by a rather inflexible, centralising, and unrealistic vision that relies to much on the a priori development of an entire sector framework (Norton & Bird, 1998; Cassels, 1997).  This last is a particularly important criticism given the wide spread lack of institutional capacity that sector approaches are supposed to address -  “even in favourable circumstances the lead time to establish a SIP is likely to be long” (Cassels, 1997).

These worries notwithstanding, the majority of bi and multilateral donors are now committed to some form of sector aid, albeit generally within a more flexible and realistic framework.  The box sets out a proposed set of key contents for health sector SWAPs adopted by a number of donors including the EU and DFID, and more recently accepted for the health sector by the Dutch (Dubbeldam & Bijlmakers, 1999).


The key differences in the new approach being: increased flexibility, an acceptance that sector approaches are a ‘process’ and not a product, and a focus on achieving results in the medium term rather than immediately.  Finally, it makes the point that initially a sector approach may in fact consist of a government and a single donor who together set about reforming the sector, and starting a process which others may join at a later date.

It is to this version of SWAPs that the Netherlands is committed, as are Ireland, the UK, Denmark, Sweden, and Finland, Canada, and the EU.  To date Germany, and Japan remain committed to a project approach (Elimu, 2000).
It is important to realise that a sector wide approach is NOT the same as an individual donors ‘sector policy’ (Cassels, 1997).  SWAPs must be driven by the national government and contain a common vision, and provide a single, logical, framework for all interventions within the sector.  Equally it is not the same as ‘programme aid’ or ‘direct budgetary support’ – both of which are highly fungible.  By identifying a clear sector framework, and clear budgetary allocations from both government and donors it is far more difficult to subsequently covertly shift resources around.

Sector wide approaches are an ‘ongoing process’ – they are not an end in themselves.  They imply and ability to manage adaptively, to change policy in the light of experience, and to be flexible in approaches.  They equally imply the need not only to put money into a single pool, but also to co-ordinate disbursements so that they fit into the local budget cycle.  In the long term they imply that financial management will be carried out entirely using government procedures, and reporting.  

They are above all about developing trust – in governments to use aid widely, and in donors to take part in sensitive policy making – hitherto the prerogative of government alone.

SWAPs do not have to happen overnight

It is generally agreed that SWAPs are neither a ‘blueprint’ nor something that is going to have to happen overnight.  Rather they are an aspiration and a process.  Often the first act of implementing a SWAP will probably have to do with strengthening the analytical and decision making abilities within the relevant ministry.  Equally the SWAP does not in the short term indicate the end of either project funding or expatriate technical assistance.  What a commitment to a sector approach does entail is an acceptance that once a sector wide ‘outline’ has been agreed all new projects will need to be assessed against it for conformity with its overall objectives, and that they will be managed within its framework.

It is important to realise that a SWAP also means that the ability of donors to affect ‘implementation’ policy (as opposed to wider institutional and management) policy will be sharply reduced.  It also suggests a need for donors to co-ordinate more closely and to agree jointly with government the outline of the sector policy.  In real terms implementation will probably be a gradual process of development and agreement of a SWAP between government and donors within some framework, and then the equally gradual ending of project aid and transfer of budgets into the single pool

The Dutch government is committed to the channelling of aid through SWAPs, as the following extended quote from Minister Herfkens illustrates.

“What we should be doing as a donor is transferring funds to beneficiary budgets.  This sector approach means that all resources are pooled together to provide budget financing for a certain sector – like education – while the government is in the driver’s seat.  We have been paying lip service to ownership for a long time.  It is time to act on it now. 

This sector approach also means that we have to agree on a broad fiscal framework.  I  must be able to tell my parliament and the Dutch taxpayers: “I gave this cheque to the minister of Health and I can assure you that it will not end up on the Defence minister’s desk” .  We must agree on a broad fiscal framework for the IMF, World Bank, UN and donors to be informed of total public expenditure.

I am ready to shift to budgetary transfers and away from projects.  I commit myself to multi-year pledges and disbursements timed to coincide with beneficiaries’ budget planning, so that they can incorporate aid flows in their budgets.” (EURODAD, 1999)

Experience with SWAPs

Sector approaches are a recent phenomenon and were initially developed for the ‘social’ sectors, and the majority of experience of their implementation is in health and education.  The two “social” sectors are generally managed by a single sector ministry and are typically largely within the public sector, with the state being seen as the natural owner, service provider, and regulator, although this is now changing under the impact of structural adjustment and privatisation policies.  The growing body of literature relating to them largely consists of a recycling of the same three or four key references as different donors try to come to grips with the approach.  What experience exists about their implementation relates largely to the organisational problems of getting them off the ground and to the teething problems of their early implementation.  There is as of yet virtually no hard empirical information about their impact on the efficiency of development aid in achieving its priority targets. 

While there are an increasing number of efforts to adopt a sector approach to areas other than health and education (public works, agriculture, natural resource management) there is as of yet very little guidance as to how this should be done in practice, and much of what is available seems ambiguous about the benefits derived from switching to the approach (Gould et al., 1998; Grindle, 1999; Norton & Bird, 1998).  Some initial lessons from the health, agriculture, and water sectors respectively follow.

Lessons from Dutch funded health SWAPs

The first set of lessons come from a workshop held in 1999 to identify ways forward in implementing health SWAPs in 16 countries.  The report of this Dutch experience in the early days of the application of sector wide approaches to the Health sector highlights four main lessons (Cassels, 1997):

· The process of ‘sector-wide thinking’ is irreversible – although the development of SWAPs remains in its infancy.  The point of no return has been passed in the health sector

· There is no blueprint for a SWAP; health reforms and SWAPs are country specific

· SWAP is a gradual process that takes place through learning by doing.  This implies that one cannot afford to sit and wait until all managerial systems are in place.  There is a need for donor’s to take a leap of faith – for example in giving up some of their control over finances.

· SWAPs are depend heavily on the ability of national government to analyse and monitor sector performance, and strengthening of monitoring capacity is an inherent objective of SWAPs.  However, this means that at least in the early days of implementation expectations about the initial quality of monitoring should be realistic.

In addition the report highlighted a number of weaknesses and issues of concern.  Some of these having particular relevance to a WSS SWAp include:

· The danger of health sector SWAPs taking an overly narrow public services view – ignoring or marginalising the potential for other stakeholders such as NGOs to be involved

· There is a strong bias towards health services – inter-sectoral activities (nutrition, hygiene, HIV/AIDS awareness etc.) are not addressed.

· There is a serious risk that where decentralisation (as opposed to deconcentration) is being pursued the desire to give spending autonomy to local institutions will conflict with the development of national level sector plans

· The role of non-governmental implementing agencies, such as UN sector agencies and international NGOs will need to be reassessed.  It is difficult to see how the disbursement of aid through these non-governmental channels can be sustained under a  SWAP.

· SWAPs represent a gradual process; there will need to be an extended transition phase from project approaches to SWAPs

Integrated rural development in Zambia

The following quote from a Finida assessment of sector approaches in education and agriculture refers to a case study from attempts to develop a SIP for rural development in Zambia – and highlights many of the problems inherent in trying to move the SWAP model out of the social, ministry based sectors.


The study found that the  Zambia Agricultural Sector Investment Programme (ZASIP) had been beset by difficulties.  More than two years after its inception most donors felt that it lacked coherency, and suffered from weak ministerial leadership.  In a damning indictment, and a warning of the dangers of a blind application of SWAPs the study notes that rural transport infrastructure, seen as critical to rural development was ignored, in the report’s opinion because this did not fall under the responsibility of MAFF.  Other problems included the failure to involve private sector stakeholders and to attract private sector investment; fungibility problems which led to erratic disbursements; and finally a large ministerial staff whose interests had higher political priority than those of other stakeholders.  

A rural water supply and sanitation SWAP in Tanzania

A recent report from Tanzania addresses the issues surrounding the development of a SWAP for rural water supply and sanitation a ‘sub-sectoral’ approach (COWI, 2000).  The report identified the following steps to developing a SWAP:

· The Ministry (of water) takes the initiative to establish a partnership framework for the rural water and sanitation sector

· Clarify the roles, responsibilities and mandates of key stakeholders in the sector

· Carry out a needs assessment of the stakeholders

· Strengthen the regulating function of the government

· Clear regulations that do not contradict each other

· Clear procedures for application of the rules

· Clearly defined authority to approve, inspect and sanction the application of the rules

· Personnel trained in carrying out the various roles and functions

· Disseminate information on policy, regulations and procedures to a wide public

With the following conditions needing to be met

· Members should be representatives of regulators, owners, developers, and financiers and have the mandate to make commitments.  They should include the ministry of agriculture, private sector and all key stakeholders in the rural water and sanitation supply sector

· The agenda for the partnership framework meetings is clearly set well in advance

· Each meeting should set one clear objective

· All partners should abide to the advice of the partnership

· Partners are prepared to discuss all issues of the water sector including sensitive ones

· The partnership framework is supported by an efficient secretariat who follow up on promises and who send out invitations to meetings and minutes well in advance

· Sufficient funds are available to finance secretariat and partnership framework process

The paper also considers some of the likely problems that may be encountered, not least of which is that unlike the social sectors of health and education, WSS is increasingly viewed as a sector where the state should not play the role of principle provider, but should rather act as regulator to a wide range of divers stakeholders; the private sector – large companies and individual entrepreneurs – NGOs – international and grass-roots, etc.

Lessons to date from the application of SWAPs

A number of potential dangers inherent in SWAPs are highlighted by many of the studies. These include the risk of ‘recentralisation’ in that development of a SWAP that works well in a truly decentralised (as opposed to deconcentrated) setting is seen as being very difficult to achieve.  Equally there is a potential clash between sector based approaches and the ‘cross-sectoral’ concerns of donors, such as poverty alleviation, gender and equity, rural livelihoods and so on.  On the one hand there is a risk that the emphasis over the last years of overcoming inter sectoral/ministerial rivalries in the interests of pursuing cross cutting interests will be diluted, on the other that a shift in emphasis to institutional capacity building (the sine qua non of SWAPs) will lead to a loss of focus on issues such as poverty reduction – at least in the short turn.  

Both these different sets of concerns imply the need, at least in the short term to keep open substantial non-SWAP budget lines. 

Another, slightly different problem raised by several sources is that of lack of ownership.  Despite SWAPs being developed specifically with the intent of ‘putting government in the drivers seat’ they are not a concept explicitly recognised by Governments – they are a donor concept in a long line of donor concepts.  It is therefore important to make sure that developing the SWAP itself doesn’t become a source of friction.  The whole process is approached in a gradualist and cooperative manner.

While these dangers are real, and need to be addressed in any attempt to develop SWAPs for the water sector the primary lesson or experience to date, repeated again and again, is that SWAPs are a process not a product, and that the approach to their implementation must be slow and gradual.  Typically it should start with the development of analytical capacity at a national level accompanied by a general switch in emphasis from the development of ‘infrastructure’ to ‘institutional capacity’.  The approach should be one of ‘learning by doing’ for both donors and government, with the main emphasis being on the development of trust and a willingness to find compromise.

Towards a SWAp for the WSS sector

The most obvious difference between the water and sanitation sector and the ‘social’ sectors where SWAPs are most commonly adopted is the lack of a single clear ‘sector ministry’.  WSS is by definition a holistic, or cross disciplinary ‘sector’.  It typically involves a multitude of stakeholders, both governmental and non-governmental, and the state is increasingly playing the role of facilitator and regulator rather than implementor or supplier.  This complicates the development of a sector wide approach, as by most definitions a single budget is needed and normally budgets are developed by ministries.  For instance the current working definition of a framework used for Dutch policy is:

“a coherent set of activities a the macro, meso and micro level, within clearly defined institutional and budget frameworks…”, (SASG, 2000) 

It seems likely that the possibilities of developing a SWAP for the WSS sector will therefore depend largely on the extent to which the government of the country chooses to ‘buy into’ the concept of a WSS sector. In some countries government may be happy to treat WSS as a single sector (i.e. under a single ministry), however this is rarely the case.  Typically WSS is a cross cutting ‘virtual sector’, with for example urban water and sanitation infrastructure coming under a department of public works, while in rural areas it is part of rural development.  Hygiene is generally seen as being an issue for health and education, although as previously mentioned it is seldom seen as being a core activity for either. 

Flexibility will therefore be essential – different countries will approach the sector in different ways – for example some may be interested in rural water supply and sanitation, some in major public infrastructure in large cities.  What is needed is not a single ‘sector blueprint’ but rather a set of internal ‘sector objectives’, rooted in wider Dutch development, such as the Dutch GAVIM principles, against which a national ‘sector policy’ can be assessed.  These sector objectives could be formulated as a framework or tool against which a national sector policy could be assessed for convergence with Dutch development policy, and hence for suitability for funding.


Developing a ‘SWAP evaluation tool’, that would help in assessing whether a ‘sub-sector’ SWAP met enough key policy objectives to be worthy of further funding should therefore be a high priority.  Such a tool could be used to assess:

· Whether the proposed outline of the SWAP conflicts with other important aspects of Dutch policy in the WSS sector.

· Where a SWAP addresses a ‘vertical sub-sector’: whether it addresses sufficient key objectives to justify funding

· Whether it supports or conflicts with wider non sector specific development policy or agreements such as poverty reduction (as represented by an existing poverty reduction strategy programme (PRSP), for example) and gender and equity promotion.

Conclusions

In conclusion, SWAPs are increasingly seen as providing some of the answers to a range of problems with project based approaches.  Their adoption is widespread within the social sectors of health and education and rapidly spreading within other sectors including natural resources, and water supply and sanitation.  Dutch development policy is heavily committed to adopting a sectoral approach.

SWAPs for the water sector will need to be substantially different to existing SWAPs for ‘single ministry’ sectors.  They will need to clearly allow for multiple actors and stakeholders and a diffuse organisational network. In addition it will be necessary to deal with different national organisational models that deal with ‘vertical sub-sectors’ of the WSS sector (itself a largely donor driven ‘integrated’ model). It will be necessary to identify a clear internal framework of Dutch development objectives and core sector principals against which national sector strategies may be assessed.

Within a multi-stakeholder sector such as WSS there is a clear need to strategize and prioritise the different inputs that are available, and to make sure that they have the maximum impact.  This clearly calls for an overall framework/strategy for the WSS sector within which individual activities find their place, and clear roles and mandates are identified for all stakeholders.  A clear and coherent internal plan should therefore be developed outlining core sector principles against which national sector strategies may be assessed.

In general a number of a priori conditions will in addition need to be satisfied before a SWAP can be implemented, including:

· A WSS SIP or other sector programme already exists and is seen to be functioning well, this is the most obvious case, and one which would require the least work.

· A clearly identified institutional ‘home’ for the sector programme is identified

· The water and sanitation sector (or some important ‘sub-sector’) should have been clearly identified as a national priority

· There should be a clear and clearly expressed interest in government to develop a sector wide approach.  This should include an explicit acknowledgement of the need to involve all stakeholders.

· The government should have made a solid financial commitment to the sector, and it should be clear that aid is not being used to cross-subsidise other sectors such as defence.  

· Preferably the sector should be seen as a priority not only by the government, but also by other donors, as adequate funding is essential to the success of SWAPs.
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A sustained partnership, led by national authorities, involving different arms of government, groups in civil society, and one or more donor agencies


With the goal of achieving improvements in people’s health and contributing to national human development objectives


In the context of a coherent sector, defined by an appropriate institutional structure and national financing programme


Through a collaborative programme of work focusing on 


The development of sectoral policies and strategies, which define the roles of the public and private sector in relation to the financing and provision of services


The preparation of medium-term projections of resource availability and sector financing and of spending plans consistent with a sound public expenditure framework


The establishment of management systems, by national governments and donor agencies, which will facilitate the introduction of common arrangements for the disbursement and accounting of funds; procurement of goods and services; and monitoring sectoral performance


Institutional reform and capacity building in line with sectoral policy and the need for systems development


With established structures and processes for negotiating strategic and management issues, and reviewing sectoral performance against jointly agreed milestones and targets.


(Cassels, 1997 p.11)





“Sector wide approaches are long-term programmes meant to co-ordinate aid in one sector and to replace the conventional project approach.  Under a sector wide approach, donors agree to pool their resources ….[and] …..to give up the right to design or select specific projects in exchange for the right to participate in the process of sectoral policy formulation and resource allocation.”� REF _Ref491154509 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �0�








“it is important to note from the offset that an agriculture sector program will inevitably differ in significant ways from the more typical social sector programs for which the sectoral program concept was originally developed. Planning of social sector SDPs generally focuses on the elaboration and streamlining of public-sector mechanisms for the delivery of social goods like education and health care. Unlike social sector development, agriculture is not easily reducible to the activities of public agencies. Quite the contrary, the policy environment currently prevailing in Zambia places the onus of development on non-governmental actors — private entrepreneurs in particular — for the key functions in the agricultural sector: input supply, credit provision and marketing.” (Gould et al, 1998) 





A partner country has developed a national sector plan for rural water supply programme that focuses on extending coverage to the poorest, while strengthening internal capacity to support devolved community management, but that does not explicitly deal with either sanitation or hygiene education.  Should it be funded?





Such a plan while fitting well with many Dutch priorities for the water sector (see paper 1) leads to the interesting question of how (or if) the missing hygiene and sanitation elements should be covered, for example as part of another (health, education, … ) ‘sector plan’.  In the event that hygiene and sanitation are not explicitly covered by national policy the question arises as to whether the coherent ‘sub-sector’ plan covers enough core development objectives to remain eligible for funding.  A SWAP evaluation tool could guide the process of making this decision.








� IRC International Water and Sanitation Centre, Delft, The Netherlands


� IHE International Institute for Infrastructural, Hydraulic and Environmental Engineering, Delft, The Netherlands


� Aid that is fungible is aid that by being given to a certain sector ends up supporting another sector due to the reallocation of government funds within a budget.  So for example, US$1billion targeted to the health sector only leads to an increase of 500million to the total health budget, as the recipient government under ‘cover’ of the external support shifts 500million of its own funds from health into arms purchases.
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