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Executive summary

Donor efforts to support democracy and good gov-
ernance have, in the past few years, been shaped by 	
two dominant trends in international assistance to 
developing countries. The first is the aid effectiveness 
agenda, following declarations in Paris and Accra, 
which aims for greater impact and results-oriented 	
programming. The second is the increasing use of 	
political economy analysis to better understand the 	
factors that determine the quality and outcomes of 
the political decision-making process. In the desire 
for greater impact, donor strategies for working with 	
parliaments and political parties have increasingly 	
recognized the need to engage at a deeper level with 
the politics of the countries in which they work in 
order to achieve results. This has involved greater co-
ordination between donors at the strategic level and 
prompted suggestions that the support provided to 
parliaments and parties needs to be better aligned to 
achieve political change. 

This paper examines the ways in which different 	
donor agencies and implementing organizations are 
addressing the challenges of this type of programming. 
For the purposes of the paper we use the term ‘politi-
cal programming’ to describe the recent attempts by 	
donor agencies to apply more political forms of analy-
sis (such as ‘drivers of change’) in the design, delivery 
and implementation of projects to achieve ‘political’ 
outcomes; that is, where donors and implementers are 
seeking to engage with political incentives and struc-
tures to achieve change, rather than solely relying on 
technical support. It draws on interviews with staff 
from agencies and implementing partners as well as 
a number of independent consultants working on the 
design, delivery and evaluation of party and parlia-
mentary projects. It also includes an analysis of strat-
egy papers and planning documents from a variety of 
organizations and an in-depth examination of politi-
cal programmes with parties and parliaments in four 
countries. 

It suggests that while there is a degree of consensus 
at the strategic level, donors are struggling to trans-
late their strategic insights into project design on the 
ground. In addition, it argues that the dynamics of 
the aid effectiveness agenda are pulling in a different 
direction to the logic of political economy analysis. 
Ultimately, the way ‘managing for results’ is now in-
terpreted by donors may, in fact, be undermining both 
the quality and the impact of political programmes in 
the long term.

The paper contains four chapters. Chapter 1 provides 
a brief overview of international strategies for parlia-
mentary and party assistance. Highlighting the weak-
nesses of ‘traditional’ interventions to support parlia-
ments and parties, it examines the increasing emphasis 
from donors on more political forms of programming 
in both spheres of activity. At the strategic level, the 
emerging priorities are characterized by a desire to 
understand the incentives that shape parliamentary 
and party activity, and tackle the underlying causes of 
weakness in both. Yet, such programmes face four sets 
of challenges: i) translating strategy into project design 
and implementation; ii)  continuing fears of political 
interference; iii) the problem of establishing politically 
realistic objectives for programmes; and iv) integrating 
support to different parts of the political system, not 
least parties and parliaments. In short, the adoption of 
common principles for international assistance to par-
ties and parliaments still leaves a number of practical 
difficulties, and there has been relatively little assess-
ment of how these are being handled.

Chapter  2 looks specifically at recent developments 
in the design and delivery of projects. In particular it 
looks at the tensions and difficulties that donors are 
facing in moving from the strategic to the specific. 
The evidence indicates that although programmes are 
increasingly being informed by a sophisticated politi-
cal analysis, many of the projects themselves are fall-
ing back on traditional methods. In particular there 
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seems to be a tendency to shy away from engaging with 	
political realities on the ground. In short, despite the 
rhetoric of aid effectiveness, there is a continuing lack of 	
clarity and coherence around much of the work in this 
field.

Chapter  3 examines four case studies designed to 
understand these dynamics and difficulties in more 	
detail. Each of the four case studies is based on a de-
tailed analysis of project documents and interviews 
with stakeholders and staff. It should be made clear 
that the projects were not chosen as a representa-
tive sample of parliamentary and party support pro-
grammes, but rather the opposite. The projects differ 
from the vast majority of programmes in that they 
all have overtly political objectives and to one extent 
or another have sought to integrate support to parlia-
ments and political parties. They provide test cases in 
which donors have recognized and sought to manage 
the challenges that come with political intervention, 
and thus illustrate some of the innate difficulties in 
this area of programming. 

The first two case studies examine the deepening 
democracy programmes in Tanzania and Uganda, 
respectively. Both were multi-donor programmes, 
the premise for which was the interdependence of the 	
different institutions of democracy and the need for 
a set of activities which engaged with the political 
drivers of change. Yet they provide very different ex-
periences and insights of the difficulties in translat-
ing political analysis into the planning, management 
and delivery of projects. Ultimately, the deepening 
democracy programme in Tanzania was undone by 
a nervousness about the implications of encourag-
ing political reform, which affected the way in which 
activities were designed and was compounded by a 
complex and ambiguous management structure. It 
provides a useful contrast with the similar programme 
in Uganda, which was based on a stated intention to 
alter the balance of power. That clarity from the out-
set meant stakeholders understood the nature of the 	
programme—even if they did not support it—and 
that political tensions could be addressed directly. 

The other two case studies are the work of the Nether-
lands Institute for Multiparty Democracy (NIMD) in 
Ghana and the work of the Westminster Foundation 
for Democracy (WFD) in Macedonia. The Ghana case 
study provides an example of a project explicitly designed 	
to strengthen political parties but which sought also 	
to influence other aspects of the political system, not 
least the parliament. The Macedonia case is an exam-
ple of a project that sought to strengthen parliament by 

working through and with the political parties. Both 
projects were based on a detailed understanding of 
the political dynamics in those countries and engaged 
directly with them in order to foster institutional, 	
cultural and behavioural change. However, both relied 
on local partners as the drivers of political change, and 
highlight the delicate balance between local ownership 
and external pressure. They reveal some of the poten-
tial problems such programming can face, not least 
dependency on local stakeholder buy-in and the need 
to combine incentives with ownership.

The final chapter seeks to draw together the main 
lessons for political programming for party and par-
liamentary support and argues that the most success-
ful projects are those which first allow for significant 
flexibility in project implementation; and, second, 	
establish realistic political objectives. In the first place, 
political programming—not least support to parties 
and parliaments, the focus of this research—has to 
be based on an analysis of the interdependence of the 
political institutions in a particular country. In this 
context, numerous interviewees commented that the 
best projects were those that diverged from the origi-
nal planning documents. A rigid programme design 
ignores the fact that politics is never static and that 
political programmes need to respond to this reality, 
so that the planning process itself should evolve over 
time. Although the objectives should remain constant, 
the activities and interventions should be continually 
adapted. In too many programmes it is the other way 
around.

Second, political programming is still, to a large ex-
tent, based on a ‘hit and hope’ strategy. It relies on 
specific activities and interventions, which means that 
there is, at best, a tenuous link between some of the 
techniques used and the hoped-for outcomes. Political 
change is not linear, but messy, haphazard and unpre-
dictable. Yet there is almost no evidence of a strategy 
for managing these activities towards particular out-
comes. Contrast this with the business world, where 
there is a whole sub-industry built around ‘change 
management’. Most businesses have a broadly hier-
archical structure that looks relatively straightfor-
ward compared with the complexities and competing 
interests that exist within a parliament or a political 
party. Yet, no change management strategy would seek 
to deal with one part of the organization as if it were 
independent from other parts of the business. In the 
same way, political programmes need a strategy which 
is not just based on an integrated analysis, but has an 
integrated strategy to achieve change.
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The paper concludes by arguing that greater 	
effectiveness and integration in party and parliamen-
tary support depends on donors changing their role. 
It means altering the way in which projects are de-
livered, with a better translation of political analysis 
into project design, and greater flexibility in the way 
they are implemented. However, the ‘aid effectiveness’ 
agenda, in particular its emphasis on ‘results’, appears 
to be pulling programmes away from this approach. 
This is generally being interpreted by donor agencies 
as the need for a ‘return on investment’ with tangible 
signs of change, but this risks distorting the way in 
which such projects are delivered. It has been described 
by Thomas Carothers as a ‘projectization’ of such work, 
which places greater emphasis on fitting work into the 
structure of bureaucratic forms required by donors. As 
a senior figure from a donor agency put it, it means 
that governments are ‘more interested in doing things 
the right way, than in doing the right things’. The 	
emphasis on ‘results’ runs the risk of reducing the 	
effectiveness of such political programmes, as the 	
desire for quantitative data means that projects end up 
with the wrong indicators, which in turn means that 
they end up doing the wrong things. 

Donors should be moving in the opposite direction if 
they are serious about achieving meaningful political 
change. Projects should be driven by outcomes rather 
than process. In addition, the logic of programmes 
must reflect the fact that political change is an inter-
nally driven exercise. In such circumstances, the role 
of the donor agency or institute becomes less about 
‘implementation’ than about being a consultant or 
facilitator to the process, providing advice and guid-
ance. It also means that a more effective approach 
to parties and parliaments requires flexibility so that 
programmes evolve and adapt to changing political 
circumstances. It means that project implementers 
need to be astute enough to identify the synergies be-
tween party and parliamentary support, and able to 
integrate them around the desire for specific political 
outcomes. A flexible and genuinely outcome-oriented 
form of programming would mean that donors take 
greater responsibility for the results of their interven-
tions, but ultimately exercise less control over the way 
they are implemented. At present, such developments 
seem highly unlikely.
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List of Abbreviations

CCM	 Chama Cha Mapinduzi (Tanzania)
CRC	 Constitutional Review Committee
DP	 Democratic Party (Uganda)	
DCSP	 Democracy Consolidation Strategy 	
	 Paper (Ghana)
DDP	 Deepening Democracy Programme 	
	 (Uganda)
DDTP	 Deepening Democracy in Tanzania 	
	 Programme
Demo 	 Political Parties of Finland	
Finland	 for Democracy
DFID	 UK Department for International 	
	 Development
DUI	 Democratic Union for Integration 	
	 (Macedonia)
EAF	 Expert Advisory Fund (DDP)
EU	 European Union
FDC	 Forum for Democratic Change 	
	 (Uganda)
GPPP	 Ghana Political Parties Programme
IEA	 Institute of Economic Affairs (Ghana)
International 	International Institute for Democracy 	
IDEA	 and Electoral Assistance
IRI	 International Republican Institute
IT	 Information Technology
JAP	 Joint Action Plan (Ghana)
NDC	 National Democratic Congress (Ghana)
NDI	 National Democratic Institute
NDPC	 National Development Planning 	
	 Commission
NEX	 National Execution
NIMD	 Netherlands Institute for Multiparty 	
	 Democracy
NORAD 	 Norwegian Agency for Development 	
	 Cooperation

NPP	 New Patriotic Party (Ghana)
NRM	 National Resistance Movement 	
	 (Uganda)
OC	 Oversight Committee (DDTP)
ODI	 Overseas Development Institute
PCO	 Programme Coordination Office 
(DDTP)
PDG	 Partners for Democracy and 	
	 Governance (Uganda)
PDP	 Party for Democratic Prosperity 	
	 (Macedonia)
PMU	 Project Management Unit (DDP)
RF	 Research Fund (DDP)
RPP	 Office of the Registrar of Political 	
	 Parties (Tanzania)
SADEV	 Swedish Agency for Development 	
	 Evaluation
Sida	 Swedish International Development 	
	 Cooperation Agency
TCD	 Tanzania Centre for Democracy
UNDP	 United Nations Development 	
	 Programme
UPC	 Uganda People’s Congress
USAID	 United States Agency for International 	
	 Development
VMRO-	 Internal Macedonian	
DPMNE	 Revolutionary Organization-	
	 Democratic Party for Macedonian 	
	 National Unity
WFD	 Westminster Foundation for 	
	 Democracy
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International strategies  
for parliamentary and party assistance

In the past two decades, democracy assistance has 
become a significant feature in the work of all the in-
ternational aid agencies, particularly since what has 
become known as the ‘third wave’ of democratization 
which took place in the late 1980s and early 1990s.1 
However, in key respects democracy assistance re-
mains an ambiguous and amorphous area of interna-
tional activity. It has been used as a way of addressing 
a number of different foreign policy and donor agency 
priorities, including security, geopolitical diplomacy, 
humanitarian aid and socio-economic development. 
It should also be seen as a constituent part of a wider 
international ‘good governance’ agenda, which aims to 
improve mechanisms of accountability, representation 
and transparency—but has an equal concern for state 
capacity and public service delivery. In addition, since 
the attacks on the United States in September 2001, a 
greater emphasis has been placed on the need to tackle 
fragile states as part of an international counterter-
rorism policy, so that democracy support work has 
increasingly focused on building ‘capable and effective 
states’. 

Within this broad approach, democracy assistance 
has tended to focus on three main areas of work: 
support to electoral processes; institutional develop-
ment; and strengthening civil society. Electoral as-
sistance has been the most prominent and, it appears, 
the best funded area of donor activity, reflecting the 
traditional importance attached to elections as a sign 
of a functioning democracy.2 Institution-building 
has encompassed a range of activities to establish the 	
constitutional and judicial framework of a country. 
Support to political parties and parliaments has tend-
ed to fall within this area, but both account for only 
a small proportion of activity.3 Instead, donors have 
traditionally shown a greater predilection for working 
with civil society organizations, as this is regarded as 
less politically sensitive and more cost-effective, and 
plays to their concerns for building social capital in 
emerging democracies.

However, the impact of such assistance, especially 	
in its early stages, is highly questionable. Thomas 
Carothers in particular has highlighted a range of defi-
ciencies that continue to hamper democracy assistance 
efforts.4 Common criticisms include: the tendency of 
donors to use standard models for assistance, which 
take little account of local context or political dynam-
ics; the attempt by donors to impose these ideas rather 
than build local commitment and support; and the 
adoption of idealized models often based on US/West 
European ideas of democracy.

In addition, democracy assistance has been under-
mined by a lack of coordination and integration in 
three main ways. First, donor agencies themselves 
have, at times, duplicated and sometimes conflicted 
with the work of others in a particular country. 	
Second, democracy support can conflict with a donor 
government’s diplomatic and security objectives in a 
particular country. Diplomacy depends on maintain-
ing good relations with the executive of the developing 
country, which may not be too keen on strengthen-
ing either civil society or the institutions of democ-
racy. Third, although an effective democracy relies 
on the interaction of its many different component 	
parts working together, democracy assistance has 
tended to treat each area of work in isolation, with 
little or no integration of programmes designed to 
support elections, institutions and civil society. Most 
markedly for the purpose of this paper, despite the 	
obvious overlap between support to parliaments and 
support to political parties, they exist as almost en-
tirely separate disciplines.

The approach to democracy assistance, however, 
has changed markedly in tone since the mid-2000s, 	
reflecting two significant developments in the field of 
international aid. The first is the emphasis now placed 
on ‘aid effectiveness’ and the second is the greater in-
terest in forms of ‘political economy’ analysis as a way 
of understanding how governance works in practice. 
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On the first front, in 2005 the Paris Declaration on 
aid effectiveness established the principles which now 
govern almost all donor activity. These are, briefly: 

•	 Ownership: Partner countries exercise effective 
leadership over their development policies 
and strategies, and coordinate development 
actions;

•	 Alignment: Donors base their overall support 
on partner countries’ national development 
strategies, institutions and procedures;

•	 Harmonization: Donors’ actions are more 
harmonized, transparent and collectively 
effective;

•	 Managing for results: Managing resources and 
improving decision-making for results;

•	 Mutual accountability: Donors and partners 
are accountable for development results.

The thrust behind the Paris principles was a desire for 
greater impact from donor interventions, by taking 
greater account of country context and working direct-
ly with partners in those countries to achieve common 
objectives. These principles were reinforced in 2008 by 
a subsequent High-Level Forum, which published the 
Accra Agenda for Action. The Accra document further 
emphasized the principle that all donor activity should 
seek to strengthen domestic institutions and forms 
of accountability. In other words, rather than work-
ing solely with the executive arm of government in a 
developing country, or creating new systems for the 
delivery and disbursement of aid, donors should use 
and enhance existing institutions and processes. Accra 
thus envisaged a specific role for parliaments as part-
ners in the process of development and had potential 
implications for support to political parties as agents 
of change.

The second development, the increasing use of po-
litical economy techniques to analyse and understand 
governance, has been led by a number of donor agen-
cies, most notably the Swedish International Develop-
ment Cooperation Agency (Sida), the UK Department 
for International Development (DFID) and the Dutch 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Each has developed its 
own analytical framework, but all work from similar 
guiding principles. For example, Sida’s Power Analysis, 
‘involves gaining a deeper understanding of the po-
litical, social, cultural and economic issues at play in 
a country; the power relationships between actors at 
the societal level and the incentives of these actors to 
affect or impede change’.5 In the same vein, DFID has 
invested significantly in its Drivers of Change Analysis, 

and subsequent tools such as its Country Governance 
Analysis, which draws on many of the same techniques, 
to help ‘understand how incentives, institutions and 
ideas shape political action and development outcomes 
in the countries where we work’.6 In short, political 
economy analysis is seen as a way to better understand 
the factors that determine both the quality and the 
outcomes of the political decision-making process.

The implication of both the aid effectiveness agenda 
and the use of political economy analysis for support 
projects, as is recognized by many donors, is that 
donors need to engage with the process of political 
change. This means designing and delivering projects 
which seek to address the deeper causes of political 
instability, poor governance and lack of democracy. 
By definition, this takes agencies into more political 
territory—as DFID’s 2009 White Paper, Building Our 
Common Future, notes: 

[T]he UK will increasingly put politics at the 
heart of its action. We need to understand who 
holds power in society so we can forge new alli-
ances for peace and prosperity. … In the future, 
understanding political dynamics will shape more 
of our programmes. This will change the decisions 
we make about how we spend our aid budget, 
what we want to focus on and who we want to 
work with.7

DFID is not alone in this analysis. In 2009, the 	
Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs published its 	
Democracy and Human Rights strategy, which stated, 
‘It is now recognized that democratization is about 
processes of political change. Democratization affects 
how power is distributed, used, contested and con-
trolled’.8 Similar sentiments are reflected in the pub-
lications of many of the international donor agencies. 
Nonetheless, it is not clear that this shift in rhetoric 
has been matched by a shift in donor practice. In fact, 
the desire for a deeper level of engagement and a more 
political approach to democracy support presents four 
distinct sets of problems:

1.	 Translating strategy into in-country activity.
	 Although there is growing consensus about 

the principles that should underpin democracy 
support and the need for greater political 
engagement, this would mean a fundamental 
change in the way that donor-funded projects 
are designed and delivered. Our research 
suggests that there is, as yet, little evidence of 
such a change. 
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2.	 The challenge of ‘political’ intervention.
	 Donor agencies have had a long-standing aver-

sion to ‘political interference’, that is, being 
accused of meddling in the domestic politics 
of another sovereign nation. Greater demo
cracy ultimately means some redistribution 
of power, however, with those in government 
being most likely to lose out. In that sense, it 
is overtly political. The challenge for donors 	
is to square the concern about interference 
with projects that recognize their political 
implications.

3.	 Setting realistic and meaningful objectives.
	 The challenge of identifying the impact of 

democracy assistance is not new. It has always 
been difficult to find reliable quantitative 
indicators, and to identify cause and effect 
in democracy programmes. However, per-
haps more significantly, the rationale behind 
democracy assistance needs to recognize that 
political change happens incrementally, over a 
long period and is shaped by a number of 	
different factors. In short, the scope for donors 
to influence the quality of democracy will 
always be limited.

4.	 Integration.
	 None of the component parts of a functioning 

democracy operates in isolation. Many of the 
newer analyses of governance challenges are 
explicit in recognizing the interdependence 
of different parts of the system. Nonetheless, 
democracy assistance is structured almost 
exclusively to deal with one part of the system 
at a time. 

These challenges pose problems for donor agencies at 
multiple levels and in many different areas of activ-
ity. This paper explores how they are addressing them, 
specifically in relation to their work with parliaments 
and political parties. As is mentioned above, these have 
traditionally formed a relatively small part of democ-
racy assistance, reflecting, in part, the fact that these 
were more overtly political areas of activity. However, 
the desire to engage with politics, combined with the 
fact that both parliaments and political parties are 
increasingly being seen as critical allies in donor agen-
cies’ democracy programmes, means that both spheres 
are gaining greater prominence. 

The development of parliamentary and 
party assistance

Parliaments remain the single most important institu-
tion in any representative democracy, as the principal 
forum for holding government to account in between 
elections and connecting the public with government 
by providing the ‘nerve-endings’ of the political sys-
tem. The United Nations Development Progamme 
(UNDP) highlights that parliaments are important 
because they empower ordinary people to participate 
in the political process.9 Donor support has therefore 
sought to strengthen these key parliamentary func-
tions by focusing on their oversight, lawmaking and 
representative functions. 

Donors have sought to deliver parliamentary pro-
grammes most commonly based around four types 
of activities. First, there are training seminars and 
workshops that teach a certain standard model to lo-
cal stakeholders, and aim to improve the processes and 
functions of the parliament. Second, there are the basic 
technical capacity building programmes that provide 
equipment and resources. Third, study visits are often 
incorporated into the programme as a way of introduc-
ing ideas of good practice and successful functioning. 
Lastly, there are interventions that establish a new de-
partment or process to make up a shortfall in current 
functioning. More recently, donors and practitioners 
have begun to include multiparty dialogue forums 
aimed at a particular issue, but these remain a small 
part of overall activity. 

The traditional approach to parliamentary support 
is essentially a technical one—perhaps reflecting the 
fact that parliamentary support is highly sensitive if it 
actively increases oversight of the executive. Providing 
equipment, resources or training, by contrast, is much 
less controversial—and often actively encouraged by 
the recipients. Significantly, the approach is shaped by 
the expertise and experience of the practitioners and 
led almost entirely by them. 

However, the impact of this approach has been lim-
ited. It is best summed up by Thomas Carothers, who 
commented in an assessment written in 1999: ‘if asked 
to name the area of democracy support that most often 
falls short of its goals, I would have to point to legis-
lative assistance’.10 A 2005 Sida report proposed four 
reasons for this failure, all of which remain pertinent.11 
First, donors and practitioners focus on the parliament 
as a ‘self-contained entity’, rather than its position 
within a wider political system. Consequently, the 
deficiencies identified by donors are often merely the 
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symptoms of political problems rather than the cause. 
Second, there is often a lack of commitment on the 
part of the government or parliamentary authorities 
to change the status quo. In many nascent democra-
cies, the system is dominated by a single party that has 
no incentive to implement qualitative changes. Third, 
there is a fundamental misreading by donors of the 
political dynamics within a given country. Incentives 
and disincentives that may hamstring progress are not 
well understood or articulated within the programme 
design. Lastly, there is a disconnect between the 	
objectives and the modes of delivering them. In other 
words, technical support is unlikely to achieve politi-
cal outcomes.

Support to political parties has followed a similar 	
trajectory, but forms an even smaller part of overall 
assistance efforts than parliamentary development. 
Again, this reflects the traditional donor aversion to 
overtly political activity, and a preference for engag-
ing with civil society. The dominant view has been 
that civil society played a catalytic role in the spread 
of democracy, particularly in Central and Eastern Eu-
rope, and negative perceptions of ‘the party’ in former 	
dictatorships have further diminished the reputation 
of these organizations among citizens and interna-
tional donors. 

However, in recent years there has been a refocusing 
of priorities, not least due to the number of countries 
where strong civil society has failed to overcome the 
weaknesses of political parties in order to produce 	
viable democracies.12 Academic and strategic literature 
began to demonstrate the invaluable role that politi-
cal parties play in the political system,13 and, despite 
their drawbacks, that they remain the most effective 
way to aggregate public opinion and represent citi-
zens’ concerns. Donor literature has begun to look at 
political party support and an increasing number of 
organizations are designing a range of programmes in 
the political party field. 

The institutions and agencies working in this field 
tend to fall into one of three types of activity. First, 
there are those that support the multiparty system as a 
whole, and which view party support as part of wider 
democracy assistance programmes. Second, there are 
the bilateral organizations, most notably the German 
Stiftungen, which prioritize sister party support and 
are not always directly involved in wider democratic 
development issues. Third, there are a number of in-
stitutions, such as the Netherlands Institute for Multi-
party Democracy (NIMD), the National Democratic 
Institute (NDI) and the International Republican 	

Institute (IRI), which provide multiparty support that 
also includes some bilateral elements. 

Again, party assistance has been subject to signifi-
cant criticism for its reliance on a standard model.14 
The charges include that donors often rely on an ide-
alized party model, which informs how they think 
about the problems of and solutions for parties; and 
that programming is built around activities that are 
once again practitioner-centric—more often than 
not characterized by workshops, training seminars 
and study visits—all of which rely on the assumption 
that a standard model is applicable to all contexts or 
that the experiences of one country are transferable to 
another. As Thomas Carothers notes: ‘Western party 
aid seems to be based on a old-fashioned idea of how 
political parties were in some earlier, more virtuous 
era, before the rise of television-driven, image-centric, 
personality-driven politics  …  and the growing cyni-
cism about partisan politics that characterizes political 
life in many established democracies.’15 

In addition, much party assistance has been devoid of 
any wider links to a strategy for democracy support. 
There is a common tendency, especially among the 
party-affiliated organizations working in the field, to 
assume that assistance to political parties is, by defi-
nition, a good thing. Often motivated by a desire to 
enhance the position of their sister parties, it is taken 
for granted that party support will be meaningful and 
constructive in the long term, regardless of content or 
context. Party assistance projects have also failed at the 
more basic level of simply ensuring that the projects 
are in line with the desired outcomes. In a report for 
Sida, the party-affiliated organizations in Sweden are 
strongly criticized for the lack of connection between 
activities and outcomes: ‘the effect on democracy is 
both vague and, at best, very long-term’.16 As other 
authors have noted, these problems are not confined to 
Sweden—the German stiftungen have been criticized 
for their lack of a specific strategy for party assistance.17

The challenges for donors in party 
and parliamentary support 

Donor agencies, recognizing the weaknesses of previ-
ous strategies for parliaments and political parties, have 
started to alter their approach in both spheres of activ-
ity. This has also been influenced by the wider focus on 
greater impact and aid effectiveness as well as a more 
overtly political analysis. The emerging priorities are 
characterized by a desire to engage with both parlia-
ments and parties at a deeper and more political level, 
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addressing the ‘drivers of change’, and to understand 
and tackle the causes of the problems, rather than sim-
ply treat the symptoms. Yet, the four sets of challenges 
listed above present specific problems for donors and 
have a particular set of dynamics in the fields of party 
and parliamentary support. 

i) Translating strategy into action
In both parliamentary and party assistance there is 
an emerging consensus within the donor community 
about the need for a more strategic approach which 
deals more directly with the political factors influ-
encing the performance of parties and parliaments. 
Among those working on parliamentary assistance 
there has been a marked effort to improve coordina-
tion and collaboration between donor agencies at 
the international level. For example, donors and in-
stitutions such as the Commonwealth Parliamentary 	
Association, the NDI, the UNDP, the World Bank 
Institute and the Inter-Parliamentary Union have been 
at the forefront of efforts to develop benchmarks for 
parliaments in the past five years. Since 2007, practi-
tioners and donor agencies working with parliaments 
have met several times to share experiences and dis-
cuss common challenges at meetings coordinated by 
DFID, the World Bank Institute and the UNDP.

In addition, the emphasis on technical support is giv-
ing way to a more nuanced view of the factors that 
determine parliamentary effectiveness. Recent devel-
opments suggest that donors are starting to congregate 
around a shared understanding of the problem and 
a new strategy that seeks to engage at a deeper level 
in order to achieve meaningful change. The outlines 
of this strategy exist in analyses commissioned by 	
donors such as DFID, Sida and the UNDP.18 The 
papers display a notable level of consensus in identi-
fying the problems that have troubled parliamentary 
assistance programmes in the past. They also provide 
a common agenda, closely linked to the Paris Decla-
ration, on how parliamentary assistance should de-
velop in the coming years, placing greater emphasis on 
projects that are focused on getting tangible results, 
and that are suited to the political context, deal with 
incentive structures, ensure ownership by the parlia-
mentary institution and are based on a long-term com-
mitment by donors.

There has been a similar set of developments among 
those working with political parties. Initiated by 	
International IDEA and DFID, a conference at Wilton 
Park, UK, held early in 2010 brought together the 
key institutions and actors in the field to discuss the 

main challenges for party assistance work. It provided 	
the basis for an ongoing set of discussions and, poten-
tially, greater coordination in promoting party support 
work. 

The content of party assistance is also evolving to ad-
dress some of the deeper political issues. For example, 
the NDI’s Guide to Political Party Development (2008) 
specifically addresses many of the political factors 
likely to enhance or hamper support programmes. It 
stresses the importance of understanding party in-
terests, ensuring buy-in for programmes by the party 
leadership and encouraging the party to take owner-
ship of any programme. There is also increased interest 
in the conditions and incentives that cause parties to 
behave in certain ways and, in particular, the factors 
that encourage parties to adopt progressive or pro-poor 
policies.19

However, this process is being driven primarily by 	
donor agencies at the strategic level, and it is not yet 
clear how far these principles are being translated into 
practical projects on the ground. That is not to suggest 
that such projects do not exist. There are undoubtedly 
individual country-level projects working with par-
liaments and parties which have built from the local 	
political context and engage with both at a more 	
political level, but these may be exceptional. This paper 
suggests that there is little evidence of a fundamental 
shift in the way that such projects are designed and 
delivered. The value of the strategic analysis and donor 
consensus is in the way they are applied in practice, 
and as yet there are few tangible examples on which 
to draw.

ii) The challenge of ‘political’ intervention
As is noted at several points in this chapter, the new 
emphasis on engaging with incentive structures and 
drivers of change in a particular country takes donors 
more deeply into political territory. It is based on the 
recognition that attempting to improve the perform-
ance of parliament or a political party means more 
than simply providing technical support or improv-
ing infrastructure. Ultimately, it is about changing 
political behaviour. In evidence to the British House 
of Commons All-Party Group on Africa, a senior 
figure from one of the main implementing organiza-
tions highlighted the need for change in parliamentary 
support work, ‘Too often donors and implementers 
“teach” MPs about their “role”. [The problem] is usu-
ally not MPs’ lack of understanding, but the incentive 
structure that governs their behaviour. Programming 
needs to focus on changing these incentive structures, 
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rather than simply “teaching” or “training” MPs’.20 
In other words, the role of donors is less about supply-
ing resources and capacity to parliaments and parties, 
and more about shaping what they do and how they 
do it. 

As a result, there is a growing sense that donors need 
to be more explicit about the fact that these forms 
of support are not only political, but also potentially 
partisan. That is, democracy assistance work, in so far 
as it seeks more transparency, accountability and rep-
resentation, means a redistribution of political power. 
Some political actors will benefit while others will see 
their influence constrained. It is partisan in that it will 
benefit one political grouping more than another. As 
Thomas Carothers argues, however, acknowledging 
the partisan nature of support is not by definition a 
bad thing if it forces donors to accept the implications 
of their activity.21

This, however, takes donors into areas of which they 
have long been wary. Yet, as the quality of govern-
ance has risen in the order of donors’ priorities, so the 
need to work more with parliaments and parties has 
become more pressing – and to do so in a political way. 
Different donors have responded in different ways. A 
recent ‘How to note’ on working with political parties 
published by the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
suggests that country offices need to be clear about the 
rationale of the programme and the eligibility criteria 
of the political parties with which they will work, and 
to be aware of political sensitivities at different stages 
of the electoral cycle.22 Others have been more explicit 
about their political role, particularly in challenging 
environments. NIMD, for example, states that: ‘With-
out compromising its impartiality, NIMD … cannot 
hold to a traditional concept of neutrality and thus 
should not shy away from exercising political pres-
sure’.23

However, the fear of being accused of interfering in 
the political process, either through parliamentary or 
party support, means that many projects are character-
ized by tentativeness in engaging with political drivers. 
Establishing the strategic principles to guide such work 
is important. However, implementation of a project on 
the ground will have to take into account the need 
to negotiate the different political forces within that 
country and the potential for those in power to under-
mine the project’s objectives, and aim not to conflict 
with donor countries’ other diplomatic objectives.

iii) Establishing politically  
realistic objectives 
There is now a common acceptance among donor 
organizations that the process of democratic reform 
needs to be driven from within, rather than imposed 
from the outside. If programmes to support parlia-
ments and political parties are genuinely aimed at 
changing the behaviour of key political actors, the 
aims and objectives of the support programme need 
to be owned by those actors. This means that donors 
have to work with the grain of political will within 
the parliament or party, and work with, or around, 
the various incentive structures which determine the 	
effectiveness of the institution. 

In this context, programmes need to be realistic about 
what sort of change they can hope to effect. There 
will often be a limited political window within which 
donors can operate and programmes need to be built 
on more modest, but realistic objectives. This means 
that programmes need to be designed and delivered 
in a different way. At the Wilton Park conference on 
support to political parties, one participant made a 
plea to the representative of a major donor organiza-
tion: ‘What we need is less money and more time’. The 
comment generated much sympathy in the room and 
was a recognition of the fact that many donor agencies 
are still expecting significant political change over a 
relatively short time period. To this end, a report for 
Sida from 2002 made a point for many programmes: 
‘The insight that institutional reform requires deeper 
changes underscores how slow and difficult change 
will be. We will most probably, therefore, have to re-
vise our notion of long-term change from five to ten 
years, as at present, to several decades at a minimum.’24 
The conception of what is achievable over what time-
frame needs to be based on a more realistic assessment 
of how political change happens. 

iv) Integrating parliamentary and  
party support
As is mentioned above, democracy support work 
tends to address items in isolation from each other, 
particularly when it comes to institutional devel-
opment. This is a weakness, but it is particularly 
significant in support to parliaments and political 
parties. Parties are, of course, central to the quality 	
of parliamentary performance. In the first instance, 	
they usually provide parliamentarians with the 	
principal route to re-election and the means to a 	
political career. Parliamentarians therefore look pri-
marily to their political party for advice and guidance 
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on how they should behave in parliament, which way 
they should vote or from where their support can be 
expected to come. Perhaps more significantly, par-
ties provide the basis for parliamentary organization. 
While the standing orders or parliamentary by-laws 
provide the rules of the game, the parties determine 
the games within the rules, providing the vehicles 	
for negotiation between government and opposition 
over legislation and parliamentary business. In short, 
they ensure the smooth functioning, or not, of parlia-
ment.

The quality and character of the political parties will 
therefore have a significant impact on the effectiveness 
of parliament. For example, strong, disciplined parties, 
such as those which exist in some African states, may 
mean that parliament is entirely dominated by the gov-
ernment. At the other extreme, a multiplicity of parties 
with little discipline or internal cohesion, such as exist 
in some Latin American countries, makes parliament 
unpredictable and difficult to organize. Where a party 
has no control over its parliamentarians, the legisla-
ture will struggle to organize its business, let alone 
take decisions over legislation or government policy. 
By the same token, a party’s electoral appeal should be 
based, at least in part, on its record in parliament. An 
ineffective, badly organized parliament which fails to 
use its powers to influence policy decisions and legisla-
tion should be of direct concern to the political parties 
within it. 

In short, support to parties and parliaments is closely 
linked. Practitioners working on party assistance will 
engage with political parties in the course of their 
work, and need to understand their interests in either 
strengthening or weakening the parliament and play to 
those political incentives. Practitioners working with 
political parties are almost certain to be concerned 
with the organization of the parliamentary caucus, 
how policy positions are pursued in parliament or the 
implementation of manifesto commitments through 
the legislative process. 

Given this level of interdependence it would seem 	
obvious that support to parties and parliaments should 
be better linked, but there has been little activity 
which does so effectively. For example, although some 
organizations claim to be working with parties in par-
liament, closer examination of such projects suggests 
that rather than using parties to address some of the 
fundamental weaknesses of the parliament, the parlia-
ment is simply the venue for traditional party assist-
ance work. Although efforts to support political insti-
tutions will involve donors working towards similar 

aims, the design and implementation of programmes 
for parties and programmes for parliaments persists, 
with little attempt to align objectives and outcomes.

Conclusions 

The purpose of this paper is to examine how donors 
are meeting these challenges in projects in different 
countries. As is highlighted above, the shift in donor 
attitudes to parliamentary and party assistance is a 
relatively recent development, with most of the activ-
ity taking place at the strategic level—between the key 	
actors from the headquarters of the main agencies. 
This is, it should be stressed, an important and wel-
come development. There is an emerging consensus 
about the importance of both parliaments and par-
ties to donor objectives, and the need to engage with 
both at a deeper and more political level. However, the 
adoption of these principles still leaves a number of 
practical difficulties and there has been relatively little 
assessment of how these strategic changes are playing 
themselves out in projects on the ground. 

Chapter 2 looks in more detail at the challenges facing 
donors in translating strategic rhetoric into projects on 
the ground, problems of integration and coordination, 
and the effectiveness of such programmes. Chapter 3 
explores these themes in relation to four case stud-
ies: from Tanzania; Uganda; Macedonia; and Ghana. 
Each case study reflects a different approach to engag-
ing with the politics of the reform process and efforts 
to integrate support to parliaments and political par-
ties. Chapter 4 draws on these examples to set out the 
main lessons and recommendations in the develop-
ment of support to parliaments and political parties.
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Chapter 1 highlights the extent to which donors are 
seeking to improve the delivery and impact of support 
to parliaments and political parties. This has involved 
a recognition by most donors of the need to engage 
with the politics of institutional change, drawing on 
more sophisticated forms of political analysis and de-
veloping projects on that basis. This chapter provides 
a brief assessment of the way in which donor agencies 
are translating those strategic insights into programme 
design and implementation, and the continuing dif-
ficulties they face. 

This chapter has four sections. The first examines the 
recent emphasis on international standards and con-
text-specific programming to improve effectiveness, 
the second looks at how these strategies are being ap-
plied in country programmes, the third assesses coor-
dination among donors and integration of programme 
objectives and the fourth looks at the effectiveness of 
such projects overall. It concludes that, despite the 
rhetoric of aid effectiveness, there is a lack of clarity 
and coherence around much of the work in this field, 
which undermines the continuing impact of parlia-
mentary and party support work.

i) Strategic approaches to parliaments  
and political party assistance
The attempt to improve the impact of both parliamen-
tary and party assistance should be understood as part 
of the wider emphasis on aid effectiveness. Most donor 
agencies make support to parliaments and parties an 
explicit part of their good governance and develop-
ment programmes. For example, DFID has paid in-
creasing attention to parliaments and parties in recent 
White Papers,25 and the UNDP describes legislative 
assemblies as an ‘integral component’ of development 
assistance,26 and states that ‘parliaments and parlia-
mentarians have a critical role to play in spurring and 
sustaining national action towards the [Millennium 
Development Goals, MDGs]’.27 Similarly, NIMD’s 

From strategic objectives  
to project implementation

work with parties is premised on the belief that ‘with-
out more accountable governments and better per-
forming political systems, the international endeavour 
to deliver on the MDGs is destined to fail’.28

As is noted in chapter  1, donors are attempting to 
address the challenges of engaging with politics and 
translating strategic insights into country-specific pro-
gramming. The pressure to show results has improved 
coordination between donor agencies, and led to a de-
gree of consensus over the priorities and approaches to 
this end. Two dominant trends have become apparent 
in recent years. There has been a concerted attempt to 
identify universal standards, benchmarks and indica-
tors to which parliaments and parties should conform. 
In addition, there has been an emphasis on understand-
ing the specific local context in which a parliament or 
a party operates, and on designing programmes which 
fit such contexts. 

In the field of parliamentary support, a number of 
recent initiatives from the NDI, the UNDP, the 
Commonwealth Parliamentary Association and the 
Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU), often in collabora-
tion with one another, have sought to establish inter-
nationally recognized standards.29 The concept rests 
on an agreed set of international norms and bench-
marks against which an institution can be measured 
and through which interventions can be planned, and 
draws heavily on the examples of human rights and 
electoral standards which are widely used. Typically, 
the benchmarks will suggest minimum standards for 
a parliament on the powers of committees, the right 
to amend legislation and parliament’s control of its 
own budget. Or, to take one specific example, the 	
Canadian Parliamentary Centre’s Parliamentary Report 
Card 30 sets out four areas which are ‘almost universally 
regarded as the core functions of the parliament’:31 
legislation; oversight; representation; and budgets. The 
card is then used to score the performance of a parlia-
ment in these areas.
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There have been similar drives towards a standards-
based approach to political parties, the most notable 
exponent being the NDI in its Minimum Standards 
for Democratic Functioning of Political Parties. This 
document was drafted in ‘response to requests 
from [NDI]’s political party partners in emerg-
ing democracies for universally accepted guiding 	
principles and norms for open and democratic par-
ties’.32 The standards are meant to both guide the ac-
tivities of practitioners and inform political parties on 
their own development. NDI considers the standards 
to be a reflection of the current practices and princi-
ples of established and broadly democratic political 
parties.33 The document itself consists of a number of 
clauses, grouped into two main sections: party behav-
iour and party organization. The clauses cover a wide 
range of issues, and there is particular emphasis on the 
inclusion of cross-cutting issues of human rights, free-
dom of speech, minority representation and financial 
transparency. It is an attempt to ground political par-
ties in internationally accepted norms. 

Other initiatives use broad categories to inform their 
programming, describing the general function of an 
institution within the political system. For example 
the United States Agency for International Develop-
ment (USAID) publication Political Party Assistance 
(2003) establishes criteria for assessing whether a party 
is democratic, and whether it can be assisted as a result. 
There is an acknowledgement that the majority of par-
ties will be somewhere along the spectrum, rather than 
at one end or the other, and that the ultimate crite-
rion is a demonstrable commitment to reform. NIMD 
takes a similar approach in A Framework for Demo-
cratic Party Building (2004), which explains the ‘insti-
tutionalization’ of a party, that is, the process ‘whereby 
parties become better organized, practice democratic 
values and establish rules and procedures that will 	
allow them to compete more effectively and be more 
successful in elections and at implementing their 
policy preferences.’34 The publication contains analysis 
of the hallmarks of an institutionalized party, and of 
some of the practices that may hinder their emergence. 
There are lists of positive and negative practices, which 
suggest the possible aims of activities. 

At the same time, many of these documents also em-
phasize the need for a detailed analysis and under-
standing of the local political context. This quote from 
the UNDP’s Parliamentary Strategy Note is typical: 
‘parliamentary development programmes that are not 
politically contextualized can do as much harm as 
good’.35 Beyond the broad strategic documentation, 
organizations frequently provide contextual studies 	
in programme literature, keen to demonstrate the 

connection between the specific shape of the political 
landscape and the objectives of the programme. This is 
often formed through the use of various political econ-
omy tools such ‘drivers of change’ or ‘power analysis’, 
which allow practitioners to choose more suitable aid 
modalities and to make them more ‘politically intel-
ligent interlocutors and more effective operators’36 by 
grounding programmes in a meticulous reading of the 
political context. This, in turn, is intimately linked 
with an emphasis on local ownership, which reflects 
the recognition that ‘programme sustainability, par-
ticularly in political environments, requires local 
ownership and engagement in parliamentary strength-
ening’.37 Again, the aid effectiveness agenda is the 
primary driver of this trend, stipulating that donors 
should be grounding support within the institutions 
and strategies of the partner countries. 

ii) Managing the tension between  
universal standards and context-specific 
programming
Although these two trends do not directly contradict 
one another, there is a tension between them which 
the design and delivery of support projects will need 
to navigate carefully. The development of programmes 
that conform to international standards for parlia-
ments and political parties is partly driven by a desire 
to insulate donors from accusations of partisanship 
and political interference. However, the focus on po-
litical economy analysis and local context is designed 
to immerse programmes more deeply in the politics of 
the country. This highlights, once again, the challenge 
of applying strategic principles to project documents 
and country-specific programmes. 

Although donors are evidently using political econ-
omy tools in their assessments of parliamentary and 	
party support, this contextual analysis is often 	
broached in very broad terms and means that pro-
gramme documents often shy away from any objec-
tives which might be construed as political. Too often, 
they fall back on generalized objectives, such as the 
following which is taken from one agency’s project 
document: 

•	 Political parties become more institutional-
ized, improving internal capacity to enable 
greater responsiveness to citizens, and im-
proved representation of their interests. 

•	 The parliament becomes more institutionally 
effective, the work of committees and indi-
vidual MPs is enhanced, and oversight and 
accountability roles are strengthened.
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•	 Civil society is increasingly engaged in con-
necting citizens with the political process. 

Although these are worthy ambitions, they offer little 
guidance or political context, and would be difficult 
to translate into concrete activities with targeted out-
comes. The objectives merely reiterate the necessary 
functions of these institutions in any democratic sys-
tem. 

The consultants and practitioners in the field with 
whom we spoke were clear that most donors were 
simply too cautious to approach anything deemed po-
litical. In parliamentary support, donors tend to talk 
about ‘strengthening oversight and accountability’, 	
or ‘increased assertiveness’ and a cursory glance 	
might suggest that these aims are political as they 	
may enable parliament to challenge the government 
and its policies. While this is true to a certain extent, 
the objectives fail to articulate any partisan differ-
ences that exist between individual parliamentarians. 	
It is likely that parliamentary oversight, accountability 
and assertiveness will be driven primarily by the op-
position members in the assembly, rather than those 
from the ruling party with a stake in maintaining 
the status quo. However, most parliamentary objec-
tives do not do this. By regarding the parliament as a 	
self-contained entity, its constituent members are 
similarly seen first and foremost as generic parliamen-
tarians. This allows the donor to avoid accusations 	
of partisanship or bias, and makes it easier to keep 	
activities within the safe boundaries of the parliamen-
tary institution. 

Political party objectives show a similar inclination 
towards depoliticization. Although individual organi-
zations and programmes may differ in the specifics, 
the ‘overall objective remains that of building political 
parties that, through improved organizational capaci-
ty, programmatic coherence, and abidance by the rules 
of good governance, can constitute a fundamental 
building block for the consolidation of democracy.’38 
The tendency is to view the multiparty system as a sin-
gle institution, with parity between each constituent 
party. The effect of this is that all political parties are 
diagnosed with similar capacity deficiencies that do 
not take account of the inherent differences between 
them. They do not explicitly acknowledge the different 
roles of a government party, on the one hand, and an 
opposition party, on the other. This is because the im-
plication of treating them according to their separate 
roles and functions would be to invite accusations of 
partisanship and bias. 

In that light, the existence of universal standards or 
benchmarks is useful, and can provide a framework 
within which to work. The danger, however, is that 
such indicators are used in isolation and independent 
of the political context. Our interviews suggested that 
much support to parliaments and parties is still fall-
ing back on what Thomas Carothers describes as the 
‘standard model’, failing to understand the incentives 
that drive political actors and relying on methods that 
are not necessarily suited to local conditions. A 2007 
analysis by the Overseas Development Institute (ODI) 
states that: ‘donors are often naive about the political 
incentives which MPs work under, assuming incor-
rectly in many cases that they are primarily concerned 
with representing their constituents and holding the 
executive to account, when in fact they are most inter-
ested in retaining their seats.’39 This highlights one of 
the most notable standards of parliamentary and party 
assistance, which views both politicians and parties as 
driven by altruism rather than self-interest—the ideal 
democrat who would instinctively support political 
reform as a good thing. 

This, in turn, has an effect on local ownership. Our re-
search has shown that locally owned programmes are 
still thin on the ground. Local stakeholders are largely 
uninvolved in building strategies or shaping the direc-
tion and content of programming, and as a result there 
is little enthusiasm or commitment to the programme 
itself. This situation results in what Kumar has called 
‘benign neglect’,40 in which recipients do not actively 
oppose assistance but are hardly fervent in their dedi-
cation to the programme and its objectives. For some 
programmes, the most prevalent form of local own-
ership has been to ask recipients what assistance they 
require. Ostensibly, this seems like an efficient way of 	
ensuring that programmes are contextually appro-
priate. However, those we spoke with were generally 
scathing about this approach, remarking that parlia-
mentarians and party members will necessarily gravi-
tate towards material support or travel opportunities. 
Although these may be suitable in some cases, many 
institutions in developing democracies are now materi-
ally and technically quite proficient, and the acquisi-
tion of more resources is really surplus to requirements.

It should be stated explicitly that the development of 
international standards for parliaments and political 
parties (and support to parliaments and parties) is a 
positive development, which should improve the way 
in which many programmes are designed and deliv-
ered. Most of the benchmarks and indicators, how-
ever, stress the need for them to be accompanied by 
an understanding of the local political context.41 Yet, it 



22

appears that many programmes are failing to translate 
the analysis of political drivers into project objectives 
as the practicalities of applying these insights on the 
ground often present difficulties. Devoid of this con-
text, the use of benchmarks could encourage a reliance 
on a standard approach and further shift the emphasis 
away from ‘political programming’.

iii) Coordination and integration  
of objectives
Our research suggests that the gap between the theory 
of greater political analysis and its application to pro-
gramme delivery is also evident in the way in which 
programmes are designed and managed. In the first 
place, although contextual analyses will uniformly 
emphasize the interdependence of political institu-
tions, programmes are invariably compartmentalized, 
with each institution treated as a separate and discrete 
target for intervention. 

This gap is especially apparent in relation to parlia-
mentary and party support, where the role of oppo-
sition parties in parliament, or the pervading institu-
tional dominance of the ruling party, are often central 
to the analysis, but the objectives rarely address these 
dynamics explicitly. Noting this trend, the academic 
Peter Burnell has stated that ‘the two areas [party and 
parliamentary support] have tended to proceed in 
parallel and along separate lines, even when funded 
or, even, carried out by the same organisation’.42 One 
parliamentary consultant with experience of projects 
in the Asia-Pacific region notes that party and parlia-
mentary projects are rarely co-designed, and both will 
continue to underperform until this is addressed. 

Parliamentary support has come under particular 
criticism in this regard. Sida’s 2005 review notes that: 
‘too often, parliamentary support programmes have 
focused on the parliament as a self-contained institu-
tion and, as a result, have concentrated on the symp-
toms of a dysfunctional political process, rather than 
the underlying causes’.43 This last point is of particular 
importance. When viewed in isolation, institutional 
deficiencies are most frequently portrayed in terms 
of the capacity to fulfil certain functions, perceived 
as integral to that institution alone. Without refer-
ence to other cross-cutting dynamics in the political 
system, there is a tendency to view the problem as a 
lack of technical capability or appropriate legislation. 
For example, in Uganda, one practitioner active in the 
country told us that donor support since the late 1990s 
has meant the parliament is technically proficient, and 
is constitutionally capable of holding the government 

to account. However, the dominance of the ruling Na-
tional Resistance Movement (NRM) party means that 
legislative oversight is not exercised effectively. In other 
words, to understand the weakness of the parliament, 
one needs to understand the power balance among the 
parties. One experienced practitioner has said that the 
need to address political parties in parliamentary work 
remains the ‘elephant in the room’.

The second factor is the lack of coordination between 
donors working with parliaments and parties in the 
same country. Although the Aid Effectiveness agenda 
has prioritized greater harmony of donor activities, 
there remains a lack of communication, let alone full 
coordination, between organizations on the ground. 
An experienced parliamentary consultant noted after 
a recent visit to Kosovo that despite the large number 
of democracy support organizations working with the 
Assembly, there was no coordination at all—and that 
this situation was not exceptional.

One country we examined has two major democratic 
support organizations working with political parties, 
implementing a whole spectrum of activities. Yet, 
despite the fact that both receive funding from US-
AID, there is little formal cooperation between the 
organizations beyond the monthly USAID-organized 
implementers meeting. There is a tacit agreement 
not to ‘tread on each other’s toes’, but, according to 
a former employee of one of the agencies who is still 
working as an independent consultant in the region, 
the relationship was characterized by competition be-
tween the two organizations for territory and project 
space with key politicians, parties or committees, with 
neither willing to cede ground. Our discussions with 
consultants in post-conflict countries suggest that the 
bigger the project, the greater the pressure on the do-
nor agency to show tangible results, and the greater the 
competition between them. 

The effect in such environments is that there is not 
just duplication and waste of resources, but also oc-
casional contradiction in donor approaches. Although 
ultimately these organizations are working towards 
similar goals, the lack of coordination can have a det-
rimental effect on the overall aims of programmes. In 
both party and parliamentary support, failure to coor-
dinate among donors has allowed recipients to maxi-
mize their resources. As is noted above, several inter-
viewees attested to the tendency for local stakeholders 
to secure material support, regardless of its utility. The 
‘donor marketplace’ means that recipients can request 
this type of support and donors tend not to ask for 
much commitment in return, simply because the lo-
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cal stakeholders can choose to go elsewhere if material 
comes with too many conditions. In the words of one 
interviewee, ‘donors are frequently chasing their own 
tails’. An example of the effect this can have on pro-
gramming can be seen in monitoring and evaluation. 
In one extensive party support programme in Eastern 
Europe, someone involved with the programme indi-
cated that effective means for capturing institutional 
change were hamstrung by the reluctance of the donor 
to request any substantive information from the par-
ties, lest they baulk at the imposition and simply walk 
away from the programme. There is little stopping 
them when they can secure identical support from 
other donors. 

In such circumstances projects can develop a momen-
tum of their own, where the project team is under pres-
sure from the agency to achieve something. By strug-
gling to engage the local partners fully in the original 
objectives of the programme, the project team finds 
itself either pandering to the requests of those partners, 
changing those objectives or simply measuring signs of 
activity rather than tangible outcomes.

iv) Impact and effect
We were told candidly by more than one interviewee, 
reflecting experience of projects in Africa, Asia, and 
Central and Eastern Europe, that the principal prob-
lem was that most projects were ‘rubbish’, or words to 
that effect. Such was the strength of feeling about the 
quality of many projects that we should perhaps finesse 
this reflection. The effect of the design problems noted 
above can be summarized as poor planning and design 
resulting in unrealistic objectives, a focus on outputs 
rather than outcomes and a mismatch between activi-
ties and outcomes.

First, few projects seem to be underpinned by a clear 
understanding of how political change happens. 
They seem to be premised on an assumption of lin-
ear progress, so that certain activities will inevitably 
lead to certain results. Most of the people working on 
such projects know that political change is difficult, 
messy, haphazard and rarely quick—such assumptions 
are reinforced by the use of political economy analy-
sis. Nonetheless, project planning documents seem to 
leave no room for such uncertainty, and are thus built 
on faulty logic.

This is most evident in the timeframe for such 	
projects, which always seems to assume change 
can happen within 2–3 years. At the strategic level, 	
there is a clear acknowledgement of the need to take 

account of the long timescales required to see substan-
tive political change. DFID’s 2007 governance policy 
paper states clearly that: ‘building democratic values 
and institutions takes time … progress can be slow and 
difficult’.44 The Norwegian Agency for Development 
Cooperation (NORAD) is more explicit in its report: 

Few, if any, aid interventions ever provide ‘quick 
fixes’ to a challenge and this certainly applies 
to parliamentary strengthening. Parliamentary 
strengthening requires a long time horizon. 	
Effectiveness, let alone long-term impact, in terms 
of functioning parliaments can only be achieved 
through patient and painstaking work over the 
long run. A decade would by no means be exces-
sive. It should be recalled that electoral cycles are 
typically 4–5 years. Hence, the duration of an 
intervention over two electoral cycles would be 
justified, preferably even three or more.45

Yet these insights rarely translate into project design. 	
As the NORAD report hints, electoral cycles are a 	
favourite ‘window’ in which to implement a pro-
gramme, yet this amount of time is woefully short. 
Despite the broad and ambitious wording of objec-
tives, programme documents will often contain a set 
of outcomes based around the next set of elections, a 
maximum of four or five years away. Democracy pro-
gramming has become what Thomas Carothers has 
termed ‘projectized’,46 that is, bound by bureaucratic 
structures of systematic planning and evaluation—
there is a pressure to see quantifiable results as a return 
on donors’ investment. As a result, there is a conflict 
between the long-term, overarching objectives of a 
programme, and the short-term outputs that are used 
to measure success. Programmes need to have a man-
ageable timeframe to fit into the evaluation culture. 

Second, an additional effect of the difficulty recog-
nizing the challenges of political change means that 	
activities and outcomes are mismatched. Donors al-
most set themselves up to fail. The 2010 NORAD re-
port draws attention to the concrete problems that can 
arise from a poor understanding of political dynamics. 
The report characterizes training of parliamentarians 
as a ‘Sisyphean Task’: once one batch of MPs has been 
trained, ‘a large proportion of them will lose the next 
election and be replaced by novices  …  the turnover 
rate of parliamentarians often reaches 30–50 per cent, 
and sometimes even more’.47 Two issues arise from 
this observation. First, it demonstrates the pitfalls of 
a narrow institutional view of democratic assistance. 
By wanting to affect the parliament in isolation, pro-
grammes miss the other elements of the system that 	
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directly affect it. Second, it highlights the impor-
tance of understanding who the key players are in the 	
political system, who shapes the rules of the game 
and whose influence is more likely to transcend the 	
confines of the electoral cycle. 

There is little evidence in programme documentation 
that donors and implementing agencies take account 
of such factors. Instead, donors frequently try to affect 
as many people as possible through an enormous range 
of training programmes. For example, one report 	
from an agency announces that its programmes in 
a Balkan state mean that their trainers worked with 
some 11000 activists from 13 political parties and 	
coalitions between 2001 and 2006. This tells us noth-
ing about impact. It suggests the importance of quan-
tity over quality. This is a significant omission given 
that the next stage is where meaningful results will 
take place, rather than the training itself. As one in-
terviewee working in a post-conflict country told us, 
the underlying principle appears to be ‘we throw as 
much mud at a wall as we can, and hope that some of 
it sticks’.

Third, given the pressures mentioned above, projects 
tend to be built around what can be measured, which 
tend to be quantitative indicators, rather than the 
more difficult qualitative indicators which are likely to 
reflect genuine political change. As a result, projects 
tend to focus on measuring activity and outputs 
rather than genuine outcomes. In February 2010, the 	
Swedish Agency for Development Evaluation 
(SADEV) reported on the impact of the support 
provided by Swedish party-affiliated organizations 
to international political parties. The report recorded 
that while output objectives (concrete services and 
products) were mostly fulfilled, the achievement of 
outcome objectives (short- to medium-term change) 
tended to vary considerably.48 Although much of the 
donor community working in this area is eager to find 
better ways to measure the impact of such projects, 
this is proving elusive and, in the meantime, they are 
relying on hard, quantitative data. The problem is that 
once a project is built around measuring certain in-
dicators, the activities are distorted towards meeting 
those objectives. In short, if you set the wrong indica-
tors, you end up doing the wrong things. 

Conclusions

Our analysis of international agencies’ strategic docu-
ments and discussions with project implementers in 
a variety of countries with differing political envi-
ronments suggests that most programmes are strug-

gling to translate their analytical insights into their 
programmes on the ground. Donors are beginning 
to engage with the political dynamics of a country, 
rather than simply making an appraisal of the techni-
cal capacity of each institution. In the case of Georgia, 
ODI found that ‘most donors are very aware of the 
hurdles and incentives that currently limit the capacity 
and reach of many opposition parties. These are often 
of a political rather than a technical nature, and they 
are grounded in the historical legacies of the Soviet era 
as well as in the current constitutional, economic and 
political power of the ruling party.’49 Yet, these analy-
ses tend to examine the political landscape in a broad 
narrative that, while containing the main points, 
does not employ a consistent model for distilling and 	
presenting the information. Consequently, when the 
objectives are set out, it can be difficult to make a 
sound connection between the issues on the ground 
and the desired change. It is increasingly apparent that 
despite growing contextual awareness there has been 
little impact on the form and content of programmes, 
as is demonstrated by the increasing number of 	
political economy and context-driven analyses but 	
the continued publication of traditional programme 
documents.

However, these are generalizations. The way in which 
such programmes are implemented will vary from 	
organization to organization, and country to country. 
A basket committee rolling out a programme across 
the entire range of political institutions is likely to 
differ greatly in the presentation and scope of objec-
tives from an organization working on the model of 
sister-party support. The purpose of this chapter is to 
highlight some of the tensions and difficulties donors 
face in moving away from the strategic to the specific. 
These trends and challenges are examined in more 	
detail in each of the case studies in chapter 3. 
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Four case studies: Support to parties  
and parliaments in practice

This chapter examines the experience of support to 
parliaments and political parties with reference to 
four specific programmes. The dynamics of assist-
ance programmes vary from country to country and 
from agency to agency. However, our discussions with 
agency staff in the field, those at headquarters, and in-
dependent consultants working in a variety of contexts 
highlighted a number of recurring problems. These 
problems were set out in chapter 1 in the four chal-
lenges facing donor programmes: translating strategy 
into country-specific projects; the challenge of politi-
cal engagement; establishing meaningful objectives; 
and integrating parliamentary and party support.

The case studies below were chosen because each 
has sought to achieve overtly political outcomes. 
We recognize that the choice of countries is, in 
some senses, arbitrary and can only present a partial 
analysis. The purpose is not to assess the individual 
projects, but instead to understand some of the 
challenges of political programming with reference 
to some illustrative case studies. We do not, how-
ever, make any claim that they are representative. In 
the process of identifying examples, we looked for 	
projects that actively sought to engage with the 	
politics of change. That is, they used a form of political 
analysis to identify the underlying problems (such as 
drivers of change), and the subsequent project design 
not only reflected this analysis, but also sought to use 
political, rather than solely technical, means to achieve 
the desired change. Each was based on a sophisticated 
analysis of the political context and sought to engage 
with the political drivers and incentive structures 	
affecting the performance of the parliament and 	
political parties. In these respects, they differ from the 
majority of projects providing technical support. The 
studies also highlight the practical difficulties of trans-
lating strategy into practice, how programmes handle 
the reality of sensitive political interventions and the 
challenges that come with integrating assistance to 
parties and parliaments. 

The first two case studies are examples of multi-	
donor funded ‘deepening democracy’ projects: one in 
Tanzania and the other in Uganda. The premise for 
both was a recognition of the interdependence of the 
different institutions of democracy and the need for 
a programme which integrated support to a diverse 
set of political institutions and actors. Nonetheless, 
they provide very different experiences and insights, 
highlighting the difficulty of translating political 
analysis into the planning, management and delivery 
of projects. 

The third and fourth case studies examine the work 
of individual institutions in addressing the challenges 
highlighted above. They examine, respectively, the 
work of the NIMD in Ghana and that of the WFD 
in Macedonia. The Ghana case study provides an 	
example of a project explicitly designed to strengthen 
political parties but which sought also to influence 	
other aspects of the political system, not least the parlia-
ment. The Macedonia case, meanwhile, is an example 
of a project that sought to strengthen the parliament 
by working through and with political parties. Both 
projects were based on a detailed understanding of the 
political dynamics in the country and engaged directly 
with them in order to foster institutional, cultural and 
behavioural change. They reveal some of the potential 
problems such programming can face, not least de-
pendence on local stakeholder buy-in, but also offer 
some principles which might inform future work. The 
lessons from each of these projects are drawn out in the 
broader context of how international donor agencies 
design and fund political programmes in chapter 4.
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Deepening Democracy 
in Tanzania 

The Deepening Democracy in Tanzania Programme 
(DDTP), which ran from mid-2007 until June 2010, 
was a UNDP-implemented project that aimed to affect 
a wide range of democratic institutions simultaneous-
ly. The programme had a number of objectives relating 
to institutions within the Tanzanian political system, 
including strengthening electoral processes, civic edu-
cation, parliamentary oversight and communication, 
and increasing the capacity of political parties and of 
a pluralistic party system. The overarching rationale of 
the DDTP was to expand and entrench existing demo-
cratic achievements by building the capacity of these 
institutions. The Project Document (2007), signed 
by the UNDP and the Government of Tanzania in 
2007, puts specific emphasis on the desire to develop 
democratic ‘principles, values and culture’, reflecting a 
tacit recognition that democratic development means 
changing political behaviour as well as its institutional 
structures. 

The DDTP’s implementation was premised on: first, 
a basic level of democracy within Tanzania; and, sec-
ond, genuine commitment by key political stakehold-
ers to developing participatory politics. The opening 
paragraphs of the Project Document stress this com-
mitment and make it clear that the programme rests 
on a record of democratic development. It highlights 
evidence of three successful elections since the return 
to multiparty politics in 1992, and especially the 2005 
elections which were broadly recognized by interna-
tional observers as free and fair (albeit not without 
challenges).50 The programme documentation identi-
fies a lack of ‘political liberalism’ as the primary chal-
lenge for Tanzanian democracy,51 emphasizing that 
the lack of a democratic political culture is ultimately 
tied to the institutions of the political system. 

The DDTP evolved, to a large extent, from the 	
UNDP-led basket committee, which supported the 
2005 electoral process. The Project Document makes 
clear that this intervention, and the response of various 
local and international stakeholders to it, informed the 
design of the DDTP. In particular, the coordination 
of support through a single basket committee was re-
garded as beneficial, preventing overlap or duplication 
in assistance. The timeframe for the implementation 
of the programme was set to coincide with the 2010 
elections, and, according to the development partners 

we interviewed, the elections provided the timeline, 
the objective and the bellwether of the programme’s 
success or failure. 

Political context

Tanzania’s transition to multiparty politics began 
in 1992, when the recommendations of the Nyalali 
Commission were implemented. The Commission had 
been set up in 1991 by the then-president, Ali Hassan 
Mwinyi, to consult with citizens and make recom-
mendations on the viability of a return to multiparty 
politics. Since 1963, Tanzania had been a de facto 
one-party state,52 and the socialist Chama Cha Map-
induzi (CCM) had dominated the political scene since 
the 1977 merger of the mainland Tanganyika African 	
National Union and Zanzibar’s Afro-Shirazi Party. 
The fall of communism in Europe and the failures of 
the Nyerere administration’s economic policies meant 
that the one party structures could not be sustained.53 
The CCM therefore instigated a policy of reform, 
through the Nyalali Commission, which opened 
up the political system to a number of new parties 
in 1992 and paved the way for multiparty elections 
in 1995. The process of change was driven from the 
top and carefully managed by the CCM. The CCM 
was able to win a landslide in the first elections, and 
remained head and shoulders above the other parties 
for the next eighteen years. Although reform did not 
begin and end in 1992, and positive steps have been 
taken towards greater democratization since then, the 	
CCM-dominated continuity means that there has 
been little ‘meaningful alteration in the operative rules 
of the game’.54 

Three primary trends emerge from the UNDP’s 
analyses in the programme documentation. First, the 
CCM’s continuing dominance of the state machinery 
means that the institutions that guarantee and imple-
ment the rules of the game have not changed signifi-
cantly since the days of one-party rule. Second, the 
legal framework that governs the political system has 
not kept pace with the needs of multiparty democracy. 
Third, the population is generally ambivalent about 
democracy. While they support democratic politics as 
preferable to the alternatives, there is little understand-
ing of multiparty politics and support for the CCM 
remains high despite widespread discontent with the 
pace of reform. As a result, the DDTP objectives are 
stated as:

•	 Support efforts to advocate legal reforms (and, 
possibly, constitutional amendments) for a 
more liberalized political environment;
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•	 Strengthen and entrench the human and 
material elements of existing democratic 
practices and institutions, making them more 
robust, responsive, effective and efficient in 
their operation;

•	 Enhance democratic beliefs and culture and 
intensify understanding of and respect for 
democratic principles, culture and values.55

Concepts such as behaviour, culture, values and princi-
ples were conspicuous in the early stages of the DDTP 
design, and played a clear role in explaining the ration-
ale of the programme. Yet, there was also an attempt 
to ground these cultural elements of democracy in the 
institutions and legal framework of the state. At the 
strategic level, the DDTP suggests that an understand-
ing of principles and political culture is bound up with 
the political institutions, so that strengthening the in-
stitutions will affect the political culture. 

Activities and outcomes

This section of the project document focuses on the 
political parties and parliamentary components and 
their connections with each other. Although the two 
were merged under the heading ‘Good and Account-
able Governance’, implementation appears to have 	
remained separate—a point that is reflected in the 	
Terminal Evaluation, which examines the two ele-
ments separately.56

First, in relation to parliamentary strengthening, the 
project documents identify ‘severe capacity constraints’ 
as a primary concern, with inadequate technical, 	
material and human resources identified as significant 
hurdles.57 In addition, the weakness of the opposition 
in relation to the CCM and the executive means there 
is little competent or sustained oversight and account-
ability, as these parties have little capacity or presence 
within parliament and the committees to fulfil their 
oppositional role. As a result, legislation is often passed 
with little debate.58 

The analysis in the documentation places the greatest 
weight on the need for more internal capacity, and the 
Mid-term Evaluation lists the intended outcomes of 
the parliamentary components as:

1.	 Strategic coordination of donor contributions 
to parliament;

2.	 Increased capacity of Parliament to carry out 
its roles more efficiently and effectively;

3.	 Improved responsiveness of Parliament to 
Civil Society;

4.	 Tracking by Parliament of the progress 
towards the Millennium Development Goals.

These outcomes cover the whole spectrum of parlia-
mentary activity. The first is a continuation of the 
single basket committee for the 2005 electoral sup-
port, and reflects the importance of harmonized sup-
port in the aid effectiveness agenda. The second and 
third outcomes are more general in scope, covering 
a range of parliamentary functions, although a more 
detailed description of these outcomes is not given in 
the documentation. Finally, the fourth outcome ties 
the programme into the wider development agenda, 
while enhancing local ownership and management of 
the development process.

There are few specific indicators for measuring 
progress towards these outcomes, and no quantifiable 
baseline data were collected.59 Instead, the Mid-term 
Evaluation uses the list of interventions and activi-
ties as a set of outputs for assessing progress, but there 	
is no mention of the connection between activities and 
their effects. These activities are aimed primarily at 
plugging capacity gaps, and are technical in nature. 
For the most part they consist of training on infor-
mation and communications technology, policy and 
research methodologies and communications skills for 
parliamentary staff as well as seminars for parliamen-
tarians and committee members. The primary activity 
aimed at improving dialogue between parliamentar-
ians was to be a regularly held breakfast forum. How-
ever, according to the Mid-term Evaluation, only one 
of these had been held at the time of writing.60 Overall, 
the implementation of the parliamentary component 
was heavily weighted towards the more traditional, 
capacity building activities, with qualitative, behav-
ioural projects only making a marginal appearance. 
Ascribing qualitative changes to the DDTP was 	
difficult not only due to the nature of the activities, 
but also because there were concurrent programmes 
run by other organizations such as the World Bank, 	
Political Parties of Finland for Democracy (Demo 	
Finland) and USAID. That said, there have been a 
number of noted improvements connected to the more 
technical activities. These include: improved parlia-
mentary reporting, parliamentary committees refer 
to and consult relevant ministries before presenting 
their reports; and new skills in various areas have been 	
acquired and applied to improve efficiency and effec-
tiveness.61

The political party component of the Project 	
Document notes that there has been a proliferation 	
of parties since 1992, but no corresponding increase 	
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in genuine political competition. In fact, the perform-
ance of opposition parties has not greatly improved 
since the first elections. In the 2005 presidential elec-
tion, CCM won 80 per cent of the vote,62 compared 
with 61 per cent in the 1995 ballot. In 2010 there 
was an improvement in political competition, with 
the CCM share of the vote reduced to 62.8 per cent, 
meaning that there has nonetheless been no electoral 
gain by the opposition since 1995.63 The UNDP’s 
Project Document identifies a number of barriers to 
a more effective multiparty system. These include an 
obstructive legal framework, poor party capacity and 
organization and a lack of internal democracy. The 
analysis links these problems directly to voter dissatis-
faction and the low levels of support for the opposition. 
The intentions of the project were therefore to reduce 
systemic constraints on political parties, increase the 
capacity of political parties and produce an environ-
ment conducive to competitive party politics.

In common with the parliamentary component, the 
political party outcomes were kept general, encom-
passing elements within both individual parties and 
the multiparty framework in which they operate. 
In this way, the outcomes were in keeping with the 
UNDP analysis that highlighted deficiencies in both 
these areas, although it is hard to identify any element 
of the political party system, internal or external, that 
is not covered by these objectives.

Throughout the political party component the empha-
sis was on delivering interventions at the multiparty 
level. This was to be achieved through two local insti-
tutions: the Tanzania Centre for Democracy (TCD), 
which is owned by the parties represented in parlia-
ment and aims to create an environment conducive to 
multiparty politics; and the Office of the Registrar of 
Political Parties (RPP), which is the government body 
responsible for overseeing and facilitating the multi-
party system. NIMD is one of the TCD’s primary ex-
ternal partners. The activities involved enhancing the 
capabilities of the organizations in order to encourage 
parties’ ability to participate in the political system. 
Workshops and training seminars were held on party 
financing, party structure and organization, and con-
flict resolution. In addition, there were multiparty 	
forums on inter-party dialogue and improving rela-
tions between the parties around issues such as a 	
revised party code of conduct and an increased under-
standing of the role of the RPP. 

Despite the fact that the DDTP analysis highlighted 
party capacity and internal democracy as primary 
obstacles, there was no direct engagement or assist-

ance with individual parties. Instead, everything went 
through the two multiparty institutions. 

Implementation management

The DDTP had a complex management modality and, 
according to those we interviewed, the Mid-term and 
Terminal Evaluations had a significant impact on the 
implementation of the programme. The key modality 
according to the Mid-term Evaluation was National 
Execution (NEX), which meant that management 
and institutional arrangements for the programme 
relied on existing national processes and systems. The 
executing agency for the DDTP was therefore the 	
Office of the President, which delegated responsibil-
ity to a minister of state. The intention was to ensure 	
local ownership and harmonization with local strat-
egies throughout the programme. However, as the 
Terminal Evaluation points out, this may not have 
been the most ‘appropriate agency to house a process 
designed to encourage capacity building between com-
peting political parties’.64

As such, implementation lay with the beneficiary in-
stitutions, for example, the TCD and the RPP were 
responsible for planning, implementing, financial 
management and reporting progress of the party com-
ponents, and the UNDP provided administration and 
handled the entire budget through its Programme 
Coordination Office (PCO). In other words, control 
and management of the programme rested with the 
local institutions, with the UNDP taking the role of 
administrator and facilitator. In addition, an Over-
sight Committee (OC) was created which included 
lead donor agencies, implementing bodies, the govern-
ment and two independent institutions. However, our 
interviews with those involved in the programme in-
dicate that in practice the OC was limited to the local 
implementing agencies with little input from the lead 
donors. To compensate for this lack of involvement 
in the OC, the donors and development partners, in-
cluding Denmark, Ireland, the United Kingdom, the 
European Union (EU) and the UNDP, established a 
basket committee to review progress, provide advice 
and guide local institutions when required during the 
programme. 

Further complications were added to the lines of re-
sponsibility by the fact that a lead development partner 
was appointed for each of the four programme compo-
nents. The idea was that the donor would support ben-
eficiary institutions in planning activities and brief the 
basket committee on progress and challenges. How-
ever, as the evaluations note, each lead development 
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partner approached the role in different ways. Some 
were more directly involved with the institutions than 
others. 

Analysis and assessment

Political analysis, technical activities
One of the strengths of the DDTP was its explicit ac-
knowledgement of the need to change the democratic 
culture and structures. The Terminal Evaluation noted 
the positive and timely nature of the programme, stat-
ing that ‘the vision and objectives of the DDTP were 
and remain critical and relevant to Tanzania’s con-
tinuing democratic evolution’. This is seen in the main 
themes of the UNDP’s analysis. First, the imbalance 
in political power was the most significant challenge 
to Tanzanian democracy, reflected in the weakness 
of the opposition parties, the CCM’s dominance of 
parliament and its control of government institutions. 
Second, the top-down process of reform had failed to 
instil the rules of the democratic game. Third, a more 
participatory, pluralistic democracy required stronger 
opposition parties, as movements for representing the 
public and as parliamentary actors.

Redressing this imbalance was central to the most 
basic conception of the DDTP’s purpose. Even the 
timeline was informed by the political cycle. Those 
we spoke with suggested that because the whole pro-
gramme was aimed at creating more competition in 
the 2010 elections, the DDTP was ‘inherently politi-
cal’. These changes could only come at the expense of 
the CCM. Fundamentally, the DDTP sought to level 
the political playing field. 

However, this analysis seemed to have little impact 
on project design and delivery. Our conversations 
with development partners consistently highlighted 
the tension between the political aims of the DDTP 
and the technical means used to achieve them. All the 
practitioners we spoke to suggested that the UNDP 
conceived the project as a mechanistic exercise rather 
than one aimed at culture and behaviour, providing 
only technical support to the national institutions. As 
one well-placed stakeholder put it: ‘The UNDP did 
not have its political glasses on’. When development 
partners pressed the UNDP about the discrepancy 
between the political programme rationale and the 
technical interventions, the UNDP stated that this 
was a debate that was occurring ‘internally within the 
organization’. This seemed to reflect the ongoing ten-
sion, mentioned by all the stakeholders with whom we 
spoke, within the UNDP, which acknowledged the 

need to engage at a political level but found it diffi-
cult to work this into specific activities. This problem 
is not unique to the UNDP. Concern over appearing 
partisan is common across the sector. However, politi-
cal programming poses particular difficulties for the 
UNDP. As a multilateral organization, which places a 
particular emphasis on preserving its neutrality, there 
is a sense that ‘politics matters’ means an especially 
dramatic culture shift for the UNDP.

In terms of the DDTP itself, the documentation at-
tempts to place political institutions as the key ground 
for the development of political culture. However, al-
though behaviour is seen as a key component in the 
opening parts of the project documentation, most 
project activity seemed to be based on building in-
stitutional capacity. When the problems are viewed 
entirely through the institutional prism, interventions 
tend to focus on the capabilities of that institution to 
carry out its function. Moreover, by concentrating on 
the institutions, they become viewed as self-contained 
entities, and their capabilities and functions are viewed 
in isolation from other elements of the political system. 

As a result, the DDTP depends heavily on technical 
activity to build capacity. This was not without success 
—work to improve the material capabilities of political 
parties and the parliament made significant progress 
towards meeting the outputs. However, efforts to alter 
the political culture and political behaviour were less 
successful. For instance, attempts at multiparty dia-
logue faltered. According to the Mid-term Evaluation, 
only one of the Special Breakfast Forums designed to 
bring parties together was held over the period 2007–
2008, and the interparty work with the TCD failed to 
get off the ground due to the lack of a consultant. Such 
work relies on genuine commitment and buy-in from 
local politicians, which can be time-consuming and 
difficult to track. This is particularly true in countries 
such as Tanzania, where trust between political par-
ties is minimal. One stakeholder who had worked on 
a number of governance projects across Africa noted 
that endemic mistrust between politicians and the 
personalization of politics are among the most sig-
nificant problems in Tanzania. As the leader of one 
party put it when asked why his party ideology was 
‘conservative’—‘because the other options—socialist 
and liberal—had already been taken’. 

Overall, there seemed to be a disconnect between 
project objectives and activities, and a lack of useful 
indicators. The Mid-term Evaluation noted that with-
out indicators or a baseline assessment, almost any out-
come can be deemed a success—and that the activi-
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ties themselves become the only benchmark by which 	
to judge the programme. The contextual analysis 	
explores some of the problems facing the institutions, 
but it is difficult to discern how the context feeds 	
directly into the interventions themselves. These issues 
can be traced to the reluctance of the UNDP to de-
sign an overtly political programme. The difficulty of 	
establishing measures of political and cultural change 
beset many agencies working in this field, but the 
project documentation does not address the issue at 	
all. 

Management of the DDTP
The problems in project design were compounded by 
the structure for managing the project. Although the 
DDTP attempted to incorporate effective local control 
and ownership over the programme, both the Mid-
term Evaluation and the Terminal Evaluation drew 
attention to problems. These can be divided into four 
broad areas:

First, the NEX modality was strongly criticized. The 
evaluation identified it as a significant obstacle to ef-
fective implementation. The document suggested that 
this modality was chosen because it conformed to 
Paris/Accra principles of local ownership and buy-in, 
but one stakeholder neatly summed up the problem by 
noting that it meant the implementing partners and 
the beneficiaries were the same organizations. In addi-
tion, the institutions seem to have lacked the capacity 
to manage the programmes effectively and were un-
able to produce the high-quality progress reports on 
which the OC, the basket committee and the PCO 
relied. This in turn led to delays at all stages of the pro-
gramme, unsatisfactory monitoring and unclear lines 
of responsibility. The problems with the national in-
stitutions should not come as a surprise given that the 
DDTP aimed to help them carry out their most basic 
functions, which would suggest that they might not 
possess the expertise to run such a large programme—
or understand the solutions to the problems.

The second element, connected to this, was local own-
ership. The beneficiary institutions also had significant 
input into the form and content of the activities. The 
UNDP approached the various national institutions 
and asked them what interventions they felt would 
be most beneficial. While this in itself is an effective 
method of increasing local buy-in, our interviewees 
suggested that the UNDP did very little to probe or 
rationalize the suggestions of the institutions. Invari-
ably, they would request technical, capacity building 
projects which suited the UNDP’s activity preferences 

and moved the project away from more sensitive politi-
cal interventions.

Third, tensions existed between the development part-
ners and the UNDP from the inception of the pro-
gramme. Those interviewed indicated that the UNDP 
required development partners because it could not 	
approach this type of project unilaterally, because of 
the potential political sensitivities. The development 
partners were there to lend weight to the DDTP and 
present a united sense of purpose to the local institu-
tions, so that in addition to the financial contributions 
made by the development partners, they were also ex-
pected to play a more active role in the programme. 
However, the terms of reference were never clearly de-
lineated by the UNDP. The Terminal Evaluation sug-
gests that there was a ‘failure to distinguish between 
management responsibilities and coordination and 
advisory functions’.65 Furthermore, although the pro-
gramme document mentions the role of a lead donor 
for each component, the terms of reference made no 
mention of this.66 As a result, the development partners 
saw their responsibilities in terms of oversight, coordi-
nation and the provision of advice to the various local 
stakeholders. The UNDP, however, wanted hands-on 
involvement from the partners in working with the 	
national institutions. Furthermore, our interviewees 
indicated that the UNDP viewed itself as a ‘disinter-
ested party’, which was hosting the programme rather 
than managing or implementing it. These tensions 
were never resolved as far the interviewees were con-
cerned and this had a detrimental effect on the effec-
tiveness of the DDTP’s design and implementation. 

Finally, a number of administrative challenges 	
affected the DDTP. A great number of these were 
caused either directly or indirectly by the three issues 
outlined above. The OC never fulfilled the crucial role 
assigned to it and representation was limited largely to 
the local partners. As the OC was integral to coordi-
nating the disparate components of the programme, 
the failure to organize it effectively was a significant 
hurdle. In addition, due to the confused roles of the 
various stakeholders, some elements of the programme 
failed to get off the ground. We were told about the 
failure to find consultants for activities and the lack 
of permanent PCO staff to manage such a large and 
complex set of interventions, problems also discussed 
in the Terminal Evaluation.67 

Overall, the management problems experienced by 	
the DDTP were a result of the way in which the 
UNDP approached the more controversial elements 
of the programme, compounded by the wide scope of 	
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the activities and institutions involved. Ultimately, 
many of the elements of a more innovative programme 
were there in theory. There was a clear emphasis on 
local ownership and involving stakeholders in decid-
ing the form and content of activities. Furthermore, 
the DDTP ensured the participation of a number of 
the leading donors at various levels of the programme. 
However, synthesizing all the elements of the manage-
ment structure proved a serious obstacle.

Conclusions

The flaws in project design and implementation 
structures meant that the DDTP was not as effective 
as it might have been, and did not live up to what 
were a sophisticated political analysis and a worthy 
set of project objectives. The five components of the 
programme were treated as separate interventions, 
planned by each target institution and guided by 	
different development partners. The general manage-
ment problems meant that the oversight and coordina-
tion roles assigned to various actors were not adequate-
ly carried out. One striking example came out of the 
interviews. The TCD and the RPP would have been 
particularly effective forums for integrating the party 
and parliamentary components of the programme. 
However, while the activities were being implemented, 
it was discovered that both institutions were carrying 
out almost identical functions without knowing. The 
UNDP’s response, in keeping with the project modal-
ity, was to request that the TCD and the RPP sort out 
the problem themselves. Had there been a methodi-
cal approach to coordination, this situation would 
have been avoided. As it was, there was no coherent, 
formalized way for the different components to com-
municate, and the institutions ‘suffered as a result’.68

In addition, the delegation of the planning and man-
agement of interventions to beneficiary institutions 
prevented a strategic approach from being taken to 
the activities. Treated as separate, isolated institutions 
there was little chance that they would view them-
selves as intersecting with other parts of the political 
process. This is despite the fact that a number of inter-
secting issues had been clearly identified in the project 
document, particularly in terms of the role of the 	
opposition parties in parliament, where strengthening 
the opposition was noted as a key element of improv-
ing parliamentary oversight and accountability. The 
sheer size of the programme and the relatively short 
timeframe of 42 months meant that the programme 
was ‘overly ambitious’,69 and that an organized and 
coherent approach required the UNDP to carve up the 
political landscape into manageable chunks. The most 

obvious way to do this was along institutional lines. 
Once the programme was viewed through the institu-
tional prism it was difficult to harmonize or coordinate 
these previously segmented elements. 

In part due to the size of the programme and its rigid, 
institutional design, the stakeholders we interviewed 
highlighted a lack of flexibility in the approach of the 
DDTP. The Terminal Evaluation also highlighted the 
fact that despite criticism of management structures in 
the Mid-term Evaluation, there was no programmed 
time in which to take stock of these challenges and 	
rectify them.70 There seemed to be an inability to 
change and adapt to the evolving context in Tanzania, 
which meant that some of the most pressing problems 
went unaddressed. For example, there was a serious 
breakdown in communication between the speaker of 
the Zanzibar House of Representatives and opposition 
MPs. This was paralysing the parliament and polar-
izing the parties. Despite the significance of this issue, 
the DDTP did not attempt to address the problem or 
even open dialogue between the factions. Failing to 
deal with it undoubtedly hindered many of the inter-
ventions aimed at improving the functioning of the 
House.

The Deepening 
Democracy Programme 
in Uganda

The Deepening Democracy Programme (DDP) in 
Uganda is a multiple intervention project developed 
by Partners for Democracy and Governance (PDG)71 
in conjunction with Ugandan stakeholders. It was 
launched formally by President Museveni in 2008 	
and is scheduled to run until the 2011 elections.72 
Uganda’s first multiparty elections for 25 years were 
held in 2006, and PDG donors had provided support 
leading up to the poll. In response to this event, the 
donors decided to examine opportunities for future 
programming by reviewing previous assistance and 
consulting local stakeholders. Despite differences 
over the management and specific content of the pro-
gramme, there was broad consensus among the donors 
on the importance of initiating wide-ranging support 
to a variety of democratic institutions. As a result, 
the funds of the six donors were pooled and the five 
components of the DDP were established. These com-
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ponents are: 1)  enhancing the integrity of elections; 
2) institutionalizing an effective multiparty political 
system; 3) strengthening parliamentary autonomy and 
oversight; 4) encouraging more active and participa-
tory civic engagement; and 5) strengthening a free 
media to promote accountability. This chapter focuses 
on components 2 and 3, which are directly concerned 
with political parties and parliaments. 

The Ugandan context

The most significant feature of Uganda’s recent politi-
cal history is the non-party system initiated in 1986 by 
President Yoweri Museveni. Under this system, politi-
cal parties could not campaign in or directly contest 
elections, and so were effectively irrelevant. As a result, 
the National Resistance Movement, led by Museveni, 
became the dominant political force in the country. 
Elections were held on this non-party basis in 1996 
and 2001, and Museveni won with a landslide on both 
occasions. However, in July 2005 a referendum was 
held to decide whether to return to a multiparty sys-
tem. Despite the low turnout of around 47 per cent,73 
there was overwhelming support for an end to the no-
party system (92.5 per cent voted in favour),74 and, as 
a result, the Political Parties and Organisation Act was 
passed. The following year saw the first elections in 	
25 years to offer voters a choice of political parties. 

Two of the parties—the Democratic Party (DP) and 
the Uganda People’s Congress (UPC)—that registered 
and competed in the 2006 poll had been established as 
far back as the 1950s. However, the disestablishment 
of political parties after 1986 meant that, although 
individual candidates may have had political experi-
ence in the intervening period through standing as 
independent candidates, the parties themselves had 
no organizational memory of contesting elections. 
Furthermore, legal restrictions on freedom of asso-
ciation before 1995 had left the parties with little or 
no cohesion or support base, which would have been 
achieved through public meetings, rallies or confer-
ences. Consequently, in 2006 all the opposition par-
ties were entirely unprepared to undertake the most 
basic functions of a political party, such as coherent 
campaigning, cadre-building, citizen outreach and 
policymaking. In the light of the NRM’s electoral and 
organizational capabilities, it is not surprising that the 
EU’s Election Observers’ Mission Report bemoaned 
the lack of a level playing field in Uganda.75 

This imbalance was subsequently reflected in the dom-
inance of the NRM in parliament. Despite procedural 
and constitutional changes, the Westminster system 

means that the majority party controls the chamber 
and the committees, and the re-emergence of the party 
caucus system and the use of whipping has only em-
phasized this institutional control. 

The development of the DDP

In this political context, the DDP was established 
‘to contribute to improved democratic governance in 
Uganda’. Its purpose ‘on the one hand is to increase in-
formed, active and pluralistic participation of Uganda’s 
citizens in the political process. On the other hand, the 
DPP aims to build the capacity of institutions critical 
in promoting public participation and in holding the 
state accountable to citizens’ needs and concerns.’76

Underlying this rather anodyne description, however, 
are clear political objectives—principally to increase 
the influence of the opposition parties and address 
the imbalance of political power. Specifically, the pro-
gramme aims to address the institutional weaknesses 
of the parties and the performance of those parties in 
parliament. This is not to suggest that the DDP focuses 
exclusively on the opposition. The inter-party dialogue 
component and the funding of individual parties both 
aim to include all political actors. Critically, however, 
the programme is built on a recognition of the inter-
dependence of the party and parliamentary elements.

At first, the parliamentary strand of the programme 
sought to ‘strengthen parliamentary autonomy 
and oversight’. This, however, was less to do with a 	
lack of formal parliamentary power than the com-
position of parliament. As one observer noted, 
‘parliament has the mandate and the authority to 
act’,77 but after the 2006 elections the NRM had 
67 per cent of the seats and thus controlled ‘the agen-
da of both the plenary and most committees’.78 The 
project identified three outputs contributing to this 
component objective, each of which has a set of verifi-
able measures of progress:

•	 More effective oversight of the executive: 
an active and constructive opposition; well 
informed committees, producing more reports 
on government policy; carefully considered 
policy and legislative workshops.

•	 Developing parliamentary support services: 
improvement in the number of users and in 
their estimations of the service provided; an 
increase in the number of policy briefings 
produced.
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•	 Improving parliamentary infrastructure: 
targeted at building capacity where it might be 
most effective, linked to the support services 
that can enhance parliamentary scrutiny.79

Significantly, the first outcome explicitly states the im-
portance of the opposition to ensuring accountability, 
rather than treating all parliamentarians as equally 
important to the process no matter what their party 
affiliation. This political insight—that the opposition 
needs assistance more than the ruling party—means 
that the differential impact of the programme on the 
political parties is accepted at the outset. In addition, 
the infrastructural capacity building component is tar-
geted specifically at those parts of the institution that 
will most effectively strengthen oversight. 

However, in acknowledging a central difficulty of po-
litical programming, the DDP documentation high-
lights the qualitative nature of such outcomes, and ad-
mits the limits of capturing impact objectively, saying 
that it is ‘extremely difficult to measure’.80 However, 
it asserts that a ‘triangulation of opinions’ from local 
and external stakeholders, recipients and observers, in 
combination with quantitative data where applicable, 
is sufficient for measuring progress. These observa-
tions are important in shaping the form and content 
of the interventions themselves, through baseline as-
sessments and an ongoing consultative process with 
the local stakeholders. For example, the DDP will 
agree indicators with the parliament for measuring 
the success of information technology (IT) capacity 
building. The specific indicators detailed in the project 
documentation for the parliamentary component are 
a mix of qualitative and quantitative tools, and in-
clude the quantity and quality of committee reports; 
an increased number of briefings and reports for par-
liamentarians; increased use of a bill tracking system; 
and acknowledgement by legislators and ministers that 
parliamentary scrutiny is becoming more effective. 

The political party element is built around the aim 
of ‘institutionalising an effective party system’. In 
Uganda, the party system is still in its infancy and 
the DDP views an effective party system as comprised 
of a genuinely competitive system and a stable politi-
cal arena. Activities to promote the first objective are 
built on two principles: first, ‘multi-party democracy 
will thrive where citizens have a sense that power can 
alternate. [For this] there must be two relatively evenly 
matched parties’.81 However, the NRM contested 90.1 
per cent of the seats in 2006, and the next party (the 
Forum for Democratic Change, FDC) only managed 
22.8 per cent.82 The second principle is that the multi-

party system should become more widely accepted. At 
the moment, around four in ten Ugandans believe that 
party politics is ‘divisive and causes confusion’.83 The 
entire political system is undermined if parties do not 
gain legitimacy among voters. It is significant that the 
DDP explicitly targets party competition in general, 
and achieving viable alternatives to the current NRM 
dominance in particular. 

The second objective builds on the assumptions ‘that 
parties become the major cue for voter choice in elec-
tions, the patterns of party competition become in-
creasingly more predictable over time, and that local 
opinion formers and leaders accord parties greater 
legitimacy.’84 There is an emphasis on ensuring that 
parties retain and improve their electoral presence and 
performance, and that cohesion and party loyalty are 
strengthened. A more stable system will also assist in 
improving the public’s perception of the multiparty 
system, which is currently viewed as divisive. 

Measuring progress on the political party front de-
pends on a variety of indicators. Developments are 
tracked using election results and Afrobarometer 
data, reinforced by specific measurements such as the 
increase in the proportion of citizens supporting mul-
tiparty politics, and that party candidates secure first 
or second place in half the seats contested. Qualitative 
indicators include those which focus on the cohesion 
of parties, such as whether a change in party leader-
ship causes defections or dissatisfaction, or on whether 
trust in community leaders approaches the same level 
as their electoral support. What is notable about these 
indicators is that the DPP is attempting to capture 
qualitative changes—cohesion and electability—with 
objectively verifiable data. 

Activities and implementation

In planning the parliamentary activities, the DDP 
Programme Management Unit (PMU) worked in con-
sultation with the Parliamentary Development Coor-
dination Office, the committee chairs, the whips and 
the Speaker. There was an acknowledgement by the 
donors and the project management that parliamen-
tary support is inherently political. Previous support 
to the Ugandan Parliament in the 1990s had been in 
the form of technical, capacity-building interventions, 
and was seen as largely successful, but by the time 
DDP was in development the parliament was techni-
cally quite competent, and its powers were, in theory, 
strong. Thus, further technical support would have 
been redundant and the programme concentrated on 
areas that would enhance scrutiny:
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•	 A Research Fund (RF) for the opposition 
cabinet;

•	 An Expert Advisory Fund (EAF) for 	
committees;

•	 IT capacity building;

•	 Legislative training and seminars.

In these four elements, there is an emphasis on the 
availability of reliable information and research, and 
its importance to the effective functioning of the par-
liament. The first component is a fund for the shadow 
cabinet. The RF allows shadow ministers to commis-
sion reports and gather information from a range of 
sources outside the parliament. The EAF is much the 
same, but is for the exclusive use of parliamentarians 
who are committee members. The DDP has a list of 
approved sources that can be used to conduct research, 
which includes university departments, professors and 
think tanks. While the list is the primary source for 
both the RF and EAF, the shadow cabinet is granted 
a wider licence for research projects, and is able to en-
gage the services of other contacts and researchers. 

Naturally, the establishment of these research funds 
created a certain amount of political resistance. In 
particular, the parliamentary research directorate felt 
that the funds were usurping its role within the insti-
tution and undermined its authority. In addition, the 
parliamentary commission and the parliamentary staff 
found the plan problematic, and support specifically 
to the shadow cabinet proved controversial. They all 
required careful handling and time to reassure key 
stakeholders.

Implementation of the four components, particularly 
the EAF, has had some success. Seven committees have 
used the EAF to commission 15 different reports on 
various topics, including sensitive policy areas such as 
military expenditure. The fund has also informed the 
climate change bill and issues of electoral reform. The 
shadow cabinet RF has seen less use, in part due to the 
absence of the leader of the opposition for six months 
through illness. However, one DDP staff member 
suggested that another factor may have been that the 
shadow cabinet is made up of MPs from different par-
ties. Currently, cooperation and collaboration between 
opposition parties is not high, and this has hampered 
use of the RF. Nevertheless, some shadow ministers 
have been keen to use the fund. Notable among them 
is the Finance Minister, who has frequently commis-
sioned the fund to inform his work. Despite this lack 
of use, shadow cabinet members are generally enthu-

siastic and have seen how information has benefited 
their colleagues. 

The final two components of the parliamentary sup-
port (IT capacity-building and legislative training) 
have had mixed success. The IT interventions have es-
tablished the systems set out in the project documents 
(e.g. a bill tracking system). However, there have been 
difficulties getting the necessary information from 
various departments to enter into the system. The leg-
islative and policy training has been a small proportion 
of the parliamentary support, but has helped with the 
passage of a bill banning female genital mutilation, 
and is currently being used to get a new divorce and 
marriage bill through parliament. 

According to those involved with the programme, the 
political party component has proved to be more con-
troversial than the parliamentary support. There are 
three dimensions to this component: direct grants to 
political parties; inter-party dialogue; and enhancing 
cooperation between civil society and political parties. 
The first of these is the most innovative and contro-
versial, despite its apparent simplicity. The genesis of 
this dimension is important. During the consultation 
phase, the PMU approached 28 of the 34 political par-
ties and asked them what they needed the most. The 
response was invariably ‘money’. This posed great dif-
ficulties, but the DDP felt that financial assistance was 
necessary for a number of reasons. In general, party 
funds are very short, and the NRM is able to utilize 
state resources for financial support. Furthermore, 	
direct funding to parties would aid the process of 	
institutionalization. 

In order to take the grant activity forward, the PMU 
conducted a detailed assessment of the 25 parties that 
took part. Significantly, the NRM failed to respond 
to requests to participate, despite repeated invitations. 
The assessments involved the primary governance im-
plementers active in Uganda: the NIMD; the NDI; 
and the IRI. In addition, three independent academ-
ics were consulted on the framework for the proposed 
participatory party assessment. On completion, the 
assessments were sent for comments to the parties. The 
assessments were designed to check that the funding 
requests made by the parties were in line with the re-
quirements identified by the assessments. For example, 
the FDC requested funds to train cadres and candi-
dates; the UPC wanted to increase internal party cohe-
sion; and the Peoples Progressive Party wanted to build 
its branch structures in various parts of the country. 
The PMU felt that these requests fairly reflected the 
most pressing needs of the parties. 
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The next stage of planning centred on devising a set 
of criteria to judge a party’s eligibility for funding. 
This posed particular difficulties because the multi-
party system was so new. However, the PMU was keen 
to ensure that it was not imposing a set of Western 
standards and models on the Ugandan parties. As one 
interviewee said, it wanted to base the criteria on what 
parties were currently doing, not on what they might 
do in the future. The main criteria devised for grant 
eligibility are:

•	 a legal limit on foreign donations of about 
USD 230,000;

•	 parties must be compliant with current 	
political party laws;

•	 parties must not have committed any electoral 
offences or have incited violence; and

•	 the size of the grant cannot exceed the average 
amount of funds raised annually by the party 
itself. 

This last criterion was important, as it means that if a 
party’s funding drops, then the grant will drop by the 
same amount. This ensures that the DDP never be-
comes ‘the majority shareholder’ in any of the parties. 
Additionally, it should encourage parties to increase 
their fundraising efforts. The grants cannot be used for 
any direct electoral purposes. 

Interviews with several stakeholders highlight the fact 
that the level of political sensitivity became apparent 
when President Museveni made his unease about the 
grants clear at an EU meeting. This reinforced the 
concerns of several donors, and some referred the mat-
ter upwards, seeking ministerial clearance from their 
home departments. In addition, the donors urged the 
PMU to include the NRM in the grant scheme, but, 
although they were repeatedly contacted, officially the 
party has so far not made a decision about participa-
tion. As a result of these difficulties, it was decided to 
make the grant component into a pilot programme to 
run until the end of 2010, after which it will be re-
viewed.

Of the 25 parties that applied for grants, six have 
been deemed eligible, and a further two were pro-
vided with limited direct procurement of goods and 
services. This has most often taken the form of one-off 
delegate conferences, for which the DDP has financed 
the hiring of the venue and other associated costs. The 
PMU representative we interviewed pointed out that 
the grants were proving to be good value for money, 
in comparison to other direct funding activities, for 

example, with civil society. The parties were subjected 
to external audits, which suggested that they made the 
maximum use of the money, and did not to use it to 
simply buy cadre support. 

The second dimension of the political party compo-
nent focused on inter-party dialogue. This has been 
implemented through NIMD. The aim was to facili-
tate discussion around aspects of procedure within the 
political system. Formally, there is commitment to 
this process from all sides of the political spectrum. 
However, informally, those involved have indicated 
that the various actors are playing a ‘zero-sum game’ 
that limits the impact of these sessions. The govern-
ment views every move by the opposition parties as 
part of the political game, while the opposition uses 
every opportunity to increase pressure on the NRM. 
Additionally, there are differing perceptions around 
the purpose of multiparty dialogue. The government 
feels that it has done enough to balance the rules of the 
game, and sees discussions as a way of reinforcing their 
viewpoint. On the other hand, the opposition sees it as 
a conflict management tool.

Finally, the activities involving civil society groups 
have had some notable successes. The DDP has at-
tempted to increase citizen outreach by producing 
short policy segments for radio with each party, which 
will be broadcast by 50 stations across the country. The 
aim is to expand this into a full discussion programme 
based around a comparison of specific policy areas. 
Those involved are realistic about its prospects. They 
realize that it will not ‘trump vote buying’, but it is 
a start towards a more institutionalized, policy-based 
approach to winning support. 

Analysis and assessment

The DDP in Uganda is demonstrating both the diffi-
culties and the possibilities of inherently political pro-
gramming. The DDP, much like many other democ-
racy support programme, has a set of objectives that 
seek to change the culture and quality of the political 
system. Yet, in contrast to a programme such as that 
in Tanzania, it is a rare example of a programme that 
has translated its political analysis into overtly political 
interventions that clearly aim to redress imbalances in 
the political system.

This has entailed numerous difficulties for the pro-
gramme since its inception in 2006. The timeframe 
alone demonstrates this. Although the initial idea for 
a project was first raised four years ago, some of the 
most controversial elements have only recently begun 
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in earnest. It is notable that the political party grant-
making took over a year to begin, and then only as a 
limited pilot programme. The recalcitrance of the rul-
ing NRM, including its unwillingness to participate 
in the funding component, and the parliamentary 
directorates is an indication that the activities are chal-
lenging the status quo. In addition, the parliamentary 
work, part of which is aimed exclusively at the opposi-
tion, has, according to one interviewee, caused serious 
disquiet among the ruling party. 

Given these sensitivities, the DDP has sought to miti-
gate certain risks. It has proceeded through intensive 
and exhaustive consultation with a wide range of 
stakeholders, local and international, government and 
opposition, in order to ensure a degree of buy-in from 
all elements of the political spectrum. For the party 
and parliamentary components, discussions about the 
form and content of the programme were an integral 
part of designing the activities. Although the NRM 
did not participate in every aspect of the programme, 
the party was kept informed of every development. 
This is not to say that all problematic issues were suc-
cessfully resolved, and those involved have indicated 
some ways in which improvements could be made. 
However, the DDP does show how a programme of 
this type can begin to overcome such difficulties. 

The next stages of the DDP will build on these po-
litical insights. The 2011 elections will signal a pause 
in the programme as undertaking party and parlia-
mentary assistance during the campaign would invite 
heavy criticism from both Uganda’s ruling elite and 
donors. It would also have limited impact. The elec-
tions will thus provide a period for review when the 
various components will be assessed and altered as ap-
propriate. For example, those we interviewed believed 
that on its own, the impact of multiparty dialogue was 
limited. Although the discussions have not disintegrat-
ed, there has been limited tangible progress. There had 
been formal commitment to the process, but the un-
derlying politics and atmosphere of mistrust prevented 
meaningful dialogue. One interviewee suggested that 
this situation was unlikely to change as long as there 
was no change-over of power. Only when both sides 
have experienced both sides of the coin will there be 
the degree of tolerance required for effective dialogue. 

This willingness to adapt has informed the entire 
programme. Extensive consultations with numerous 
stakeholders have ensured that the programme is tai-
lored to the situation, while the interventions them-
selves allow for a degree of flexibility and local own-
ership. The funding components of the parliamentary 

support are a good example of this. The DDP provides 
the resources for commissioning reports and gathering 
information, but the specific use of the money is de-
cided by the parliamentarians themselves. They decide 
exactly what they need most and are able to access the 
funds when appropriate. In this way, the programme 
stays relevant to the situation. The grants to political 
parties work in much the same way. Although care-
fully monitored and approved by the DDP, the money 
is spent where and when each party itself believes it is 
most necessary. 

Critically, the DDP does not impose a formula or a 
linear development plan on local stakeholders from 
the outside. The parties are provided with funds which 
they decide how to use best, so the parties and parlia-
mentarians can take them or leave them as they will. 
One downside is that this tends to mean that the most 
engaged parliamentarians and the larger ‘function-
ing’ parties are the primary beneficiaries, while those 
which are largely inactive will remain so. However, the 
parties that are participating now recognize that they 
need to be real parties to function effectively within 
the system. They understand the direction in which 
they need to travel because they are driving develop-
ment. However, the design of the DDP means that the 
requests of the parties and parliamentarians do not go 
unchecked. There is no assumption that local owner-
ship means a hands-off approach. It is rather about 
ensuring that genuine consultation and buy-ins are 
programmed.

Conclusions

The overall strength of the Deepening Democracy 
Programme lies in the way in which the insights 
from the analysis of the political situation in Uganda 
have been translated into project objectives and the 
implementation of activities. The problem under-
pinning both the parliamentary and political party 
strands of the programme was the imbalance of 
party political power, which meant that parliament 
was simply not functioning as it should in terms of 
holding the executive to account. The parliamentary 
strengthening element was therefore conceived in 
terms of the political parties, making them partners 
and, to a large extent, the principal drivers of that 	
component. Support to the parties in parliament was 
reinforced by work to strengthen the organization and 
administration of political parties outside parliament. 
It was a tacit recognition that in order to play an ef-
fective role, the parties needed not only parliamentary 
resources but also a better organizational structure as 
well as a more robust party system in order to increase 
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the public legitimacy of and authority for that parlia-
mentary role.

Three aspects of the implementation of the delivery 
of the programme are worth emphasizing. First, the 
programme accepted at the outset that the activi-
ties would have a differential impact on the political 
parties. In short, that it would be of more benefit to 
the opposition parties than it would be to the NRM. 	
It is this sort of admission that donor programmes 	
have found particularly troubling in the past, and it 
was clearly an issue for this one. The fact that key deci-
sions needed to be referred back to be signed-off by 
ministers in the donor agencies’ countries is an indica-
tion of the level of political sensitivity. However, the 
programme appears to be managing those tensions.

Second, the programme is being run by people who 
understand and engage with the political dynamics in 
Uganda. Our discussions with key individuals deliver-
ing the programme indicated that they understand the 
incentives that drive the politicians and the political 
parties and, more importantly, they are comfortable 
handling them. This has meant, in turn, that the pro-
gramme has been flexible and adapted to the politi-
cal situation as it has evolved, and that those staff and 
consultants have been able to anticipate and defuse 
problems.

Third, this flexible approach has meant that the pro-
gramme is still being driven by its outcomes rather than 
by its activities. In too many political programmes, 
the activities in the original planning document tend 	
to be regarded as set in stone, and are followed rig-
orously, regardless of their effectiveness. The DDP in 
Uganda is built on a clear and common understanding 
of the need to redress political imbalances and improve 
the quality of democratic politics. Within that overall 
objective the programme identified key areas for sup-
port, such as greater research capacity or direct grants 
for opposition parties, and could potentially expand 
its work to other committees, which would help to 
alter the balance of power. However, activities have 
been modified and the timing of the programme has 
been allowed to slip in order to stay focused on the 
outcomes.

The programme is thus regarded as a positive example 	
of political programming, which integrates the objec-
tives of parliamentary and party support. However, 
it also highlights the difficulties of quantifying that 	
success. Although indicators exist, various interview-
ees expressed the same view that they did not truly 
capture the extent of change, and that it was still easier 

to use numbers to justify programme activity than 
more qualitative signs of shift. Our discussions rein-
forced the view that it is often easier to sense political 
change than it is to measure it. This has implications 
for the way such programmes are funded by donors, 
and these are examined in chapter 4. 

NIMD’s work with 
political parties  
in Ghana

NIMD’s work on the Ghana Political Parties Pro-
gramme (GPPP), which began in 2001, is an on
going joint initiative with the Accra-based Institute 
of Economic Affairs (IEA). Since its inception, the 
programme has worked with the four political parties 
represented in the Ghanaian parliament to develop a 
‘shared agenda for democratic reforms’ in the form of 
a Democracy Consolidation Strategy Paper (DCSP).85 
The DCSP provides a wide-ranging analysis of 	
Ghana’s democratic landscape, the quality of its politi-
cal institutions and further reform measures to extend 
the country’s democratic development.

The programme in Ghana was initiated through a se-
ries of identification visits made by NIMD in 2001 
and 2002, which culminated in a start-up conference 
with the IEA in 2002. An important part of these ini-
tial visits were extensive talks with representatives of 
the four parliamentary parties. The aim was to ‘intro-
duce the NIMD to a wide spectrum of political stake-
holders in Ghana and to engage in consultations about 	
options to support—in impartial ways—the institu-
tional development of political parties’.86 The key to 
this initial process was the IEA, which was already 
working in the field and which was perceived as a neu-
tral actor on the Ghanaian political scene. NIMD was 
keen to ensure that the political parties programme 
revolved around a permanent local presence in Ghana. 
As a result, ownership was not restricted to occasional 
input from local stakeholders. The programme was 
managed and shaped entirely by a local institution. 
The IEA became a trusted forum for the parties at all 
stages of the programme.

Following the initial contact, consultations at the IEA 
involving all parliamentary parties and the Electoral 
Commission resulted in an expression of interest to 
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participate in ‘a platform of political parties to identify 
a national agenda aiming at consolidating the demo
cracy within a spirit of national consolidation’.87 The 
involvement of local actors from the earliest stages of 
the programme is of particular note. The 2004 Evalu-
ation indicates that establishing the programme was a 
‘sensitive process’, which was ‘successfully concluded 
by NIMD by bringing on board and reaching agree-
ment with all main stakeholders, including the IEA 
as the programme facilitator’.88 This is an important 
element of the NIMD approach. It acts as a facilita-
tor or consultant to initiate the programme, providing 
guidance and funding as and when required. This also 
avoids a prescriptive approach to programme com-
ponents and institutional set-up. Another significant 
part of the programme design was that NIMD was 
intuitively aware of the length of time required to im-
plement such a programme. The sensitive politics of 
attempting to reshape the political landscape requires 
not only the input of all major stakeholders, but also 
resolve on the part of the donor to take the incremental 
and time-consuming steps necessary to ensure that the 
myriad of complex issues can be resolved. For exam-
ple, the first year of the programme had the relatively 
modest objective of assessing ‘the opportunities and 
constraints for the long-term institutional develop-
ment of political parties in Ghana and to develop an 
agenda on how these challenges can be addressed and 
supported’.89 

NIMD took a collaborative and inclusive approach 
in Ghana. Although the programme had a broad 
objective at the outset, to promote ‘the process of de-
mocratization by supporting political parties in the 
area of capacity building’,90 the substance of the pro-
gramme, its form and content, has been decided by 
local actors and facilitated by the local partner— the 
IEA. There is no list of preconceived objectives that 
specifically address certain issues. Instead, the idea for 
the joint platform was reached through an inclusive 
and extensive consultation process with the political 
parties. However, it places party support in the con-
text of wider democratic development. In other words, 
parties should be viewed as the primary conduit for 
political change, and, by ensuring their engagement in 
the programme, other institutions and elements of the 
political landscape can be reached and affected. This 
indicates why NIMD decided to work only with those 
parties represented in parliament, their institutional 
reach is greater. One final point to note is the defini-
tion of capacity building, which suggests a technical 
approach to programming, but NIMD’s conception of 
capacity explicitly includes ‘the promotion of a demo-
cratic culture and behaviour’.91 The 2004 Joint Action 

Plan (JAP), signed by all four parliamentary parties, 
reflects this thinking. The priority is the creation of 
‘a level playing field for all political parties in Ghana’. 

The Ghanaian context

The timing of NIMD’s intervention in Ghana coin-
cided with a significant turning point in Ghanaian 
political history. The 2000 election signalled the first 
democratic transition from one elected government 
to another, when John Kufuor of the New Patriotic 
Party (NPP) defeated the incumbent Jerry Rawlings 
of the National Democratic Congress (NDC). One 
well-placed official we spoke to remarked that this was 
the moment when Ghanaians realized that ‘democracy 
had come to stay’ and that they needed to take control 
of their own development. 

Ghana’s democratic history up to this point was rela-
tively short. Between 1966 and 1981, the political 
landscape was characterized by endless military coups, 
which ended when Flight Lieutenant Jerry Rawlings 
came to power in 1981, abrogated the constitution and 
banned multiparty politics. Over the next decade, do-
mestic pressures for political liberalization combined 
with ‘official desires to conform to global and regional 
trends and thus pre-empt the application of political 
conditionalities by international donors led a reluc-
tant [Rawlings’ administration] to plan the return 
of constitutional rule’.92 A Constitutional Advisory 
Committee was appointed and recommended a draft 
constitution, which was approved by popular refer-
endum in April 1992. The presidential elections of 	
November 1992 returned Rawlings as the president, 
and in 1993 the new constitution was ratified by par-
liament. 

Of course, the transition was not as straightforward 
as this simple narrative suggests, with one observer 
labelling it ‘seriously flawed’.93 The 1992 presidential 
elections were characterized by NDC interference in 
the electoral process and manipulation of voter reg-
istration.94 As a result, the opposition boycotted the 
parliamentary elections of December 1992 and voter 
turnout was around 29 per cent.95 Although the situ-
ation has improved markedly with each subsequent 
election, at the time of the 2000 elections the political 
system was still characterized by a high degree of ac-
rimony between the main political players. However, 
the opposition NPP grew in strength in the eight years 
after the 1992 elections and when Rawlings stepped 
down in 2000, at the end of his second term, as he was 
constitutionally mandated to do, NPP candidate John 
Kufuor won the Presidential election. 
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This transition was repeated in 2008 when John Atta 
Mills of the NDC won back control of the government 
from the NPP after a closely fought run-off ballot (with 
50.1 per cent of the votes and a margin of only around 
40,000 votes). It was the second peaceful transition 
in Ghana’s multiparty history and demonstrated that 
Ghana had acquired a genuinely competitive demo-
cratic system, with strong democratic institutions (es-
pecially the Election Commission) and where elections 
were able to effect a change in government. 

However, the success and relative stability of the po-
litical system in Ghana has not automatically reduced 
tensions and mistrust between the principal parties, 
the NDC and the NPP. Their relationship has been 
one of ‘persistent polarisation and mutual loathing’,96 
to the extent that in previous transitions the incom-
ing government has thrown out every single policy of 
the previous government without review. Unresolved 
weaknesses in the political system have been blamed 
for the continuation of this dynamic. One particular 
focus for observers has been the strength of the execu-
tive and the allure of state capture that comes with it.97 
Consequently, some of the patrimonial practices asso-
ciated with the pre-1992 government have continued 
unabated, which has stalled key government reforms 
such as regional devolution and local development. 
Once gained, governments are unwilling to release 
the financial and political benefits that come with cen-
tralized control. Nonetheless, since the low turnout 
in 1992, voter participation in subsequent ballots has 
been consistently over 70 per cent,98 and public sup-
port for democracy stands at over 79 per cent.99

Thus, the political situation in Ghana is characterized 
by two particular trends. First, that the return to mul-
tiparty politics has been successful and the public per-
ception of democracy is extremely favourable. Further-
more, a genuinely competitive multiparty system has 
developed in which power has twice changed hands. 
The main political actors are therefore signed up to the 
democratic project, and have recognized the benefits 
of further progress and reform. Second, there are still 
gaps in the system that need to be filled. Acrimonious 
relations between the NDC and NPP have been detri-
mental to the overall development of Ghana, and have 
hamstrung some much needed reforms. 

Dialogue platform: Building 
commitment and consensus

It is in this context that the NIMD/IEA programme 
started and developed. As is noted above, there was 

no set of preconceived objectives or model of develop-
ment for the GPPP. Instead, the programme form and 
content grew entirely in response to consultations with 
local actors, facilitated by the IEA. As the 2004 Evalu-
ation notes: ‘The agenda for the development of joint 
activities is fully the responsibility of the platform of 
the Secretaries General and the Caucus of Chairmen 
of the four parties, supported by their policy analysts 
and facilitated by the IEA staff.’100 These initial consul-
tations suggested that the way forward should be based 
around creating a multiparty platform for addressing 
the concerns of the parties and agreeing on a strategy 
for future reform. This format for the programme 
reflects the fact that despite the antagonistic relation-
ship between the main political actors, there is enough 
commitment to democratic politics for these actors to 
recognize the importance of continued reform in the 
public interest and to increase the chance of having 
policy influence. The multiparty platform was seen as 
the best way to improve the ‘mechanisms of commu-
nication’ which are integral to building mutual confi-
dence among the parties, and then to the creation of 
effective working plans.101 It provides a safe space for 
dialogue in which parties do not have to play the act of 
enemies but are transformed into political opponents. 
The first year of the GPPP, 2003, was focused on this 
task of the depolarization and normalization of rela-
tions, while admitting this would ‘require dedicated 
time and attention’. The 2003 JAP shows the modest, 
short-term aims of the programme at that stage, in-
cluding the organization of political party broadcasts, 
the drafting of a code of conduct, and the organization 
of joint symposia. This cautious approach appears to 
have paid off, as the 2004 JAP demonstrates a much 
broader set of aims: the creation of a level playing 
field; the strengthening of the institutional capacity of 
political parties; and enhancing the public image of 
political parties in Ghana. In addition, there were firm 
commitments to establish regular bi-monthly meetings 
between the party representatives, and the completion 
of the code of conduct. The 2004 agreement should 
be seen as particularly successful in the context of the 
general elections held that year, with all the associated 
political difficulties playing in the background. 

After the first priority of NIMD/IEA, to bring the 
parties together, and to ‘institutionalize the dialogue 
process’ as one staff member put it, the programme 
recognized that a multiparty dialogue could easily 
break down, or lead merely to more dialogue rather 
than concrete steps. The ongoing strategy has there-
fore been to ensure the buy-in and commitment of the 
parties as a key process for the GPPP. First and fore-
most, NIMD has given complete ownership to local 
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stakeholders. The primary conduit for this is the local 
partner, the IEA, which handles the day-to-day man-
agement of the programme. In addition, the IEA has 
acted as a think-tank, producing reports and provid-
ing information for the parties and other stakeholders 
on topics of relevance to the programme. Beyond this, 
the IEA has engaged the services of a wide range of 
sources in the research process, from civil society to 
the parliamentary directorate itself. The IEA has there-
fore become a focal point for the disparate institutions, 
organizations and individuals involved in the politics 
of Ghana, and is a well-regarded forum around which 
the programme revolves. All the parties regard it as a 
neutral partner. The IEA is keen to point out that it 
has facilitated an open relationship with the parties, 
which feel they can approach the IEA when needed 
both formally and informally. 

Local ownership also extends to the political par-
ties. The staff we interviewed emphasized that the 
programme works equally with all four of the parties 
represented in parliament, despite the overwhelming 
dominance of the NPP and the NDC (128 seats and 	
94 seats, respectively, in the 2004 elections—116 and 
107 in 2008 out of 230). There was no single owner of 
the process among the parties and all enjoyed equal 
input at every stage. The strategies and recommenda-
tions made during the programme have therefore been 
reached by consensus among all the main political 	
actors. NIMD had a presence at all the meetings, but 
at no time did it dictate or shape the dialogue.

The second element to ensure buy-in to the process was 
to demonstrate the complete neutrality of the dialogue 
platform and the programme. This meant that in the 
beginning it was important that the GPPP should be 
financially independent of the domestic political ac-
tors, but also as inclusive and equitable as possible to-
wards the parties, perhaps especially the smaller ones, 
to guarantee all voices and reservations were heard and 
taken seriously. This also means regular interaction 
with the group of non-parliamentary political parties 
which are also invited to the round table meetings that 
take place twice per year. 

Third, NIMD also offered to work directly with the 
participating parties in supporting their organiza-
tional capacity. When the JAP was signed in 2004, 
agreements were made on the funding of these activi-
ties. According to the programme, these activities are 
worth up to EUR 20,000 per annum to the Ghanaian 
parties, to be used for capacity building, technical as-
sistance and training. The local parties are understand-
ably very keen to secure this support for their organiza-

tions. All support and detailed activities are decided on 
the basis of the priorities identified by the party itself 
through a needs assessment process (SWOT analysis). 

The rationale, according to NIMD, is that this indi-
vidual party support may initially work as a simple 	
incentive, reflecting the political reality of party in-
volvement which is invariably a combination of self-
interest and other incentives. Over time, however, 
this strictly short term view of the benefits is replaced 
by genuine commitment to the dialogue process. 
Furthermore, the specific programme approach also 
includes the use of specialist expertise and lessons 
from the Dutch political party scene to support the 
different country programmes on a needs basis. In 
addition, more and more valuable lessons are shared 
between NIMD country programmes through so-
called peer-exchanges. Organizationally there are two 
cycles of meetings for the local stakeholders. The first 
is a semi-annual Round Table meeting established and 
attended by NIMD, at which parties and the IEA re-
view progress, identify current deficiencies and agree 	
actions and activities to focus on in the next year. 
These monitoring and planning sessions are presided 
over by the designated party Chair of the Platform. 

Second, the regular dialogue is ‘institutionalized’ in 
the monthly meetings at the senior party political 
level: the Secretaries General joined by their policy 
analysts. The Chairmen of the parties also meet as a 
caucus to tackle escalated issues. The platform and 
caucus are meant to provide regular forums for dis-
cussion of political developments and issues in general, 
and to monitor the progress of the recommendations 
arising from the semi-annual Round Table meetings. 
According to IEA staff, this was the first joint platform 
‘devoid of partisanship’ in Ghana. In practice, it also 
functions as a tension breaker and pressure valve for 
contested issues. In addition to these meetings, the 
GPPP established a number of initiatives to involve 
other actors in the programme. The IEA has brought 
together civil society organizations ‘to be part of the 
dialogue and debate on critical policy issues confront-
ing the country’.102 By engaging with wider elements 
of society, and involving them in the programme, the 
GPPP is attempting to broaden the scope of politi-
cal interactions and involvement. There has also been 
an emphasis on ensuring that the programme is well 
publicized, understood and supported by the public. 
The IEA has disseminated documentation and reports 
on the work of the GPPP nationwide to help citizens 
see both the benefits of multiparty politics and the 
progress being made by the GPPP. Furthermore, there 
has been a concerted effort to engage with the media 
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through workshops and retreats, which has resulted 
in a number of articles, television and radio broad-
casts, and reports on the GPPP, and has ‘contributed 
to [it] being recognized as an effective national pro-
gramme’.103 The success of these activities was noted in 
the 2004 Evaluation, which stated that ‘the proactive 
public relations policy and practices of the IEA have 
stimulated the excellent coverage of the joint activities 
by the media’.104 The media attention has also had an 
effect on the parties themselves, which have begun to 
see the benefits of ‘promoting a better image of them-
selves in the public perception’.105

Key outcome: The democracy 
consolidation strategy paper

Given these concrete developments in the establish-
ment of the inter-party dialogue platform and the 
improvement in inter-party relations, the parties 
felt that a next step should be made. In meetings 	
with NIMD in 2005 they proposed that the 	
disparate recommendations that had come out of the 
first years of the GPPP needed to be consolidated 	
into a single strategy. That single strategy was the 
Democracy Consolidation Strategy Paper. The fact 
that it was the parties themselves that came up with 
the idea of the DCSP is an encouraging sign of the 
progress made by the GPPP in its first years—they had 
recognized the importance of consensus to democratic 
development. 

In 2006, the IEA initiated the DCSP process by con-
tracting two external consultants, one from Zimbabwe 
and one from Ghana, to carry out initial assessments 
of the Ghanaian political situation. The next stage in-
volved another group of experts preparing a document 
that could be used in countrywide consultations. This 
was submitted in December 2006. The following year 
saw a wide-ranging consultation with stakeholders at 
both the national and the local levels. This process was 
designed to comment on the interim DCSP, and to 
‘solicit new and fresh proposals’.106 

The final document, published in August 2008, is 
both an analysis of current problems in the political 
situation and a set of practical reforms for addressing 
these problems. It covers the entire spectrum of politi-
cal institutions and actors, with a particular emphasis 
on:

•	 The macro-political environment, examining 
particularly the constitution, political parties 
and the electoral system;

•	 The legislative framework for governance, 
particularly how to make parliament more 
effective;

•	 The agenda for good governance, covering 
such topics as decentralization, anti-corrup-
tion, human rights, media independence and 
the role of chiefs, women and the youth in 
governance;

•	 Judicial independence and the justice system 
system; and

•	 The role of civil society organizations in the 
governance system. 

This is a wide remit, but it demonstrates the commit-
ment of the political parties to addressing the whole 
spectrum of controversial issues. As is noted in the 
contextual analysis, the issues of decentralization and 
parliamentary strengthening in relation to the ex-
ecutive are particularly sensitive in a system in which 
power has been so highly centralized in the executive. 
What the DCSP demonstrates is that political parties 
are the lynchpin of the democratic system. By gaining 
their support, and building consensus among them on 
a strategy for development, every element of the po-
litical landscape can be affected. To take one example, 
some of the most troublesome issues that parliamen-
tary support programmes have tried to tackle—effec-
tive oversight and accountability, funding of the ac-
tivities of parliamentarians, and access to information 
resources—have all been addressed specifically in the 
DCSP, not by working directly with the parliament, 
but by working with the political parties. This partisan 
dynamic is often the most significant determinant of 
parliamentarians’ behaviour. Interestingly, the GPPP, 
by recognizing the centrality of the parties, has ob-
tained a commitment to improve the institutional in-
dependence of parliament. The first recommendation 
for the parliament in the DCSP therefore states that 
it ‘should strive hard to establish an identity that will 
enable it to act as an effective check on the Executive. 
To be able to do this, [parliamentarians] should shed 
the extreme partisanship that they bring to bear on 
debate...’.107

The impact of the DCSP: Main results

The reaction to the recommendations in the DCSP has 
been positive, and has had an impact at the most senior 
levels of the political elite. Although the DCSP was 
started under the Kufuor Administration, President 
Mills mentioned the programme in his State of the 
Nation address and spoke of his commitment to taking 
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its recommendations forward. This cross-party suc-
cess was also reflected in the 2008 election campaign. 
All four of the parliamentary parties quoted from the 
DCSP in their manifestos, with a particular emphasis 
on constitutional reform. The IEA representative we 
interviewed remarked that this was an unprecedented 
show of consensus between the parties, and it was par-
ticularly noteworthy that it came at election time when 
antagonism is traditionally at its apex. 

Since publication, 39 issues from the DCSP have been 
identified and discussed. It is an encouraging sign that 
all four parties have established committees specifi-
cally tasked with examining these issues and formulat-
ing party policy on each one. These committees have 
engaged every level of the party hierarchy, including 
significant consultations with the grassroots. These 
are particularly important developments as the DCSP 
process has resulted in a more transparent and inclu-
sive policymaking process within parties. Before the 
GPPP, one interviewee noted that parties were little 
more than electoral organizations without any coher-
ent policy platforms, which meant that incoming gov-
ernments had no agenda for their term in office. The 
GPPP has been able to shape a scenario in which the 
parties have recognized the benefits and importance 
of articulating policies and having an institutionalized 
method for formulating them. This demonstrates the 
impact that effective multiparty dialogue programmes 
can have on the internal capabilities of individual 	
parties.

In addition, the commitment to constitutional change 
has not been confined to electoral rhetoric. President 
Mills after his inauguration initiated a process of con-
stitutional reform by the setting up of a Constitutional 
Review Commission (CRC) with a remit to review 
the main gaps and unclear passages of the 1992 con-
stitution and recommend changes. This process will 
result in a final proposal for updating the text to be put 
to a national referendum. The CRC consists of nine 
prominent Ghanaians, including the IEA Executive 
Director, Jean Mensa. In this regard, an NIMD repre-
sentative noted that they view working together with 
the Commission as the key next step for the NIMD/
IEA programme and in work with other parties to im-
plement the constitutional changes proposed. NIMD 
therefore is in a good position for this next phase of 
the political reform process through their good offices 
with all the main Ghanaian political actors. 

The DCSP notes that ‘at most of the meetings and 
symposia of the political parties, representatives were 
able to reach consensus on issues that had previously 

appeared intractable and on which different [parties] 
appeared to have divergent or even irreconcilable dif-
ferences.’108

A number of other direct outcomes of the DCSP 	
are identified in the documentation. A Code of 	
Conduct was produced for the 2004 elections, and 
revised for 2008, which aims to achieve a ‘cleaner 
and more sober campaign’.109 A joint communiqué 
was signed by all the parties, pledging to work on a 
common pro-youth policy regardless of each party’s 
current policy position, and a draft was made of a 	
Political Parties Act, positioning parties as key actors 
in democratization. 

One other example of the success of the DCSP is the 
Presidential Transition Bill. This has been a point of 
some significant controversy over the years, as one of 
the key problems facing parties in Ghana ‘is the exploi-
tation of incumbency by ruling parties’.110 Governing 
parties have been unwilling to address this issue, both 
because of the benefits they gain when in office, and 
the potential benefits for the opposition. However, in 
the wake of the DCSP, President Mills has set up a 
committee to look into the possibility of passing the 
Bill, with the stipulation only that the DCSP recom-
mendations should serve as the basis for negotiation 
because it has the agreement of all the parties. The 
measures under discussion include state funding of 	
political parties, and a more flexible framework for 
party financing from corporate and foreign sponsors.111

Lessons, challenges  
and priorities ahead

Despite the progress, NIMD has suggested three 
groups of challenges which the programme contin-
ues to face, and which may have a wider relevance for 
political programming. The first is the impact of the 
electoral cycle on political reform. For example, the 
GPPP parties developed and proposed a draft Public 
Funding of Political Parties Bill, which enjoyed the 
support of the four political parties and was endorsed 
by the Electoral Commission, but was withdrawn by 
the president after it had been tabled in parliament. 
The key issue was timing—it was tabled just before the 
elections and was unpopular with the public. Many 
of the key actors felt wary of pursuing the initiative at 
that time and in the face of public opposition.

Second, there is the significance of interpersonal re-
lations to political dialogue. For example, a change 
in party leadership means new party representatives 
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around the table. This usually has an influence on the 
inter-party dialogue, as trust and mutual understand-
ing will often need to be developed afresh between 
party representatives. As a result, the dynamics can 
never be taken for granted and regular meetings with 
all parties are required to validate and ensure their 
continued commitment to the process and principles. 

Third, there is the challenge of matching a flexible 
approach on long term development- and process-
oriented work with the accountability and reporting 
demands of the funders of the programme. Political 
processes are not based solely on input/output activi-
ties, but take a long time and a fertile environment to 
flourish, which is difficult to plan and capture in tools 
such as logical frameworks and detailed budgets. 

Going forward, the NIMD/IEA programme is aiming 
to build on established working relations to broaden 
the impact of the project, for instance with the 	
National Development Planning Commission 
(NDPC), which is responsible for the national devel-
opment plan. As a first step, the NDPC has requested 
NIMD/IEA to facilitate the link between the parties 
and the formulation of the national development strat-
egy by asking planning experts from the parties to join 
in the process, and committees that previously were 
made up only of government and ruling party experts. 
This is an exciting new step since we understand that in 
the past these development plans were passed unilater-
ally by each new government but subsequently thrown 
out by the next administration. An NIMD representa-
tive remarked that this link to the NDPC was a major 
opportunity for them to link the multiparty dialogue 
structure to the wider development process because it 
provides an opportunity to align the DCSP with the 
national development programme and budget. In this 
regard, the NIMD/IEA programme ties in with the 
overarching objective of so many international organi-
zations—that democracy becomes an essential part of 
the wider development agenda. 

Conclusions

The experience of NIMD and the IEA in Ghana sug-
gests that, for the most part, parties are either unable 
or unwilling to address such issues in an effective man-
ner, and that it takes a significant amount of ground-
work and political development to arrive at a stage 
where any connection between democracy and poverty 
alleviation is even viable. The NIMD/IEA programme 
concentrated on politics for its own sake and is reap-
ing the benefits as a result. Overall, it demonstrates 
that small, targeted interventions, initially aimed at 

improving the capacity of parties and multiparty dia-
logue, can have a profound impact across the system, 
simply by understanding who the key players are and 
how long democratic development can take.

NIMD’s programme design in Ghana is in marked 
contrast to the original design of the deepening de-
mocracy programmes in Tanzania and Uganda. 
Rather than attempting to tackle a range of political 
institutions at once, it used the political parties as a 
single conduit through which wider political change 
might be promoted. As such, it sought to engage the 
parties through a mixture of self-interest and political 
priorities and, as a result, encouraged them to become 
the catalysts for a wider process of political reform, not 
least in terms of parliamentary strengthening. How-
ever, in common with the deepening democracy pro-
gramme in Uganda, the basis of the programme was 
an overtly political one, which was reflected at every 
stage of the project. 

Critically, the programme was allowed to evolve from 
its original premise—that the parties could aid devel-
opment across a range of democratic institutions. It 
was the 2004 evaluation that first proposed this con-
nection, albeit in general terms, but as the programme 
developed, it gathered an internal momentum which 
reached its peak with the parties’ promotion of the 
DCSP. This, in turn, has resulted in a number of 
concrete changes across the political system. Part of 
the success also lay in accepting the long timescale re-
quired for political change, and avoiding preordained 
deadlines for measuring success. The project has thus 
been characterized by a flexibility of implementation, 
allowing it to respond to political dynamics over the 
course of its life. In other words, although the project 
had a clear sense of its strategic objectives at its out-
set, the activities and project delivery did not have to 
conform to any predetermined activities or methods. 
Instead, they were allowed to emerge as the project 
deepened and developed. 

The other significant characteristic worth emphasizing 
is the balance the project struck between local owner-
ship and external pressure to deliver. The programme 
sought to provide incentives to the parties for their 
continued participation, but responsibility for devel-
opment lay with the parties, which ultimately deter-
mined the pace and content of political change. In this 
sense, the role of NIMD was less as implementer of 
political reform, and more that of a consultant and fa-
cilitator. This point—and its implications for funding 
political programmes—is elaborated in chapter 4.
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The WFD’s work with 
the Macedonian 
Parliament

In October 2008, the WFD began a parliamentary 
strengthening programme in Macedonia. According 
to the project documentation, the programme ‘aims to 
enhance the capacity of parliamentary commissions, 
permanent parliamentary staff and political parties 
to enable smoother functioning of the Macedonian 
Parliament’. With the support of the British Foreign 
and Commonwealth Office and the British Embassy 
in Skopje, the intention was to continue project imple-
mentation for three years. 

The WFD operates through two arms of its organiza-
tion. The parliamentary strengthening work is man-
aged by WFD staff, although project delivery is often 
carried out in conjunction with a number of UK 
partners.112 The WFD works with the government and 
opposition parties in a multiparty setting, along with 
local academic, civil society and journalistic institu-
tions to support and enhance parliamentary function-
ing. Political party support is conducted by the British 
political parties through the WFD on a bilateral basis. 
This work is aimed at building the capacity and skills 
of sister parties, and the relationships between parties 
are initially facilitated by the WFD. The Macedonia 
programme looks at how parliamentary strengthening 
was approached by direct engagement with the politi-
cal parties in parliament.

The parliamentary programme needs to be understood 
in the context of Macedonia’s desire for membership 	
of the EU. The catalyst for the intervention by the 	
WFD in Macedonia was the publication of a critical 
report by the European Commission in 2007, as-
sessing the country’s compatibility with EU norms 
and regulations. Macedonia became an EU candi-
date country in December 2005, and as part of this 	
ongoing process an Accession Partnership has been 
established, based on a number of previous agree-
ments, including the Copenhagen Criteria (1993), the 	
Zagreb Declaration (2000) and the Thessaloniki 	
Agenda (2003). All these agreements prioritize and 
reiterate the development of peaceful democratic proc-
esses in the candidate country. Consequently, one of 
the ‘key priorities’ of the Accession Partnership is the 
‘establishment of a constructive political dialogue’.113 
The annual EU reports that monitor Macedonia’s 

progress towards these criteria have indicated that 
‘insufficient dialogue’ has hampered the work of the 
parliament.114 In other words, the reports and the 
Accession Partnership view dialogue between the 	
political actors as a prerequisite for any genuine demo-
cratic development. There is a broad consensus among 
the Macedonian parties on the need to work towards 
membership of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion and the EU, and the annual reports have served 
as something of a ‘wake-up call’ for parliamentarians, 
according to WFD staff in the country. Those involved 
in the WFD programme spoke of a ‘flurry of activity’ 
on publication, when legislators were perhaps more 
willing than usual to address the significant issues 
remaining in Macedonia. As a result, in the wake of 
the 2007 report, the British Embassy in Skopje initi-
ated a programme with the WFD, the primary goal 
of which was to bring the parties towards achieving 
this constructive dialogue. Achieving successful mul-
tiparty dialogue, in the context of the EU Accession 
Partnership, therefore became the foundation of the 
Macedonia programme. 

In our conversations with WFD staff, there was an 
overriding aim of initiating and sustaining dialogue 
between the parties, and progress on this front was to 
be the first measure of success or failure of the pro-
gramme. The documented objectives, which the pro-
gramme aims to meet by March 2011, are divided into 
three sections:115

1. 	 To enhance the capacity of the President of the 
Assembly’s Cabinet to manage the business of 
parliament more effectively through: 

•	 Increased skills of administrative and expert 
staff

•	 More effective coordination and communica-
tion between the President of the Assembly 
and Parliamentary Coordinators.

2. 	 To deliver more effective political parties in their 
roles in opposition and government, resulting in 
more effective management of parliamentary 	
business through

•	 More effective functioning of Parliamentary 
Coordinators

•	 Greater cross-party scrutiny of legislation

•	 More effective cross-party caucuses

•	 Enhanced cross party relationships in 	
parliament
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•	 Improved understanding of the roles and 
responsibilities of individual MPs.

3. 	 To strengthen the role and impact of parliamen-
tary commissions through

•	 More effective internal commission manage-
ment and functioning in regard to use of 
procedures and practices. 

•	 Increased skills of commission members and 
expert staff in legislative drafting and scrutiny. 

Two trends emerge from these objectives. First, the 
smooth running of parliamentary business is an inte-
gral part of the programme rationale. Second, com-
munication, coordination and dialogue between the 
actors in the parliament are of vital importance to the 
successful functioning of the institution, and the form 
and content of the parliamentary activities necessarily 
involve a multiparty dimension. The indicators given 
in the documentation show how dialogue underpins 
these two trends: ‘2.2 Parliamentary Coordinators and 
MPs have developed skills in mediation, negotiation 
and understand how to utilize current systems and 
procedures in a constructive manner to present their 
position in Parliament’.116

Another notable element of the programme design is 
the implicit integration of party and parliamentary 
support, with both spheres cutting across the three sets 
of objectives. While the emphasis is on improving the 
running of parliament, the programme acknowledges 
the role played both by the parliamentary leaders and 
the parties themselves. This is most apparent in the 
prominent role given to the parliamentary coordina-
tors —the term used by the WFD to refer to the party 
whips of the Macedonian Parliament. The coordina-
tors have a dual role and therefore a dual impact. First, 
they are important to the functioning of the President’s 
office by making sure that parliamentary business runs 
smoothly, and are therefore integral to the overall suc-
cess of the parliament. The coordinators are the main 
party contact for the President of the Parliament and 
the parliamentary staff, and therefore take the lead in 
any multiparty forum in parliament. In other words, 
they have a collective duty to the parliament as an 
institution. Second, they ensure the effectiveness of 
the parties in parliament by promoting cohesion and 
coordination among caucus members. The coordina-
tors therefore stand at the nexus of both parliamentary 
and party functioning, and are the best placed indi-
viduals to effect change in both. In the Macedonian 
context, where antagonism between the parties is one 
of the main reasons for parliamentary dysfunction, 

the WFD has identified the most efficient driver of 
change within both institutions. The documentation 
outputs signal their dual role. ‘Strengthened cohesive-
ness of political parties in government and opposition’ 
is achieved by working ‘through the Parliamentary 
Coordinators’, while a better understanding of par-
liamentary mechanisms among the coordinators will 
‘improve and institutionalise cross-party coordination 
for the more efficient functioning of Parliament’.117 

The Macedonian context

The Macedonian political context is integral to un-
derstanding the form and content of the WFD’s 
programme. Since breaking away from Yugoslavia, 
Macedonian party politics has been shaped by ethnic 
tensions between the Macedonian majority and the 
Albanian minority (around 25 per cent). The problems 
are centred on issues of equal constitutional status for 
minorities, and the use of the Albanian language in 
public institutions. The war in Kosovo escalated the 
situation within Macedonia and in 2001 a conflict 
erupted between an Albanian militia and government 
forces. The violence lasted for most of that year, but 
a peace agreement was brokered relatively quickly 
by international actors in August 2001. The main 	
Macedonian and Albanian political parties signed the 
agreement, which granted a high degree of self-gov-
ernment to the Albanian areas of the country, sought 
to increase the representation of minorities in state in-
stitutions and established a double-majority system in 
parliament for voting on minority issues. 

However, tensions between the political parties did 
not diminish, and low-level violence between party 
activists continued. After the 2006 elections, the 
main Macedonian party, the Internal Macedonian 
Revolutionary Organization-Democratic Party for 
Macedonian National Unity (VMRO-DPMNE), 
refused to form a governing coalition with the main 	
Albanian parties, the Democratic Union for Integration 
(DUI) and the Party for Democratic Prosperity (PDP). 	
Instead, the party went into government with a smaller 
Albanian party, further antagonizing the bigger par-
ties. Over the next two years, the DUI and the PDP 
periodically boycotted parliament and there was a 
brawl between the Albanian factions in parliament in 
September 2007. 

The 2008 elections led to allegations of ballot stuff-
ing, fraud and intimidation, and the coalition saw 
another shift in alliances as the DUI joined the VM-
RO-DPMNE in coalition. Furthermore, the ruling 
party rushed through a number of pieces of legisla-
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tion, including new parliamentary rules of procedure, 	
during an opposition boycott. To a large extent, this 	
was done in order to push through legislation to meet 
EU accession criteria. Despite the fact that all the 
major parties agree on EU membership, the manner 
in which the VMRO-DPMNE passed the legislation 
only increased antagonism. At the time, committees 
suffered from a severe lack of administrative expertise 
and technical support, which meant that they could 
not be used effectively for oversight and accountability. 
When parliamentary procedures are used, however, 
they are used in a combative way by the opposition 
to protest at the ruling coalition’s apparent disregard 
for the rules of the parliament. Institutional inertia 
combined with a highly charged political atmosphere 
mean that the Macedonian Parliament is particularly 
susceptible to disruptive tactics. It is noteworthy that 
since 2001, virtually all the main parties have boy-
cotted the parliament for several months at one time 
or another. 

The two trends that emerged from the objectives—
better functioning of parliamentary business and 
greater communication—are clearly rooted in the 
most pressing political problems facing the country. 
Those in the WFD we spoke to stressed that there was 
a ‘virtual paralysis’ of the parliamentary institution in 
2008, and a total absence of any dialogue between the 
parliamentary parties. Specifically, a lack of consensus 
on a new set of procedural rules for the parliament was 
hampering any movement forward.

Activities and implementation

The programme began with an event aimed at bring-
ing the key local stakeholders together to agree a way 
forward. To this end, the British Embassy convened a 
private meeting for senior parliamentarians at Wilton 
Park in the UK in 2008. The intention of the gathering 
was to overcome the initial barriers to dialogue and 	
coordination that had previously proved intractable. 
The neutral venue, away from in-country pressures, 
proved beneficial in three ways. First, it allowed some 
of the communication problems to be addressed, 
which was a significant step, considering the extremely 
acrimonious relations between the parties. Second, 
the meeting demonstrated the commitment of the 
parliamentarians and their willingness to engage in 
constructive dialogue. Finally, the event began to in-
stil a sense of institutional ownership among the par-
ticipants. This had been identified as a key obstacle. 
Parliamentarians felt little pride in or engagement with 
the parliament as an institution. Progress on this front 
proved useful in maintaining momentum during the 

programme by appealing to a shared sense of pride in 
the parliamentary institution. 

The Wilton Park event set the pattern for the direct 
work with the parliamentary coordinators. This type 
of consultative workshop therefore constituted the 
main kind of activity, with the cross-party element 
also featuring prominently. This format was of partic-
ular importance in the Macedonian context where the 
primary hurdle was simply creating a space in which 
political rivals could communicate constructively. It 
is important to note that the WFD does not attempt 
to ‘teach’ local stakeholders the British parliamentary 
system through preconceived training programmes 
and seminars. Instead, the WFD’s primary role is to 
facilitate the workshops and structure them in a co-
herent way, only one element of which was to present 
the British experience. The aim of each workshop was 
for the parliamentarians themselves to produce a set 
of recommendations and benchmarks that could act 
as a basis for further discussions or, ideally, could be 
implemented in their parliamentary work. 

Workshops typically lasted two or three days and con-
sisted of five different stages:

1.	 Prior to the commencement of the workshop 
a baseline assessment was carried out to high-
light issues of particular concern to parliamen-
tarians. This was then sent to the party offices 
in order for the parties jointly to develop an 
agenda for the workshop.

2.	 The first session presented an overview of the 
Westminster experience of the particular issue, 
focusing on the strengths and weaknesses of 
the current system.

3.	 In the second session, the Macedonians 
discussed their positions regarding the issue 
and their individual roles in the parliamentary 
system. 

4.	 The third session attempted to bring together 
the different opinions of the participants and 
to discuss possible improvements.

5.	 Lastly, the closing session aimed at drawing 	
up a list of possible action points and 	
recommendations. These were not binding, 
but were usually taken forward. 

Many of the needs that were identified in the assess-
ments were first raised through visits by parliamentar-
ians to the British Parliament. For example, in June 
2009 a Macedonian delegation observed the work of 
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the committees and the public hearing process. The 
subsequent workshops then focused on fiscal scrutiny 
and budgetary planning. Specifically targeted visits 
and meetings with UK representatives were used as a 
learning tool. In December 2008, the Speaker of the 
Macedonian Parliament, Trajko Veljanoski, met with 
the Speaker of the House of Commons and the Presid-
ing Officer of the Scottish Parliament. In addition to 
providing an overview of the workings of these two 
institutions, the visit had two direct outcomes. First, 
Mr Veljanoski introduced the idea of a weekly Prime 
Minister’s Questions session in the parliament, the 
procedures for which were incorporated into the train-
ing curricula for MPs. Second, the visit increased the 
Speaker’s awareness of the importance of parliamenta-
ry oversight, which was echoed in the extensive media 
coverage garnered by the trip.

Although the workshops covered a wide range of is-
sues, they were carefully planned. As WFD staff point-
ed out, each activity contributed to the shape of the 
whole programme, working towards the three sets of 
objectives, while tacitly sustaining political dialogue. 
In January 2009, the parliamentary coordinators and 
their deputies participated in a workshop on commit-
tee scrutiny and cross-party coordination. Previous 
visits and the presentation of the British model played 
a role, but the outcomes were firmly grounded in the 
practicalities of the Macedonian system. For example, 
participants raised the issue of better coordination of 
committees, given that rooms were frequently double 
booked, and committee work was not well appor-
tioned, leaving parliamentarians overburdened. The 
result was an agreement to initiate discussion on the 
creation of a committee that could monitor and coor-
dinate committee business. 

Cohesion and continuity in the programme were also 
achieved through the involvement of the parliamen-
tary coordinators at all levels of the programme. Their 
participation extended beyond the activities aimed 
specifically at their roles. They were invited to all the 
workshops in order to increase their understanding of 
the entire parliamentary process. For example, the fi-
nancial oversight workshops were targeted primarily at 
finance committee members, but the coordinators at-
tended and provided input into each session. Further-
more, the coordinators played an integral role in the 
planning and management of the programme through 
the Steering Committee. The Committee consisted of 
the Speaker, the coordinators, a WFD representative 
and a representative of the British Embassy. The pur-
pose of the Committee was to discuss the direction of 
the programme, the content of future activities, and 

the next steps required to implement the workshops’ 
recommendations. As a result, the coordinators en-
joyed direct input into the development of the parlia-
mentary institution at all stages. 

In addition to the workshops set up by WFD, a weekly 
coordination meeting between the Speaker and the 
coordinators became another central feature of the 
programme. This was identified by WFD staff as one 
of the most positive outcomes, and contributed signifi-
cantly to the smooth running of the other programme 
components, not to mention the parliament itself. 
Inter-party meetings involving the coordinators had 
been arranged at the start of the project to overcome 
some of the initial communication issues. However, 
they proved so successful in building trust and com-
munication that the coordinators themselves requested 
that they be continued. The weekly meetings became 
an important multiparty forum in which a whole 
range of relevant issues could be discussed. Accord-
ing to the programme documentation, the meetings 
allowed the Speaker and the coordinators to agree a 
legislative agenda and on motions for debate, and to 
coordinate important parliamentary projects.118 The 
meetings served as more than a forum for discussion, 
and contributed directly to the functioning of the 
parliament. However, they demonstrated that success-
ful administration of parliamentary business is un-
derpinned by constructive dialogue between parties. 	
Understandably, this was viewed by all stakeholders as 
a major step forward, given the complete absence of 
any meaningful dialogue or coordination prior to the 
start of the programme. 

The WFD staff have stressed that the primary suc-
cesses of the programme have been the behavioural 
changes. The sense of pride in the parliamentary in-
stitution that was instilled through the workshops and 
meetings has been a particularly interesting outcome. 
In the same vein, the coordinators and parliamentar-
ians involved have an increased sense of ownership of 
and control over the institution and its processes. In 
addition, the dialogue between the opposition and 
governing parties, which was previously lacking, has 
been one of the key benefits of the programme. As a 
result of these improvements, the other focus of the 
programme with the coordinators, increased coordi-
nation of parliamentary business, has seen some posi-
tive developments. For example, at a workshop held in 	
October 2009, the coordinators and committee mem-
bers reached a consensus on a number of proposals 
and recommendations for improving the budgetary 
planning and oversight processes. For the most part, 
the proposals consist of expressions of commitment 
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to discuss specific issues that have arisen during the 
workshop. 

However, moving to the stage where these proposals 
can be implemented has proved problematic. In our 
discussions with WFD staff, we were told that in recent 
months, dialogue has stalled and that the opposition 
parties are boycotting the weekly coordination meet-
ings. The recommendations of a workshop had com-
mitted to the establishment of an audit commission to 
oversee the government’s fiscal policy. In the run-up to 
elections, this proved controversial. The ruling party 
viewed the recommendation as antagonistic postur-
ing, and a direct challenge to their policies. The oppo-
sition felt that the reaction of the ruling party was an 
excuse to stall meaningful development of parliamen-
tary processes, and return to unilateral policymaking 
beyond the control of the opposition. Consequently, 
communication surrounding these issues has entirely 
ceased, and the work with the parliamentary coordina-
tors has halted. These events demonstrate how rapidly 
progress can be eroded by contextual pressures and 
incentives, despite the fact that local commitment and 
buy-in had been high. 

Analysis and assessment

WFD’s work in Macedonia revolves around local own-
ership. Ensuring that local stakeholders are engaged 
and included at every stage of the project was the over-
riding feature of programme design. This is particu-
larly true of the parliamentary coordinators, who, due 
to their position, were not only involved in attending 
activities, but also organically integrated into the plan-
ning and implementation of the project. The rationale 
is clearly that with greater buy-in comes greater sus-
tainability. In addition, input from local actors into 
project targets means that the most pressing needs 
are identified by the beneficiaries themselves. The 
programme was not initiated extraneously, and came 
in direct response to specific in-country dynamics. In 
this particular case, it was a series of critical EU reports 
that provided the impetus for action. This is an impor-
tant element of the project, as the local stakeholders 
were intuitively aware of the programme’s objectives 
because they were intimately involved in drawing 
them up. Furthermore, it demonstrated a certain de-
gree of commitment to parliamentary development as 
the programme relied on the momentum of the local 
actors to make the workshops happen.

The meeting at Wilton Park in 2008 proved crucial in 
setting the tone for the whole project. The WFD staff 
we interviewed felt that this was a major contributor to 

the initial successes of the project. The event became 
a ‘touchstone’ for the participants. For example, at 
one workshop the discussion became heated, and one 
parliamentarian began to rail against his opposition 
counterparts. The situation was calmed when another 
said: ‘Let’s not return to the days before Wilton Park’. 
The neutral venue was the first space in which parlia-
mentarians had been able to communicate and discuss 
in a constructive manner. The results of the meeting 
were of such benefit that WFD attempted to use a 
similar event as a springboard for other programmes. 
However, it has not always met with the same success, 
indicating that a basic level of willingness and com-
mitment to the aims of the programme is required 
from the stakeholders prior to commencement. 

The Wilton Park meeting was important for three 
reasons: first, WFD built in a level of reciprocity that 
allowed the local stakeholders to feel in control of the 
programme; second, as a result, these stakeholders be-
gan to feel a sense of institutional pride and direction; 
and, third, the meeting established multiparty dia-
logue as the main framework for the programme. The 
workshop format that resulted from this was designed 
to allow maxim input from the coordinators and par-
liamentarians, and allowed for a degree of contextu-
alization at every stage of the programme. As each 
workshop was based on the needs and issues identified 
by the participants, there was a reduced danger that 
the activities would become irrelevant. 

Another noticeable feature of this inclusive model was 
that the WFD documentation did not contain any pre-
conceived indicators or a list of prior outputs. Although 
there was a set of objectives, these remained broad and 
were primarily in keeping with the original request for 
assistance, that is, they focused on improving commu-
nication and the coordination of parliamentary busi-
ness. As those involved with the project pointed out, 
no standard set of benchmarks would decide whether 
the parliament was functioning ‘correctly’. Instead, the 
parliamentary coordinators and the parliamentarians 
themselves decided on the measures of progress. The 
final sessions of the workshops produced these meas-
ures in their draft recommendations. The benchmarks 
are therefore owned and understood by the local stake-
holders. The WFD has been a facilitator, moderating 
the workshops, providing expertise where required and 
ensuring that momentum was maintained. 

However, this role is not without its difficulties, as the 
breakdown in communication between the parties has 
demonstrated. The recommendations produced by the 
workshops are largely pledges for more discussion. Of 
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course, given the previous problems with dialogue, 
this type of commitment should not be dismissed. Yet, 
the fact remains that concrete steps and real institu-
tional changes remain scant, and early in 2010, when 
establishing the audit commission became a reality, 
there was a serious rupture. The fact that the WFD 
programme did not overtly engage with the sources of 
these political sensitivities, not least the dominance of 
the ruling party, meant that they cast a shadow over 
the discussions.

This is not to detract from the value of the more intan-
gible, qualitative outcomes of the programme. On the 
contrary, addressing issues such as a lack of dialogue 
or a dearth of pride in parliamentary institutions is a 
prerequisite for any sort of basic legislative function-
ing. This component of the programme is all the more 
relevant because these types of issues are common in 
nascent democracies and need to be addressed. The 
WFD is keen therefore to stress both the qualitative 
and the quantitative aspects of its programming. It 
points out that too great an emphasis on either will 
skew the picture. While the meetings and workshops 
were taking place, however, there was a sense that the 
regular communication and increase in institutional 
pride were of significant value. Despite its recent prob-
lems, the WFD model has been capable of incorporat-
ing these important elements into the programme. 

The WFD took the view that the parliamentary coor-
dinators, with their dual role as party organizers and 
facilitators of the parliamentary process, could be the 
most viable and effective points of entry for interven-
tions to strengthen parliament. As senior party figures, 
creating an arena for discussion and communication 
between the coordinators was viewed as an integral 
part of the whole development of Macedonian de-
mocracy. They would act as both drivers of change 
within the parliament and catalysts for greater cohe-
sion and trust within their parties. This coordinated 
approach is present in the objectives, where the role of 
the coordinators straddles both the aims for the office 
of the President and those for the political parties. In 
addition, by focusing on the interpersonal relations be-
tween individual parliamentarians and by enhancing 
dialogue, the WFD attempted to affect the parliament 
by first affecting the behaviour of the parliamentar-
ians. By working with the coordinators, the intention 
was to have an impact on both the parliamentary and 
the party institutions. 

Conclusions

The WFD programme provides a useful comparison 
with the work of NIMD in Ghana. Both programmes 

have worked with key political figures to promote 	
dialogue and wider political reform. In the case of 
Macedonia, the objectives were more tightly focused 
from the outset and revolved entirely around improv-
ing the functioning of the parliament but, like Ghana, 
this was to be achieved principally through providing 
a trusted forum for multiparty dialogue. Both pro-
grammes thus depended on the continued commit-
ment and involvement of those key actors for their 
success.

However, the limits to that involvement, and the im-
plications of its withdrawal, are much more evident in 
Macedonia. Staff at the WFD have suggested several 
reasons why this happened, and the organization ap-
pears to be applying these lessons in its approach to 
other programmes. First, the incentives for continued 
involvement were not as apparent or explicit as those in 
Ghana. It may be that future projects will establish cer-
tain preconditions at the start. Second, the programme 
highlights the delicate balance between local owner-
ship and external pressure. As in Ghana, the WFD 
conceived of itself as a facilitator of the process, but 
relying on the parties to be drivers of political change 
makes the project vulnerable, and when the dialogue 
broke down the WFD had few forms of leverage over 
the local partners and the project stalled.

Third, the project never sought to tackle the imbalance 
of power between the political parties. In its attempt to 
foster dialogue and ensure the parties’ faith in the neu-
tral forum, the programme was based on treating all 
parties equally. However, political reform ultimately 
means some redistribution of power, even if this is only 
in the form of closer scrutiny of the executive branch 
of government. When this was broached in Macedo-
nia, the balance of incentives for the dominant party 
suddenly shifted away from continued participation. 
Whereas in Uganda the redress of political imbalances 
was at the core of the programme, in Macedonia it was 
a subtext to the broader discussions.

However, these difficulties should not obscure the 
achievements of the project. Simply getting the parties 
around the same table, opening the channels of com-
munication between them and building a greater sense 
of institutional pride in the parliament were significant 
changes. Even though discussions have stalled, the ba-
sis on which the parties engage with each other has 
changed and provides the ground for the project to de-
velop. However, such a development is likely to rely on 
identifying new incentives for continued participation 
and, in all likelihood, linking dialogue more explicitly 
to key issues of political reform. 
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Conclusions: Continuing challenges  
for political programming

The four country case studies highlight some of the 
challenges facing parliamentary and party support 
programmes. All of them are informed by a sophis-
ticated political analysis, and have sought to engage 
with the dynamics of political reform in each of the 
countries. However, due to project design, implemen-
tation and, partially, the nature of politics itself, they 
met with varying degrees of success. 

Our interviews with stakeholders suggest that the 
deepening democracy programme in Tanzania was 
undone by a nervousness about the implications of 	
encouraging political reform, which affected the 
way in which activities were designed and was com-
pounded by a complex and ambiguous management 
structure. It provides a useful contrast with the similar 
programme in Uganda, which was based on a clear in-
tention to alter the balance of power. That clarity from 
the outset meant stakeholders understood the nature 
of the programme (even if they did not support it) and 
meant that the political tensions could be addressed 
directly. The work of NIMD is of a different order, 
but placed party assistance in the broader context of 
the parties’ role in Ghanaian democracy, allowing the 
parties themselves to establish and extend the nature 
of that role. The WFD worked in an alternative direc-
tion, identifying the need to strengthen the parliament 
through key political party figures, in this case the 
parliamentary whips. Both the latter projects took a 
flexible approach to programming and ultimately re-
lied on the local partners to determine much of the 
pace and content of political development. This reli-
ance on local buy-in means such programmes can be 
vulnerable if one or more parties withdraws its sup-
port. It reflects the continuing difficulty in establish-
ing the terms on which local partnership is based, and 
the extent to which a donor agency or implementing 
organization can bind local partners into the over-
arching ambitions of the project. This goes to the 
heart of political programming. If the point of such 
programmes is to secure political change, this has to 

emerge from within—it cannot, ultimately, be im-
posed from the outside. 

All the case studies highlight the advantages and 	
challenges of aligning the objectives of party and par-
liamentary assistance. Where programmes are seeking 
to engage with the drivers of political change, they 
have to take account of the role of political parties 
in determining the quality of parliamentary activity. 
By the same token, the role of parties as campaigning 
organizations and vehicles for representing the public 
interest is intimately tied to what they then go on to 
do in various legislative and congressional institutions. 

However, the limitations to integration should be 
made explicit. In the first place, it is not an argument 
for integrating every aspect of party and parliamen-
tary work. Rather, the key point is that donor agencies 	
and implementers need to be able to identify 	
where there are synergies—which usually exist 	
around efforts at political reform—and then be flex-
ible enough to exploit them. Second, focusing on 
parliaments and parties is only part of the analy-
sis. The performance of parties and parliament will 	
largely depend on the way in which other parts of the 
political system are working. This is not an argument 
for ignoring them—they should provide part of the 
basic analysis. The fact that parties and parliaments 
are so closely intertwined means they present an 	
obvious starting point, offering potential gains. How-
ever, the rationale behind the deepening democracy 
programmes is the interdependence of the governance 
system as a whole. Programmes which genuinely seek 
to engage with and shape the structures of political 	
incentives will have only a limited impact if they seek 
to address one institution or area at a time. Therefore, 
the principles for the development of political pro-
gramming (see below) are premised on the assumption 
of integrating donor assistance to both parties and 
parliaments.
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It should also be stressed that agencies and institutions 
working in this field differ in their approach and in the 
challenges they face. Although, as is mentioned above, 
the use of various forms of political analysis, such as 
Sida’s ‘power analysis’ or DFID’s ‘drivers of change’, 
have added a new dimension to donor agencies’ under-
standing of governance problems, their ability to deploy 
these insights varies according to a number of factors. 
For instance bilateral support programmes sometimes 
present problems for the donor country when its aid 
agency’s democracy strengthening work conflicts with 
its foreign ministry’s diplomatic objectives. The former 
is often about strengthening the opposition, while the 
latter sometimes involves working almost exclusively 
with the executive. Multilateral agencies, such as the 
UNDP or the EU, might be in a better position to deal 
with such difficulties, but are often even more cautious 
about preserving their neutrality and limited by com-
plicated management structures. Intermediary bodies 
funded by donor agencies often have a more overtly 
political role, such as the NDI or the WFD, and are in-
stinctively more comfortable operating in this terrain. 
They also seem more able to integrate the parliamenta-
ry and party aspects of their work. However, even here 
organizational structure distinguishes between party 
assistance and parliamentary programming. There is 
undoubtedly overlap between them, especially when it 
comes to implementation of country programmes, but 
a number of staff across a range of agencies suggested 
that a gap continues to exist between the strategy that 
informs most international support to parliaments and 
parties, and the reality of how that work is implement-
ed on the ground. 

The country case studies, our interviews with staff 
from the headquarters of donor agencies and inter-
national democracy support organizations, as well as 
the local staff, consultants and stakeholders involved 
in party and parliamentary support work suggested 
two broad areas which should inform how such po-
litical programming should evolve. The first is around 
project flexibility, and the second is about matching 
political programmes to the reality of politics.

Project flexibility 

i) Programme design
A number of people we interviewed suggested that the 
fundamental problem with an unsuccessful project 
was frequently the way in which it had originally been 
designed. The fact that we spoke to a number of ‘sea-
soned experts’ in the field may reflect a particular bias, 
but there was a common sense that many such pro-

grammes were simply designed badly, driven more by 
a desire to carry out particular activities than achieve 
certain outcomes. In both parliamentary and party 
support, programmes had been designed by agency or 
embassy staff after discussions with local stakeholders, 
but often ended up addressing the symptoms rather 
than the causes of the problem

For example, parliamentary strengthening projects still 
try to train parliamentarians in ‘oversight’ or ‘legisla-
tive scrutiny’ rather than addressing why these issues 
are given such a low priority by parliamentarians in the 
first place. Similarly, party assistance projects encour-
age models of good party organization, ideological 
coherence and mass membership, but fail to convince 
the party partners that such things matter, or how they 
might help them. Many still treat the problems of par-
ties and parliaments in isolation, rather than identify-
ing the common root causes of both. 

These tendencies again seem to reflect the gap be-
tween the political analysis which is now common at 
the strategic level, and the way in which projects are 
designed locally. This situation is undoubtedly chang-
ing, as political analysis is deployed more widely, but 
it remains a legitimate concern for many working on 
such projects. 

ii) Implementation and delivery

A linked issue is related to the way in which the 	
original planning documents were then implemented. 
A comment made by one interviewee resonated with 
every other person we spoke to: that the best projects 
were those that diverged significantly from the 	
original programme plans. This highlights two contin-
uing issues for the way in which political programmes 
are implemented. First, even where a project is based 
on a highly sophisticated political analysis, it assumes 
that, first, an initial scoping exercise can capture all 	
the political dynamics affecting parties and parlia-
ments and, second, that politics will remain static 
over the course of a two-, three- or even five-year 
programme. The chances of capturing all the impor-
tant factors in the first analysis are small but, more 
importantly, a programme document needs to be able 
to respond to the context in which the programme 
is operating. Political programming should be seen 
as an iterative process, which is constantly evolving 
and adapting to changing political dynamics. Yet, too 	
often programme documents are regarded as rigid in-
structions, to which the whole of the programme must 
then conform.
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Second, as one senior figure from an implementing 	
organization told us, ‘we understand how politics 
works in our own countries, but then we seem to want 
to employ a totally different set of methods in devel-
oping democracies’. Political campaigns are based on 
broad strategies with tactics often changing from day 
to day, allowing politicians and staffers to respond to 
opportunities as they arise. In the field of party and 
parliamentary assistance, this is dismissed as being 
‘too ad hoc’, and programme documents concern 
themselves with not just the strategy, but the daily tac-
tics over the project’s lifespan. 

The result of both factors is to undermine project 
effectiveness. If the originally envisaged project 
activities are not progressing towards the desired 
outcomes, they need to be changed. Instead, what 
frequently occurs is that the activities remain the 	
same, but the project ambitions are scaled-down or 
altered. 

iii) Measuring political impact
As can be seen from the case studies, flexibility of im-
plementation characterized the projects that worked 
well. However, the case studies also highlighted the 
difficulty in finding indicators which capture political 
change. As one interviewee working in Uganda sug-
gested, political change rarely occurs in significant 
shifts of behaviour or a perceptible change in the po-
litical culture, but instead is the result of a whole host 
of small, incremental movements which then inform 
the way in which political parties engage with each 
other or the tone of debate in parliament. It may be, 
as the conclusion to the Uganda case study notes, that 
political change is often better sensed than measured.

However, this does not resolve the problem for 
projects. As we pointed out in a previous report for 
International IDEA,119 flexibility cannot be used as 
a substitute for strategy. If programmes are based on 
their ability to respond to local developments, it is then 
difficult to identify whether a project has succeeded 
or failed. This also highlights the tension that exists 
in every organization between the head office, which 
wants to ensure consistency and quality, as well as a 
sense of progress in line with strategy, and the field 
offices, which understandably know more about the 
local political environment and want the latitude to 
respond to it. 

Most of the donor agencies are wrestling with this 
problem, with USAID perhaps making the most com-
prehensive attempt to capture political change through 

the work of the University of Pittsburgh.120 However, 
all such exercises are generally regarded as ‘works in 
progress’ with few settled conclusions. The challenge 
for programmes is not to resort simply to quantitative 
results, as these are often misleading and, as is pointed 
out above, if you use the wrong indicators you end up 
doing the wrong things. The projects that seem most 
effective are the ones that have a flexible approach to 
measurement, and while this may not, for the time be-
ing, provide hard facts, it seems worth preserving this 
flexibility. 

Political realism

i) Supporting the process of  
political change
At the heart of the problem of project design set 	
out above is the fact that political change is often 	
messy, haphazard and unpredictable. It does not 	
occur in a linear fashion. Yet the presumption under-
lying most programmes is that isolated interventions 
(training, capacity building, seminars, etc.) with in-
dividual institutions may have an effect on capacity 
or behaviour. What characterizes these programmes 
is that there is little theory of how political change 	
happens, and no strategy for managing that process 	
of change. Contrast this with the business world, 	
where there is an entire sub-industry built around 
‘change management’. Yet most businesses have a 
broadly hierarchical structure that looks relatively 
straightforward compared with the complexities and 
competing interests that exist within a parliament or 
a political party.

Political programming is still, to a large extent, based 
on a ‘hit and hope’ strategy. There is, at best, a tenu-
ous link between some of the techniques used and the 
hoped-for outcomes, and little evidence of strategy for 
managing these activities towards particular outcomes. 
There are efforts to apply political analysis to strategies 
for change in parliaments and parties,121 but the shift 
will involve not just the application of political insights 
but also a change in the way that projects are conceived 
and the role that donor agencies play in that process of 
change—a point picked up in the sections below. The 
key, however, is to have political programmes based 
not just on an integrated analysis, but an integrated 
strategy to achieve change which takes account of the 
impact of parties on parliaments (and vice versa) but 
also the way in which parliaments and parties relate to 
the rest of the political system.
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ii) The challenge of local ownership
Political change rests on the parliament and political 
party recognizing the benefits of adopting new pat-
terns of behaviour and embedding them in the insti-
tutions, perhaps through rule changes or institutional 
reforms, so that they eventually become part of the 
accepted political culture. When conceived in these 
terms, the ability of donor agencies or implement-
ers to impose such change is obviously constrained. 	
Ultimately, they can encourage, advise and cajole poli-
ticians into different forms of behaviour, but these have 
to be implemented by the local partners themselves. 
Programmes thus provide the conditions conducive to 
change and play to the incentives of those partners— 
in other words, they lead the horse to the water but the 
horse has to decide it wants to drink. 

This reinforces the extent to which political projects are 
dependent on the goodwill and buy-in of local stake-
holders. As the WFD case study shows, this makes 
programmes vulnerable if, as happened, the politicians 
suddenly decide they do not want to continue to be 
involved. This will often occur when local partners 
feel the project is starting to work against their own 
political interests, and perhaps to favour the interests 
of others instead. 

A number of programmes are using a better under-
standing of incentives to place conditions on the in-
volvement of partners. Two tactics seem to be emerg-
ing. First, the benefits to the local partners need to be 
sequenced, so that they are only delivered once par-
ticular milestones or indicators of progress have been 
met. Second, programmes need to be built around 
a package of reforms rather than single issues. This 
means that trade-offs can be built into that package, so 
that partners have to accept the things they do not like 
in order to get the things they do. Underpinning both 
is the intention of making local partners ultimately re-
sponsible for the project’s success, without which they 
do not receive the benefits established at the outset of 
the programme.

iii) Assessing the scope for  
meaningful change
Given the emphasis placed on the interdependence of 
the constituent parts of the political system in most 
political analyses, it is tempting for donor agencies to 
design wide-ranging projects which affect every as-
pect of the polity: in short, to attempt to try to fix 
everything. Our analysis and interviews suggest that 
such programmes invariably fall far short of their lofty 

ambitions. As the examples of Uganda and Tanzania 
show, such projects bring with them specific challenges 
of integration and management. 

However, the Uganda project is notable because of the 
way it set its objectives in relation to parliaments and 
parties. Although the project had quite broad objec-
tives in improving oversight and tackling the imbal-
ance of power, the methods used to achieve this were 
tightly focused. The emphasis on research support in 
parliament, for example, does not appear to be a huge-
ly significant activity. However, this was based on an 
understanding of some of the root causes of opposition 
weakness, as well as the incentives at work. The inten-
tion to improve scrutiny was not achieved by telling 
parliamentarians how to do it, but by giving them the 
resources. It reflected a recognition of their interests 
and finding ways of aligning that recognition with the 
wider systemic problem.

This sort of example may offer wider lessons for party 
and parliamentary assistance, and it appears to be an 
implicit tenet of such work for most of those who work 
in the field, best summed by a consultant in Iraq as 
‘think big, act small’. In other words, identify targets 
that you can have an impact on, but which are likely to 
have a much wider ripple effect on the institution and 
the political culture.

Conclusion: Rethinking the approach 
to party and parliamentary support

As is suggested above, greater effectiveness and inte-
gration in party and parliamentary support depends 
on donors changing their role. This means altering 
the way in which projects are delivered, with a better 
translation of political analysis into project design and 
greater flexibility in the way projects are implemented. 
However, the prospects for this sort of change look 
particularly bleak.

In the first place, the logic of programmes seeking 
political change must reflect the fact that this is an 
internally driven process. In such circumstances, 	
the role of the donor agency or institute becomes 	
less about ‘implementation’ than about being a con-
sultant or facilitator to the process of change, pro-
viding advice and guidance. Some of the institutes 
working in the field are playing this role effectively, 
shaping the process of reform but recognizing the 
limits of their own ability to ‘implement’ change. 	
This role has two distinct implications for donor 
agencies. First, as one senior governance adviser 
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from a donor agency told us, it challenges the tradi-
tional conception of the agency, which was always 
there as the ‘expert’. Donor agencies rightly draw on 	
the expertise of staff across a range of policy issues, 
such as agriculture or water, whose job is to develop, 
design and implement programmes in other countries. 
This model is likely to work less well in the field of 
governance. Donor agencies need governance ex-
perts, but that expertise needs to be used in different 	
ways, perhaps reflecting a shift from hands-on im-
plementation to arms-length advice and consultancy. 
However, the structures and delivery mechanisms for 
donor agencies are based on the conception of im-
plementation and are unlikely to change in the near 
future.

Second, it also challenges the way such projects are 
funded by donor agencies. In this respect the aid 	
effectiveness agenda appears to be pulling in two 
different directions. On the one hand, there is 
the emphasis on local ownership and mutual ac-
countability. On the other, there is the desire for 
results. This latter emphasis is generally being inter-
preted by donor agencies as the need for a ‘return 
on investment’ with tangible signs of change. As is 	
discussed above, this is particularly difficult in the 	
field of party and parliamentary assistance, and is 	
distorting the way in which such projects are being 
delivered. For example, one interviewee working on 
an international institute’s parliamentary strengthen-
ing programme suggested that there was a distinct gap 	
between their funding applications and what hap-
pened on the ground. Whereas 80 per cent of their 
project plan would involve ‘box-ticking’ activities that 
the donor needed to see, in practice they would only 
spend 60 per cent of their time on such work. The re-
maining 40 per cent would be spent on more intan-
gible political activities which were likely to generate 
meaningful political progress.

This has been described, as is mentioned above, by 
Thomas Carothers as a ‘projectization’ of such work, 
which places greater emphasis on fitting work into the 
structure of bureaucratic forms required by donors.122 
As another senior figure from a donor agency, with ex-
perience in the field and at headquarters, stated: ‘our 
government is now more interested in doing things the 
right way, than in doing the right things’. She went 
on to suggest that because of the emphasis on results, 
projects were becoming increasingly risk-averse, as they 
tended to fund projects that had previously worked, 
reducing experimentation and limiting the opportuni-
ties for effectiveness. In the field of parliamentary and 

party support, as in the financial markets, past per-
formance is no guarantee of future success. 

A greater realism about the limits of donors’ ability to 
effect political change is at odds with the current inter-
pretation of aid effectiveness. The emphasis on ‘results’ 
runs the risk of reducing the effectiveness of such po-
litical programmes, as the desire for quantitative data 
means that projects end up with the wrong indicators, 
which in turn means that they end up doing the wrong 
things. In short ‘success’ will be judged more by proc-
ess rather than by outcome.

A more effective approach to parties and parliaments 
requires flexibility in the design and implementation of 
programmes, so that they evolve and adapt to chang-
ing political circumstances. It means that project im-
plementers need to be astute enough to identify the 
synergies between party and parliamentary support, 
and able integrate them around the desire for specific 
political outcomes. A flexible and genuinely outcome-
oriented form of programming would mean that do-
nors take greater responsibility for the results of their 
interventions, but ultimately exercise less control over 
the way they are implemented. At present, however, 
such developments seem highly unlikely.



55

Bibliography

Afrobarometer, ‘Popular Attitudes to Democracy in 
Ghana’, Briefing Paper no. 51 (June 2008)

All-Party Parliamentary Group on Africa, 
Strengthening Parliaments in Africa: Improving 
Support (London: 2008)

Amundsen, I., Donor Support to Political Parties: 
Status and Principles (Bergen: Chr. Michelsen 
Institute, 2007)

Berg, M. van den, Rottenberg S., and O'Gorman,S., 
Democracies: Testimonies of a Work in Progress. 
(The Hague: Netherlands Institute for Multiparty 
Democracy, 2009) 

Boadi-Gyimah, E., ‘Another Step Forward for 
Ghana’, Journal of Democracy 20/2 (2009)

Boadi-Gyimah, E., ‘Ghana's Uncertain Political 
Opening’, Journal of Democracy 5/2 (1994)

Bryan, S., ‘Engaging Political Parties in Post-conflict 
Parliaments’, Paper presented at the International 
Conference on Parliaments, Crisis Prevention 	
and Recovery, April 2006

Burnell, P., Building Better Democracies: Why Political 
Parties Matter (London: Westminster Foundation 
for Democracy, 2004)

Burnell, P., ‘Legislative Strengthening Meets Party 
Support in International Assistance: A Closer 
Relationship’, Journal of Legislative Studies 
15/4 (Dec. 2004)

Canadian Parliamentary Centre. Parliamentary 
Report Card, Retrieved from 
http://www.parlcent.ca/indicators/index_e.php

Carothers, T., Aiding Democracy Abroad: The Learning 
Curve (Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace, 1999)

Carothers, T., ‘Political Party Aid’, Paper prepared for 
Sida (Washington, DC: 2004)

Carothers, T., Confronting the Weakest Link: Aiding 
Political Parties in New Democracies (Washington, 
DC: Carnegie Endowment for International 
Peace, 2006)

Carothers, T., ‘Democracy Support and Development 
Aid: The Elusive Synthesis’, Journal of Democracy 
21 (Nov. 2010)

Commonwealth Parliamentary Association, 
Recommended Benchmarks for Democratic 
Legislatures (London: 2006)

Cook, M., Munishi, G. and Mutembei, K., Deepening 
Democracy in Tanzania Programme 2007–2010: 
Terminal Evaluation (2010)

DANIDA. (Copenhagen, 2010). Parliamentary 
Strengthening: How to Note. Retrieved from 
http://www.danidadevforum.um.dk/en/menu/
Topics/Publications.htm

DANIDA. (Copenhagen, 2010). Political Parties: 
How to Note. Retrieved from http://www.
danidadevforum.um.dk/en/menu/Topics/
Publications.htm

Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. (Copenhagen, 
2009). Democratisation and Human Rights for the 
Benefit of the People. 

DDP Programme Management Unit and PDCO, 
Parliament of Uganda. (Kampala,2008). More 
Scrutiny; Greater Accountability: Strengthening 
Parliamentary Autonomy and Oversight. 

DDP Programme Management Unit, The Deepening 
Democracy Programme: A Briefing Paper, 
13 October 2009 

DDP Uganda Programme Management Unit, 
(Kampala, 2008). Stronger Parties: Genuine 
Competition: Institutionalising an Effective Party 
System 



56

Department for International Development, DFID 
(UK), Political Economy Analysis: How to Note 
(London: 2009a) 

—. Eliminating Poverty: Building Our Common 
Future (London: 2009b) 

—. Governance, Development and Democratic Politics: 
DFID’s Work in Building More Effective States 
(London: 2007) 

—. Making Governance Work for the Poor, DFID 
White Paper. (London: 2006) 

Dietsche, E., The Political Economy of Policy Decisions: 
Why Good Technical Reform Programmes don't 
Always Work. (Oxford: Oxford Policy Institute, 
2003)

Dijkstra, Jan Peter and Kumado, Kofi, Report on the 
Evaluation of the IMD/IEA Programme in Ghana 
2000–2003. (The Hague: NIMD Knowledge 
Centre, 2004)

Doherty, I., ‘Democracy Out of Balance: Civil 
Society Can't Replace Political Parties’, Policy 
Review, No 106, May & June (2001)

Domingo, P., Review of International Assistance to 
Political Party and Party System Development: 
Latin America (London: Overseas Development 
Institute, 2010)

Domingo, P. and Nwankwo, C., Review of 
International Assistance to Political Party and  
Party System Development: Nigeria (London: 
Overseas Development Institute, 2010)

Dutta, N. et al., Strengthening Legislatures for Conflict 
Management in Fragile States (Woodrow Wilson 
School, Princeton University, 2007)

Erdman, G., Hesitant Bedfellows: The German 
Stiftungen and Party Aid in Africa. CGSR 
Working Paper 184/50 (Warwick: Centre for 
the Study of Globalisation and Regionalisation, 
University of Warwick, 2005)

European Centre for the Development Policy 
Management (ECDPM), Institutional Evaluation 
of the Netherlands Institute of Mulitparty 
Democracy (Maastricht: ECDPM, 2005)

European Commission, Accession Partnership with 
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, http://
europa.eu/legislation_summaris/enlargement/
ongoing_enlargement/r18013_en.htm

European Commission, The Former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia: 2008 Progress Report (Brussels: 
European Commission, 2008)

—. Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia: 
Stabilisation and Association Report (Brussels: 
European Commission Staff Working Paper, 
2004)

European Union Election Observers Mission Report, 
Uganda Presidential and Parliamentary Elections 
(2006) <http://eeas.europa.eu/human_rights/
election_observation/uganda/final_report_
en.pdf>

Foresti, M., Welton, G. and Jijelava, D., Review 
of International Assistance to Political Parties and 
Party System Development: Georgia (London: 
2010)

Gonzalez Acosta, E., Political Parties and Policy 
Development: The Conditions which Lead Political 
Parties to Adopt Progressive Policies (Stockholm 
and Oslo: International IDEA/United Nations 
Development Programme, Oslo Governance 
Centre, 2009)

Goran, H., ‘Top-down Democratization in Tanzania’, 
Journal of Democracy 10/4 (1999)

Hoove, L. and Scholtbach, A. Democracy and Political 
Party Assistance in Post-Conflict Societies. (The 
Hague: NIMD Knowledge Centre, 2008)

Hubli, K. and Schmidt, M., Approaches to 
Parliamentary Strengthening: A Review of Sida’s 
Support to Parliaments, Sida Evaluation 05/27 
(Stockholm: Sida, 2005)

Hudson, A., Parliamentary Strengthening in 
Developing Countries: Final Report for DFID 
(London: Overseas Development Institute, 2007)

Hudson, A. and Wren, C., Parliamentary 
Strengthening in Developing Countries 
(London: Overseas Development Institute, 2007)

Huntington, S., The Third Wave: Democratization in 
the Late Twentieth Century (Oklahoma: University 
of Oklahoma, 1993)

IEA. Democracy Consolidation Strategy Paper: 
Addressing Ghana’s Democracy Gaps (Accra: 2008).

International IDEA. Effective Party Assistance: 
Stronger Parties for Better Democracies (Stockholm: 
International IDEA, 2007) 

Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU). Parliament and 
Democracy in the Twenty-first Century: A Guide to 
Good Practice (Geneva: IPU, 2006) 



57

Inter-Parliamentary Union/United Nations 
Development Programme, Ten Years of 
Strengthening Parliaments in Africa, 1991–2000: 
Lessons Learnt and the Way Forward (Geneva: 
IPU, 2003)

Johnston, M., Political Parties and Democracy 
in Theoretical and Practical Perspectives: 
Political Finance Policy, Parties and Democratic 
Development (Washington, DC: National 
Democratic Institute, 2005)

Kolodny, R., Political Aid and the Development of 
Party Politics: The Case of the UK's Westminster 
Foundation for Democracy, 2010, 
http://ssm.com/abstract=1663950

Kumar, K., ‘International Political Party Assistance: 
An Overview and Analysis’, Conflict Research 
Working Paper 33 (The Hague: NIMD 
Knowledge Centre, 2004)

Kumar, K., ‘Reflections on International Political 
Party Assistance’, Democratization 12/4 (August 
2005), pp. 505–527

Kumar, K. and de Zeeuw, J., ‘Supporting Political 
Party Development in War-torn Societies’, Paper 
presented at the 57th PSA Annual Conference, 
11–13 Sept 2007

Lindberg, S., Variation in Performance Among 
Members of Parliament: Evidence from Ghana 
(London: Africa Power and Politics Programme/
ODI, 2010)

Lipset, M., ‘The Indispensability of Political Parties’, 
Journal of Democracy 11/1 (2000)

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark/Danida, 
Priorities of the Danish Government for Danish 
Development Assistance: Overview of the 
Development Assistance Budget, 2010–2014 
(Copenhagen: Danida, 2009)

Murphy, J. and Alhada, A., Global Programme 
for Parliamentary Strengthening II: Mid-term 
Evaluation Report. (UNDP, 2007) <http://www.
agora-parl.org/sites/default/files/UNDP%20
-%20Global%20Programme%20for%20
Parliamentary%20Strengthening%20-%20
EN%20-%202007%20-%20PS.pdf>

National Democratic Institute, A Guide to Political 
Party Development (Washington, DC: National 
Democratic Institute, 2008a) 

—, Minimum Standards for the Democratic 
Functioning of Political Parties (Washington, DC: 
National Democratic Institute, 2008b) 

—, Serbia: Political Party Building and Civil Society 
Development 2001-2008 (Washington, DC: 
National Democratic Institute, 2008c) 

—, Peru's Political Party System and the Promotion 
of Pro-poor Reform (Washington, DC: National 
Democratic Institute, 2005) 

—, Bolivia’s Political Party System and the Incentives 
of Pro-poor Reform (Washington, DC: National 
Democratic Institute, 2004)

—. Guidebook for Implementing Legislative Programs 
(Washington, DC: National Democratic Institute, 
2000) 

Netherlands Institute for Multiparty Democracy 
(NIMD), A Framework for Democratic Party-
building (The Hague: NIMD, 2004) 

Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation 
(NORAD), Evaluation of the Norwegian Centre 
for Democracy Support, 2002–2009 
(Oslo: NORAD, 2010) 

Ohman, M., Ahlback Oberg, S., Holmstrom, B., 
Wockelberg, H. and Aberg, V., Political Parties 
and Democracy Assistance, Sida Evaluation 05/11. 
(Stockholm: Sida, 2004)

Presnall, A., ‘Which way the Wind Blows: 
Democracy Promotion and Interntional Actors in 
Serbia’, Democratization 16/4 (August 2009), 
pp. 661–681

Reilly, B. and Norlund, P., Political Parties in Conflict 
Prone Societies: Regulation, Engineering and 
Democratic Development (Tokyo: United Nations 
University, 2008)

Swedish Agency for Development Evaluation 
(SADEV), Party Cooperation in a Results 
Perspective: Evaluation of Support to Democracy 
through Party Affiliated Organisations (Karlstad: 
SADEV, 2010)

Sandevski, T., ‘The Impact of European Politics on 
Post-Ohrid Macedonia’, Paper prepared for the 
ISA Annual Convention, NYC, 2009

Swedish International Development Cooperation 
Agency (Sida), Action Plan on Aid Effectiveness 
2009–2011 (Stockholm: Sida, 2009) 

—, Methods of Analysing Power: A Workshop Report 
(Stockholm: Sida, 2005) 

—, The Political Institutions (Stockholm: 
Sida, 2002)



58

—, Justice and Peace: Sida’s Programme for Peace, 
Democracy and Human Rights (Stockholm: 
Sida, 1997) 

Simovic, N., Kosovo Serbs' Political Parties Baseline 
Assessment (Pristina: NDI, 2007)

Sorensen, K., Advancing Canada’s Role in 
International Support for Democratic Development 
(Ottawa: Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and International Development, 2007)

Tostensen, Arne and Amundsen, Inge, Support to 
Legislatures: Synthesis Study (Oslo: NORAD, 
2010)

Tsekpo, A. and Hudson, A., Parliamentary 
Strengthening and the Paris Principles: Ghana Case 
Study (London: Overseas Development Institute, 
2009)

Tsekpo, A. and Hudson, A., Parliamentary 
Strengthening and the Paris Principles: Tanzania 
Case Study (London: Overseas Development 
Institute, 2008)

Tsekpo, A. and Hudson, A., Parliamentary 
Strengthening and the Paris Principles: Uganda 
Case Study (London: Overseas Development 
Institute, 2008)

Ucen, P. and Surotchak, J., Why We Lost: Explaining 
the Rise and Fall of the Center-Right Parties 
in Central Europe, 1996–2002 (Bratislava: 
International Republican Institute, 2005)

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) 
and Government of Tanzania, Deepening 
Democracy in Tanzania Project Document 
(UNDP, 2004)

United Nations Development Programme, 
Deepening Democracy in Tanzania: Mid-term 
Evaluation ([UNDP, 2009a) <http://erc.undp.
org/evaluationadmin/manageevaluation/
viewevaluationdetail.html?evalid=2965>

—, Strategy Note: Parliamentary Development 
(UNDP, 2009b)

—, Handbook on Working with Political Parties 
(New York: UNDP, 2006)

—. UNDP and Parliamentary Development. Oslo 
Governance Centre (Oslo: UNDP, n.d.)

United States Agency for International Development 
(USAID), USAID Political Party Assistance Policy 
(Washington, DC: USAID, 2003) 

—, Handbook on Legislative Strengthening 
(Washington, DC: USAID, 2000) 

Von Trapp, L. Benchmarks and Self-assessment 
Frameworks for Democratic Parliaments (Brussels/
New York: UNDP, 2010)

Westminster Foundation for Democracy, 2009 
Annual Review (London: Westminster Foundation 
for Democracy, 2009a)

—, Business Plan, 2009–2010 (London: Westminster 
Foundation for Democracy, 2009b)

—, Corporate Plan, 2009–2012 (London: 
Westminster Foundation for Democracy, 2009c)

—, Macedonia: Programme: Overview. (London: 
Westminster Foundation for Democracy, 2009d)

Wild, L. and Golooba-Mutebi, F., Review of 
International Assistance to Political Party and Party 
System Development: Uganda (London: Overseas 
Development Institute, 2010)

Wild, L. and Hudson, A., UK Support for Political 
Parties: A Stock-take (London: Overseas 
Development Institute, 2009)



59

Notes

1	 Huntington (1993). 
2 	 For example, the European Commission budget for electoral 

assistance in 1992–2007 was EUR 612,073,304, 	
http://www.ec-undp-electoralassistance.org/index.
php?option=com_content&task=view&id=15&Itemid=30.

3 	 For example, in 2005, parliamentary support comprised only 
2 per cent of the overall UNDP budget. UNDP (2009b), p. 4.

4 	 Carothers (2006, 1999).
5 	 Sida (2005), p. 5.
6 	 DFID (2009a), p. 4.
7 	 DFID (2009b), p. 73.
8 	 Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (2009), p. 22.
9 	 UNDP (2009b).
10	 Carothers (1999), p.181.
11	 Hubli and Schmidt (2005).
12 	 Doherty (2001), p.26.
13 	 See NIMD (2004); WFD (2009c); UNDP (2006); 

International IDEA (2007); Lipset (2000); Reilly and 	
Norland (2008).

14 	 See Carothers (2006).
15 	 Carothers (2004), p. 10.
16 	 Ohman et al. (2004), p. 8.
17 	 See Erdman (2005). 
18 	 Hudson (2007); Hubli and Schmidt (2005); Murphy 

and Alhada (2007).
19 	 See, for example, Gonzalez (2009); NDI (2004); NDI (2005). 
20 	 All-Party Parliamentary Group on Africa (2008), p. 44.
21 	 Carothers (2004), p.13.
22 	 Available at http://www.danidadevforum.um.dk/en/menu/

Topics/Publications.htm.
23 	 Hoove and Sholtbach (2008), p. 20.
24 	 Sida (2002), p. 38.
25 	 DFID (2007); DFID (2006).
26 	 UNDP (2009b), p. 3.
27 	 UNDP (n.n.), p. 1. 
28 	 Berg, Rottenberg and O’Gorman (2009), p. 6.

29 	 Inter-Parliamentary Union (2006); Commonwealth 
Parliamentary Association (2006).

30 	 http://www.parlcent.ca/indicators/index_e.php.
31 	 Von Trapp (2010), p. 23.
32 	 National Democratic Institute (2008), p. iii.
33 	 Ibid.
34 	 NIMD (2004), p. 8.
35 	 UNDP (2009b) p. 16.
36 	 DFID (2009a), p. 18.
37 	 UNDP (2009b), p. 18.
38 	 Domingo (2010), p. 18.
39 	 Hudson and Wren (2007), p. 30.
40 	 Ibid., p. 21.
41 	 For example see International IDEA (2007).
42 	 Burnell (2004), p. 464.
43 	 Hubli and Schmidt (2005), p. 5.
44 	 DFID (2007), p. 20.
45 	 Tostensen and Amundsen (2010), p. 26.
46 	 Carothers (2010), p. 16.
47 	 Tostensen and Amundsen (2010), p. 26.
48 	 SADEV (2010), p. viii.
49 	 Foresti et al. (2010), p. 13.
50	 UNDP and Government of Tanzania (2007), p. 2.
51 	 UNDP (2009a), p. 6. 
52 	 Goran (1999), p. 143.
53 	 Ibid., p. 144.
54 	 Ibid.
55 	 UNDP and Government of Tanzania (2007), p. 1.
56 	 Cook et al. (2010).
57 	 UNDP and Government of Tanzania (2007), p. 9.
58 	 Ibid.
59 	 Cook et al. (2010), p. 35.
60 	 UNDP (2009a), p. 26.
61 	 Cook et al. (2010), p. 35.



60

62 	 UNDP and Government of Tanzania (2007), p. 9.
63 	 Electoral Institute for the Sustainability of Democracy in 

Africa (EISA) at http://www.eisa.org.za/WEP/tan1995	
results2.htm.

64 	 Cook et al. (2010), p. 53.
65 	 Cook et al. (2010), p. 55.
66 	 Ibid.
67 	 Ibid., p. 56.
68 	 Ibid., p. 38.
69 	 Ibid., p. 57.
70 	 Ibid., p. 57.
71 	 Six members of the PDG are funding the DDP: Ireland; 

Denmark; Sweden; the UK; Norway; and the Netherlands. 
72 	 The content of this paper was finalised before the 2011 

elections in Uganda. Therefore, new developments in Uganda’s 
political context might have since also impacted on the 
Deepening Democracy Programme. 

73 	 DDP Programme Management Unit (2008), p. 3.
74 	 Ibid.
75 	 EU Election Observers Mission Report (2006), p. 1.
76 	 DDP Briefing Paper, 13 October 2009, p. 1.
77 	 DDP Programme Management Unit and PDCO (2008), p. 7.
78 	 Ibid., p. 3.
79 	 Ibid., pp. 9–10.
80 	 Ibid., p. 9.
81 	 Ibid., p 7.
82 	 Ibid., p. 7.
83 	 Arfobarometer Round 3 Survey, May 2005, quoted in ibid, 

p. 7.
84 	 Ibid., p. 8.
85 	 These are: the New Patriotic Party (NPP); the National 

Democratic Congress (NDC); the People’s National 
Convention (PNC); and the Convention People’s Party (CPP).

86 	 Dijkstra and Kumado (2004), p. 8.
87 	 Ibid.
88 	 Ibid.
89 	 Ibid.
90 	 Ibid.
91 	 Ibid.
92 	 Boadi-Gyimah (1994), p. 78.
93 	 Ibid. 
94 	 Ibid.
95 	 Ibid. 
96 	 Ibid., p. 146.
97 	 Ibid., p. 147.
98 	 Boadi-Gyimah (2009), p. 138.
99 	 Afrobarometer (2008).

100 	Dijkstra and Kumado (2004), p. 17.
101 	Ibid., p. 10.
102 	IEA (August 2008), p. 11.
103 	Ibid. 
104 	Dijkstra and Kumado (2004), p.18. 
105 	Ibid. 
106 	Ibid., p. 12.
107 	Ibid., p. 86.
108 	IEA (2008), p. 10.
109 	Ibid., p. 9.
110 	Ibid., p. 30.
111 	Ibid., p. 79.
112 	These include the House of Commons Overseas Office, the 

National Audit Office, the Commonwealth Parliamentary 
Association, the University of Essex and the Electoral 
Commission.

113 	Accession Partnership with the Former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia, available at http://europa.eu/legislation_
summaries/enlargement/ongoing_enlargement/r18013_
en.htm.

114 	European Commission (2008), p. 8.
115 	WFD (2009d). 
116 	Quarterly Project Progress Report July–September 2009 p12.
117 	Quarterly Project Progress Report October–December 2008 

pp. 7–9.
118 	Ibid., p. 6.
119	 Global Partners and Associates (July 2009).
120	Finkel et al. (2006).
121	 See, for example, Power (2010). 
122	Carothers (2010), p. 16.



61

International IDEA at a glance
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mission is to support sustainable democratic change by providing comparative knowledge, and 	
assisting in democratic reform, and influencing policies and politics. 

What does International IDEA do?

In the field of elections, constitution building, political parties, gender in democracy and women’s political 
empowerment, democracy self-assessments, and democracy and development, IDEA undertakes its work 
through three activity areas: 

•	 providing comparative knowledge derived from practical experience on democracy-building processes 
from diverse contexts around the world; 

•	 assisting political actors in reforming democratic institutions and processes, and engaging in political 
processes when invited to do so; and 

•	 influencing democracy-building policies through the provision of our comparative knowledge resources 
and assistance to political actors. 

Where does International IDEA work?

International IDEA works worldwide. Based in Stockholm, Sweden, it has offices in Africa, Asia and the Pacific, 
Latin America, and West Asia and North Africa.
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