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Scaling up Basic Services: Effects of budget support on social sector results

Evidence of PRBS effects on social sector results

Evidence from recent country evaluations, including the major DAC study in 2005/06 shows that poverty reduction budget support (PRBS) can be a relevant, effective, efficient and sustainable way of managing aid for poverty reduction and can have positive effects on social sector results
. Financing is accompanied by other components (policy dialogue, conditionality, technical support and harmonisation and alignment efforts). 

Using a rigorous logical framework-based methodology, there is converging evidence from ten countries in which general budget support
 (GBS) was evaluated over the past few years. Conceived as a package of inputs (funding, policy dialogue, conditionality, technical assistance and capacity building, and harmonisation and alignment), GBS was found to be raising a very broad range of expectations. Against these, all evaluations faced limitations in assessing GBS effects: in all of the countries studied GBS was quite recent and was therefore unlikely to have had complex policy and institutional effects which would require more time; attribution of specific effects was generally not clear-cut; there was nothing ‘automatic’ in GBS effects or lack thereof; and weaknesses of data systems prevented a full assessment in many cases. Nonetheless, and while there was a variety of GBS instruments, GBS was found to work in varied country contexts. Basic macroeconomic stability, sufficient government/ donors’ mutual trust, and broad agreement on the ‘main development directions’ were found to be critical for this. 
With respect to social sector results, strong flow-of-funds effects were found (GBS funding ( More fungible resources on government budget ( More resources allocated to social sectors and flowing to service delivery ( Expanded access ( [To some extent] reduced non-income poverty). Institutional and policy effects were found to be weaker, though effects on PFM-related capacity/ accountability were usually present, and the (GBS-induced) more coherent policy dialogue and conditionality facilitated further reorientation of public spending. But policy-public spending-service delivery links were usually still weak, and GBS had little relation with decentralisation and little effect on broader accountability/ empowerment issues.

It was found that effects were usually restricted to greater access to basic services, and quality and equity of service delivery were little affected. While this was perhaps inevitable in a first stage, it is important to move forward through less simplistic analyses of the pro-poorness of policies and public spending, and support to policy, planning and budgeting capacity including at local government level. The continued prevalence of ‘hand-to-mouth’ approaches to aid provision should be a concern as partner governments need medium to long-term assurance to scale up basic services. 
Evaluations also highlighted that GBS has little influence on matters deeply rooted in partner country’s political systems – which may be a serious limitation considering that “making services work for the poor” is a deeply political matter. GBS is also particularly vulnerable to political difficulties, which limits its potential as a funding instrument for long-term ‘scaling-up’ strategies. This is one of the reasons for donors to consider the parallel use of a limited number of sector BS instruments together with an integrating general BS operation. In practice, there is actually no clear-cut demarcation between general/macro PRBS and sector PRBS; and PRBS-G may directly strengthen sector processes in addition to its specific cross-sectoral strengths. 
The parallel use of a limited number of BS instruments can help achieve complementary results. GBS can directly strengthen sector processes in addition to its specific cross-sectoral strengths, for example through engaging MOF and MOH in policy dialogue on key sector performance challenges such as maternal mortality. There is an emerging trend of new sector BS programmes to complement a second phase of DFID budget support provision. In Rwanda, SBS is providing a platform for donor harmonisation. SBS can also provide opportunities for focused policy inputs and technical sector expertise, as in Vietnam.

In Ethiopia, Protecting Basic Services – a form of SBS -  was adopted, when GBS was suspended due to political difficulties, to ensure continued funding of basic social service delivery. The specific strengths of SBS are recognised - working with and through federal and decentralised government and supporting constitutional mandates at all levels; building local transparency and accountability mechanisms through programme components parallel to the fund transfer component). Such funding would complement GBS if and when resumed.

Other lessons learnt include:

· PRBS is only as good as the strategy it is funding. Additional inputs are needed, including support to processes and capacity for policy, planning and budgeting including at local government level. Partner governments need medium to long-term predictable funding to scale up basic services. For the mix of instruments to realise synergy, whole country programmes need to work together to reach these objectives.

· PRBS supports more than aid effectiveness – it can also help increase accountability and effectiveness for domestic resources, both within and outside government. General BS concerns “whole-of-government” accountability processes, although SBS can generate interest among sector interest groups. Additional instruments are required, such as support to civil society organisations and parliamentarians. 
· Short term results in improved service delivery need to be demonstrated, as well as the longer term sustainable system strengthening facilitated by PRBS. PRBS can be complemented by project or programme financing to, for example support the supply of malaria commodities. However it is important to ensure that the programme design does not undermine PRBS objectives or increase donor dependency.

Selected sector analysis tools: SPERs, PETSs, SDSs

Analysing and assessing sector performance is critical for ensuring effective budget support. Three common sector analysis tools are Sector Public Expenditure Reviews, Public Expenditure Tracking Surveys and Service Delivery Surveys. These are elements of what should be a broader ‘analysis and performance monitoring framework’ focusing on government strategy as a whole, with a view to strengthening domestic accountability. Work is on-going with respect to the definition of the key elements of such a framework. 

The three tools can be briefly characterised as follows: 

· SPERs analyse patterns of and trends in sector public expenditure and financing and can provide insights on the policy base of budgets, the ‘quality’ of public spending etc. 
· PETSs focus on problems in how budgeted service delivery resources flow down to facility level and can provide insights on budget execution, delays, leakages etc. 
· SDSs focus on issues of service delivery performance at facility level and can provide insights on staff incentives and behaviour, clients’ experiences and perceptions etc. 

All three have common objectives of helping in policy making, supervision, and generating client power and strengthening voice. Together, they address the three main reasons why “services fail the poor” (World Bank World Development Report 2003/4): SPER can identify if public spending benefit richer groups, PETS can identify if money fails to reach frontline providers, and SDS can highlight poor service delivery performance. Other tools can provide complementary insights, such as National Health Accounts on the role of public and private financing to the sector finance, benefit incidence studies etc., and participatory analysis tools such as Community Score Card on local governance issues.

When designing the tool, there is a need to: 

· include clear objectives, target audience, dissemination strategy and cost in the survey TORs, and keep recommendations feasible, few in number, simple and based on robust evidence
· pay attention to the local “political economy” and the acceptability of the findings, and identify key stakeholders for tailored advocacy messages within and outside government 

· generate ownership at senior level in government and build local capacity, with sufficient technical expertise to ensure the credibility
� Tanzania (2005), Burkina Faso, Malawi, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Rwanda, Uganda, Vietnam (all in 2005/6), Ghana and Sierra Leone (2007). 


� PRBS is a form of GBS though it can also include sector-focused BS operations.





