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The Outcomes and 
Future Challenges of the Busan HLF-4 
: CSOs’ Perspectives

The Busan Global Civil Society Forum, (the BCSF, hereinafter) was successfully held 

in November 26 – 28, 2011 prior to the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness 

(the Busan HLF-4, hereinafter) November 29 – December 2, 2011. Over 600 civil 

society representatives met at the BCSF to express their views and concerns about the 

Busan HLF-4, while over 3,000 participants came together at the HLF-4 to discuss aid 

effectiveness and development issues. Representatives included Prime Ministers, senior 

officials and delegates from 160 participating countries, 70 international organizations, 

300 civil society representatives, and large numbers of academics and the private sector 

representatives. 

Although Korean government successfully “broadened” participation of the Busan 

HLF-4, the Forum had several major shortcomings. These included a lack of official 

commitment to increased aid funding, a failure to discuss the implementation results and 

future implementation of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (PD) and the Accra 

Agenda for Action (AAA). In addition, no agreement was reached on the management 

of the post-Busan global partnership. Therefore, this Issue Brief aims to identify and 

analyze the perspectives of the different actors and the main issues that came out of the 

Busan HLF-4 in order to provide evidences and reference points for further evaluations 

on aid effectiveness. In addition, this Issue Brief will look at future tasks for the Korean 

government and the civil society.

This is the second volume of English Issue Brief that KoFID (Korea Civil Society Forum on 

International Development Co-operation) and ReDI (Re-shaping Development Institute) 

jointly published in relation to the Busan HLF-4.  Previously KoFID and ReDI had published 

six volumes of Issue Briefs in Korean and one volume in English prior to BCSF, in order to 

raise awareness regarding development effectiveness among development professionals 

and the interested public. These covered extensive discussion of various themes of aid 

and development, such as aid effectiveness and development effectiveness, global 

development co-operation architecture, policy coherence for development (PCD), Korea’s 

development experience and sector issues of health. 

1.      The authors of this article, LEE Seong Hoon (Anselmo) (KoFID), HONG Moon Suk and KANG Hanee (ReDI), have highlighted and 

analyzed the results of the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness (the HLF-4) and the Busan Global Civil Society Forum 

(BCSF) and have used various materials from CSOs such as reports, position papers and other related documents as reference. 

Opinions expressed here in the Brief can differ from the official position of KoFID and ReDI. 

Issue Brief 2
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1.                             Results of the Fourth High Level 
Forum on Aid Effectiveness 
(Busan HLF-4)

(1) Main Agenda 

The three main agendas covered in the 

HLF-4 can be summarized as the following: 

first, to discuss the lessons from the Accra 

Agenda for Action (AAA) and the Paris 

Declaration on Aid Ef fectiveness(PD); 

second, to reaffirm international joint efforts; 

and third, to plan new global partnerships 

and agree on a post-Busan development 

co-operation architecture. Of the three main 

themes, that which generated the most 

interest was the third which dealt with future 

frameworks, the effective role of donor 

countries, and proposals on new forms of 

partnerships in the aid effectiveness and 

development field. With the presentation 

of “The Busan Partnership for Effective 

Development Co-operation”, the Forum 

concluded with an endorsement by all the 

participants. 

Approximately 40 proposals on the main 

issues of development were submitted 

by  va r i o u s  c o u n t r i e s ,  i n te r n a t i o n a l 

organisations and civil society organisations 

in preparation for the Busan HLF-4. These 

submissions were then grouped into eight 

major topics by the OECD Working Party 

on Aid Ef fectiveness (WP-EFF). In the 

hope that all the actors in the development 

co-operat ion f ie ld could break away 

from traditional methods and implement 

progressive changes, each of the topics 

raised in the Busan Outcome Document 

(BOD) proposals was introduced as an 

individual 'Building Block' at the HLF-4. This 

enabled participants to bring up specific 

implementation plans for that specific topic. 

The eight Building Blocks are listed below.2  

(2) Busan Outcome Document (BOD)

The BOD was finalized through countless 

amendments ,  ne got i a t i ons  and l as t 

minute revisions at the Busan HLF-43  and 

presents the viewpoint of BetterAid as 

well as those of national and international 

CSOs. The document was seen to have 

‘positive outcomes in general but with 

fundamental limitations’4, leading to the 

following improvements: 1) emphasis on 

the participation of different actors for more 

effective development co-operation; 2) 

laying the foundation for global development 

partnerships; 3) accelerating the participation 

and responsibility of CSOs and the private 

sector; 4) reducing inequality and respecting 

Building Blocks

•   Results and Accountability

•   Transparency

•   Managing Diversity and Reducing Fragmentation

•   South-South Co-operation and Triangular Co-operation

•   Fragile State

•   Climate Change

•   Effective Institutions and Policies

•   Private Sector    

2.   Eun-Kyung Kim, Hyun-Joo Youn, Jung-Soo Kim. 2011. “The progress and limitations of gender equality at the Fourth High Level 

Forum on Aid Effectivenss”, Integration of Gender Issue into the Agenda for the 4th High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness. 

2011. 12. 12. Korean Women’s Development Institute

3.           Revised six times from March 2011, the final version of the BOD is the 7th version after final negotiations at the Busan HLF-4. 

  Refer to KoFID Issue Brief No.7: The themes and negotiations of the Busan HLF-4. YOON Ji-Young, HONG Moon-suk, KANG 

Hanee. 2011. www.kofid.org and www.redi.re.kr 

4.     BetterAid. 2011. BetterAid Statement on the Global Partnership for Effective Development Co-operation. (02 Dec 2011)  

http://betteraid.org/en/betteraid-policy/betteraid-publications/statements/529-betteraid-statement-Busan-partnership.html 

KoFID. 2011. Article on the view of the Korean civil society on the Busan Outcome Document “Actions plans need to support the 

Busan partnership” (02 Dec 2011) http://www.kofid.org/ko/bbs_view.php?no=934&code=news  ODA Watch. 2011. 

        ODA Watch position paper on the Busan Outcome Document and the Korean Government “Unbearable lightness of Busan 

Declaration! Donors and the Korean government must keep their promises”. (01 Dec 2011)
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Summary of the Main Issues in the BOD

1. Preamble
• Main points
-   Underlying principles for the international 

society when pursuing the common goals 
of: ownership: focus on results, inclusive 
pa r tne r sh ip,  t ransparency and mutua l 
accountability

-   Common actions: Democratic ownership 
ex tended in deve lopment po l ic ies and 
processes, efforts to achieve specific and 
sustainable results, further efforts towards 
South-South co-operation and to ensure 
diverse forms of resources for a catalytic effect 
on development

• Critical issues 
-   Recognizing the differences between North-

South and South-South co-operation and the 
setting of common goals and differentiated 
action plans 

-   All agreements and promises in the BOD to 
be implemented by South-South co-operation 
partners voluntarily 

2. Aid Effectiveness 
• Main points
-           Ownership, results and accountability: untie aid 

(review in 2012), utilize and strengthen partner 
country systems, achieve gender equality and 
empower the civil society and parliament.

-   Transparent and responsible cooperation: make 
available the information regarding development 
activities based on public funding, implement 
and promote a standard electronic publication 
system on such funding, and improve medium-
term commitments by 2013.

-   Promot ing susta inab le deve lopment in 
situations of conflict and fragility: utilize Peace-
building and State-building Goals (PSGs), and 
strengthen mutual accountability through the 
effective use of resources and results-based 
approach

-   Partnering to strengthen program resilience and 
reduce vulnerability in the face of adversity 

• Critical issues 
-   No critical assessment of Accra and Paris or 

future implementation plans developed in the  
BOD

3.    Global partnership for effective 
development cooperation  

• Main points 
-   Effective institutions and policies: support 

the implementations of development policies 
driven by partner countries, and the collection 

of evidence in order to foster policy changes 
and their implementation by partner countries 
( including the sharing of knowledge and 
information between donors and partners).   

-   South-South and triangular co-operation: 
recognizing the role of knowledge sharing, peer 
learning and the importance of coordination 
among South-South cooperation actors 

-   Private Sector: acknowledging the importance 
of the private sector’s role in development 
processes, and enabling the environment in 
extending such roles

-   Combating corruption and illicit flows: a full 
commitment to fight corruption, to strengthen 
anti- money laundering measures and tax 
evasion

-   Climate change finance: Support climate change 
policies as an integral part of development 
plans, and ensure that such measures and 
finances are delivered through development 
countries’ systems in a transparent manner

• Critical issues 
-   Although it seems that a new development 

paradigm was created by launching the ‘Busan 
global partnership for effective development 
cooperation’, it may merely be re-phrasing 
without meaningful change. 

4.   The post-Busan development cooperation 
architecture 

• Main points 
-   Create frameworks based on individual needs 

of partner countries’ and allow for the results 
of such exercises to be made public in line with 
global governance 

-   Agree on a relevant set of indicators and targets 
by June 2012 and regular ministerial-level 
meetings 

-   New global partnership for effective development 
cooperation: invite support from the Organization 
for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD), United Nations Development Programme 
( U N D P ) ,  U n i t e d  N a t i o n s  D e v e l o p m e n t 
Cooperation Forum (UN DCF)

• Critical issues
-   No discussion on alternative plans despite 

disagreements on the development of new 
indicators by traditional donor countries and 
South-South co-operation countries 

-   ‘Country Heavy, Global Light’ focus: could be 
seen as an attempt to relieve donor countries of 
pressure by pushing responsibility onto partner 
countries
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human-rights; 5) stressing gender equality 

and other common development goals; 6) 

stressing democratic values in the Preamble; 

7) utilizing the system of partner countries in 

the development process; 8) acknowledging 

the role and contribution of the civil society; 9) 

using the Rights-Based Approach (RBA)5 ; 10) 

mentioning the goal of providing employment. 

However, even with the above-mentioned 

improvements to the BOD, certain limitations 

remained. And although it was agreed to 

continue the goals of the Accra Agenda 

for Action and the Paris Declaration on Aid 

Effectiveness, no specific action plans were 

drawn up for future consideration.

Another major limitation of the Busan HLF-

4 was the failure to reach agreement on the 

structure of a new global partnership and its 

management. There was clear disagreement 

among the BRICs (Brazil, Russia, India and 

China) countries which were consequently 

unable to finalize their partnership. Other 

issues such as the failure to identify more 

specific goals and common action plans 

weakened the BOD and i ts  expected 

outcomes. As a result, schedules had to 

be extended with a future date planned for 

the development of a more effective aid 

management system. In addition, with no 

concrete promises to increase aid and the 

decrease in government aid funding as a 

result of the current tense global financial 

situation, concerns are being raised that this 

funding will be met by the private sector. 

A more comprehensive assessment of the 

BOD in the light of these limitations will be 

discussed below. 

2.   Analysis of Actors and Themes at the 
Busan HLF-4 

With the emergence of new actors into 

the f ie ld of internat ional development 

cooperation, discussion themes were also 

expanded.  The following is an analysis of 

both themes and actors. 

(1) Analysis of actors

The main character is t ic of  the Busan 

HLF-4 can be said to have been the wide 

5.         The agreement was made through the UN by the international community. The Rights-Based Approach (RBA) focuses more on 

the development process based on rights and satisfying needs rather than economic growth. The main principles are that rights 

are given to the lower classes and minorities to achieve development co-operation.

<Table 1> Analysis of the Actors of the Busan HLF-4

Gold

OECD/DAC: the role and authority of the WP-EFF upheld. 

OECD/DAC member countries: reduction of responsibility and promises.   

Non-DAC countries (China, India, Brazil, South Africa etc): no actual 

contributions to the Busan HLF-4 but participation enabled recognition as 

development actors. 

Private sector: no contributions to the Busan HLF-4 but participation enabled 

recognition as development actors.

Statisticians and Technocrats: increase in ‘decent work’. 

Silver

South Korean Government: increase in status in the international arena. 

However, there are still issues to be dealt with regarding both quality and 

quantity of Korean aid.

Civil society: of ficial recognition as a main player, especially gender 

organizations and the labor union.

Bronze

Fragile States and least developed countries: failure to take a strong stand and 

minimum achievement. 

United Nations: failed to seize the opportunity to lead the post-Busan framework 

and instead let the OECD continue its lead. 

Parliament/Local governments: no clear achievement despite participation. 
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participation from new donor countries, 

parliaments, local governments, the private 

sector, private foundations and CSOs. They 

all came together to discuss their views on 

the final BOD. If the Busan HLF-4 were the 

Olympic Games, then these players could 

be categorized into Gold, Silver and Bronze 

medalists for their achievements. 

• Gold 

With the Forum’s emphasis on issues of 

management, monitoring of data, information 

publication, transparency, results-based 

management and accountability, it was 

statisticians and technocrats holding close 

working relationships with the OECD who 

gained much through the prospect of 

increased responsibility and more ‘decent’ 

jobs and roles. For instance, the OECD’s 

Working Party on Aid Effectiveness (WP-

EFF) confirmed its future roles in the process 

of creating new indicators and a new 

monitoring system.

However, the clear winners of the Busan 

HLF-4 were the OECD and OECD DAC 

member countries. Despite the fundamental 

problems and progress fa i lure of the 

OECD-led AAA and the PD, the OECD’s 

role as a leading international organization 

concerned with international development 

and cooperation was not questioned. No 

recriminations were made regarding the 

half-hearted ef for ts of OECD and DAC 

member countries, their failure to reach their 

stated goals and the fact that they tended 

to delegate their responsibilities onto new 

players such as private businesses and 

foundations without commitments of their 

own.

• Silver 

The obvious silver medalist was South 

Korea. Not only was it the host of the Busan 

HLF-4, but it also led the direction of the 

negotiations. On the one hand, as the hosting 

country, South Korea strived to create a 

global platform for aid discussions which 

included the BRICs countries. On the other 

hand, with its own development experience, 

Korea was able to arbitrate between the 

developed and developing countries. Fully 

utilizing its diplomatic resources such as G20 

and UN Secretary-General, Ban Ki-Moon, 

Korea endeavored to prevent polarization 

during discussions between the developed 

and developing countries.  Furthermore, 

despite the criticism on the voluntary-base 

commitment for non-DAC donors, Korea 

managed to successfully bring together 

the framework of global partnership that 

now also included India and China. At the 

domestic level, another achievement took 

the form of the South Korean government’s 

constant consultation with the Korean civil 

society over discussion of themes to be 

presented during the preparations for the 

Busan HLF-4.

However, Korea’s performance was not 

without fault. Criticisms were leveled over 

a number of issues: the input of economic 

oriented terminology into the BOD and its 

focus on economic development models; the 

lack of a critical emphasis on the potential 

negative impacts of the participation of 

private sectors in aid effectives and the 

development field; vagueness regarding 

critical issues such as untied aid and the 

absence of human rights in gender equality. 

Another criticism came from the results of 

the recent monitoring and evaluation reports 

based on the Paris Declaration. According 

to the assessment of both OEC/DAC and 

Center for Global Development, Korean 

results with regard to its contribution in 

international aid have not been impressive.6 

In fact, Korean aid is far behind the average 

6.   OECD/DAC. 2011. Aid Effectiveness 2005-10: Progress in implementing the Paris Declaration 

Center for Global Development. 2011. Measuring the Quality of Aid: QuODA Second Edition 

http://www.cgdev.org/section/topics/aid_effectiveness/quoda 

Center for Global Development. 2010. Quality of Official Development Assistance Assessment 

http://www.cgdev.org/content/publications/detail/1424481/
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levels of DAC member countries. In order 

to achieve the goal of increasing Korea’s 

Official Development Assistance (ODA), 

issues such as raising national awareness 

of ODA and its support still remain to be 

resolved. In addition, Korea has problems 

with aid transparency and fragmentation. 

There are few examples of the use of the 

partner country system, a lack of both 

mid-long term aid predictability and Policy 

Coherence for Development (PCD).

The civil society is also considered to be a 

silver medalist. There was a clear increase 

in participation and the use of the Sherpa 

role system by the civi l society in the 

negotiations. The CSO representative had 

the opportunity to make a speech alongside 

UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon and 

United States Secretary of State Hillary 

Clinton, in which he acknowledged the civil 

society as a partner. Among the issues 

included in the BOD were two that the civil 

society had fought to be included in the 

Busan HLF-4: democratic ownership and 

human rights. Gender equality in particular 

received attention due to support from 

the Korean and US governments. With 

the entrance of the private sector in the 

development process, its responsibility and 

participation is keenly awaited, as is the role 

labor unions will play in the future. 

However, there were two major limitations 

that prevented the civil society from being 

awarded the gold position instead of silver. 

The negotiating process led by BetterAid 

could have been more democratic and 

inclusive, embracing greater representation 

from partner countries. In addition, more 

communication channels could have been 

set up for those civil society organizations 

in the partner member countries that lacked 

experience negotiating with multilateral 

organizations such as the OECD.

• Bronze 

The bronze was awarded to the developing 

countries and Fragile States. Although 

their par ticipation was enhanced, they 

did not achieve many tangible gains. As 

a result, it can be questioned whether 

the Busan HLF-4 was truly a place that 

discussed development issues for the 

developing countries and whether it was to 

their benefit. It became apparent that the 

Forum was providing the opportunity for 

donor countries to dilute past mistakes and 

shift responsibility elsewhere. In terms of 

practicality, for example, Latin America is an 

important South-South co-operation partner 

and a rising player in aid discussions and the 

development field, but its role in the Busan 

HLF-4 is open to discussion. Similarly, with 

the emphasis of themes focused on African 

countries such as capacity development, 

the partner country system and common 

initiatives (research, assessment etc), there 

is a real danger of shifting responsibility onto 

these countries in the near future. 

Another bronze medalist was the UN. 

Contrary to the belief that the UN would 

assume greater responsibility in the new 

aid structure presented during the Busan 

HLF-4 preparations, its role was confined 

only to that of the UNDCF and UNDP. 

Renegotiations were set for six months 

after the Busan HLF-4, but it was clear that 

the UN did not succeed in positioning itself 

as an active player and so it lost the lead 

role to the OECD. Local governments and 

parliamentarians had been invited in the 

attempt to widen government participation, 

but with the lack of tangible results on their 

part, they too, returned with the bronze. 

(2) Analysis of thematic areas

The Busan HLF-4 was a departure from 

the previous theme of ‘How do we give 

and use aid more effectively?’ The new 

approach dealt with questions such as, 

‘How will aid deliver development’, and 

‘What other factors besides aid contribute to 

development?’ In this way the discussion on 

development effectiveness was broadened 

with a variety of new aspects introduced.

This section of the brief will look at 1) what 
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meaning each new issue holds regarding the 

future of aid effectiveness and development; 

2) which issues aroused the most attention; 

3) issues that were potential minefields; 4) 

themes less focused upon. 

• Themes Attracting Greatest Attention

First, with the introduction of the new 

‘Building Blocks’ approach, the BOD and 

other new comprehensive terms caused 

a sensation at the Busan HLF-4. Indirectly, 

the participation of a variety of new actors 

put the emphasis on additional development 

hosts and more directly, on the involvement 

of the civil society. The main feature of great 

interest was the inclusion of fundamental 

i ssues such as gender  equa l i t y,  the 

empowerment of women, social discourse 

and sustainable development plans, which 

had been addressed only to a limited degree 

in the discussions by the OECD and the 

traditional DAC countries. 

Second, the issue regarding the Fragile 

States is an example of the extensive work 

of CSOs and their achievement in turning this 

issue into one of the central themes covered 

in the Busan HLF-4. A new approach for their 

development was sought in the preparations 

of the Busan HLF-4. An agreement called the 

New Deal was reached for the g+7, a group 

of 19 Fragile States including Afghanistan, 

Somalia, Congo, Solomon Islands, and 

Nepal etc. This was done in order to achieve 

<Table 2> Analysis of Themes of the Busan HLF-4

Themes 

Attracting 

Greatest 

Attention

•   Advanced languages: f rom aid ef fect iveness to development 

effectiveness, democratic ownership, human rights, gender equality (to 

name only a few)

• Fragility : New Deal, PSGs, FOCUS & TRUST

•   Transparency: emphasis on accountability of aid and the International Aid 

Transparency Initiative (IATI)

•   Participation of civil society: official recognition of both the Istanbul 

Principles for CSO Development Effectiveness and the International 

Framework for CSO Development Effectiveness 

Potential 

Minefields

•   Post-Busan Implementation Plan (new global partnership for development 

effectiveness): terms such as comprehensive global partnership, 

diversification, South-South co-operation are all well and good, but too 

little information provided regarding division and sharing of responsibility 

•   Human rights: a historical feat for making it onto the BOD, but the issue 

was limited only to the section covered by the civil society. 

•   Gender: despite the attention given to this issue, it only covered the role 

of women in economic growth 

•   Results-based approach: the importance of result was recognized. 

However, it focused on result management systems and not on results of 

poverty alleviation. 

•   Private sector: private sector participation welcomed but without critical 

reflection on the possible negative impacts of this sector on development 

cooperation. No emphasis placed on the need for regulations and 

limitations determining private sector activities 

Themes 

Largely

Neglected

•   Accra Agenda for Action and the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness 

not properly assessed

• No promises on increasing ODA budget in each country 

•   No clear action plan for measurable goals or a set time period for 

implementation

•   No incentive to increase the efforts of donor countries politically or 

economically 

• No promises set to untie aid 
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the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) 

and ‘Peace building and State building 

Goals’ (PSGs) through stability, justice, 

legal and political frameworks, economic 

structure, and public services. The BCSF 

emphasized peace-building and laid down 

the importance of using channels other 

than humanitarian aid to support countries 

in issues such as civil war, women, and 

minorities. In relation to the New Deal, 

attention was given to newly established 

principles such as FOCUS and TRUST 

and to anticipate their future development 

results.7 At present it is questionable whether 

Fragile States will reach the MDGs by 2015 

and this issue continues to be discussed.8 

Third, aid accountability and the International 

Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI) were 

other important issues addressed at the 

Busan HLF-4. Stress was placed not only on 

ownership of partner countries but also on 

the transparency and accountability of aid in 

order to achieve better governance status. 

CSOs emphasized that development co-

operation should conform to the procedures 

and standards of the IATI and should ensure 

that information on the use of resources 

and projects being carried out are publicly 

available and take greater accountability of 

donor countries.9    

• Potential Minefields

The first potential minefield of the outcomes 

of the Busan HLF4 is the real significance 

of the ‘post-Busan global development 

ef fect iveness par tnership’.  The mid/

long term impact of the newly formed and 

development effectiveness partnership 

will need to be assessed over the next few 

years. This is because assessment of the 

Forum’s outcomes may be interpreted in 

different ways, depending on the actors 

involved. Despite the positive feedback from 

KoFID and ODA Watch press releases with 

regard to broadened partnership one great 

limitation remains. This is the undecided 

factor of delegation of responsibilities 

and tasks which will not be looked at for 

another 6 months, and many CSOs have 

shown reservations about the BOD, whose 

implementations will only be possible when 

a more concrete plan is in place. 

Second, the term human rights officially 

appeared in BOD. However, its brief mention 

in clause 22 (when referring to the civil 

society) did not cover all the development 

actors present at the Busan HLF-4. There 

is a real danger that only the civil society 

will be made accountable to this term. The 

global issue of human rights may remain a 

light binding power.10 

Third, gender was definitely a central 

issue at the Busan HLF-4. Korea and 

US government suppor ted the Busan 

Joint Action Plan on Gender Equal i ty 

and Development and suggested more 

specific action plans for discussions to 

be implemented in the field. However, it 

was argued by many gender issue related 

organizations that plans drawn up at the 

Busan HLF-4 merely incorporated women 

as tools in achieving economic growth, no 

mention being made of empowering women 

with their own rights.11   Many gender experts 

stated that rather than creating new plans, 

states should strive to keep to former gender 

related agreements such as The Beijing 

7.   FOCUS stands for Fragility assessment, One vision, one plan, Compact to implement the plan, Using the PSGs, Supporting 

political dialogue and leadership and as a new structure for the New Deal, TRUST, Transparency, Risk sharing and Risk 

management, Using country systems, Strengthen national capacity and Timely and predictable aid is underlined. Refer to http://

www.g7plus.org/new-deal-document 

8.   For the further details about the importance of the New Deal, refer to HONG Moon Suk. 2011. “What Happens After Conflicts? 

Emerging Issue and Challenges of Forgotten Crisis and Forgotten Poverty”, The Annual International Development Co-operation 

Conference , Seoul, Korea(2011. 12. 9). 

  9.   It is important to note that The United States became a member of the IATI just before the Busan HLF-4.

10. BeterAid. 2011. Civil Society statement to the fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness. (29 Nov 2011) www.betteraid.org

11.   Betteraid. 2011. Position on the proposed Busan Joint Action Plan on Gender Equality and Development, PRESS RELEASE: US 

gender plan lacks the ‘power’ in ‘empowerment’ www.betteraid.org
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Platform for Action or the UN Convention on 

the Elimination of all forms of Discrimination 

Against Women (CEDAW).12 Whether further 

action plans will be introduced remains to be 

seen. 

Four, development results is another 

topic that wi l l  require great at tention 

in the coming years. Unl ike previous 

conferences on development a id, the 

results-based approach was taken seriously 

at the Busan HLF-4. Its importance was 

highlighted as one of the critical issues 

of how to define, measure, and assess 

development outcomes. However, the 

evolving international discussion which 

highlights technical aspects with its use 

of  terms such as ‘results-based’, ‘method 

to measure results and report process’ 

and ‘results based management system’ 

is being viewed with concern. Indeed, the 

most important question should be ‘for 

whose development?’ But the Busan HLF-

4 was unable to push for enhancement of 

rights and strengthening of the capacity 

of actors participating in the development 

process and ensuring effective development 

results. If results are too heavily stressed, 

the democratic process could be overlooked 

within the development progress. When 

discussing the achievement of development 

results, mid-long term aid outcome/impact 

and the careful approach necessary to 

measure development achievement would 

not be highlighted if results measurement 

is  the goa l .13 Af te r  a l l ,  measurement 

development results should be seen as a 

tool and not as a goal of development.  

Five, the advantages and disadvantages 

incurred by strategically selecting China 

and India with regard to South-South co-

operation can be classified as an issue 

that needs attention. The international 

civil society welcomes the long-awaited 

Chinese and Indian participation but has 

expressed serious concern over permitting 

these countries’ voluntary compliance to 

the existing principles such as the Paris 

Declaration and the results from the Busan 

HLF-4. This has created an exception among 

the participating countries which could 

have a detrimental effect on accountability 

among donor countries. As the assessment 

on the implementation of Paris Declaration 

shows, performance on carrying out the 

Paris Declaration, particularly the principle 

of mutual accountability is poorer among 

donor countr ies than among par tner 

countries. Hence, such permission has 

amplif ied doubt surrounding the legal 

binding and effectiveness of the Busan 

Outcome Document. This issue has led to 

severe political arguments within BetterAid, 

although it is understood that there is no 

public controversy over China and India’s 

participation. The lack of controversy is due 

to these countries’ strategic value as well 

as to the future option of intervening in the 

development co-operation policy of the two 

countries within the international norms. 

Careful observation is required regarding 

this matter. 

Six, the level of pr ivate corporat ion 

participation in development is another 

issue that should be thoroughly explored. 

The Busan HLF-4 failed to address the 

principle regarding the participation of 

pr ivate corporat ions in deve lopment 

despite the need for careful consideration. 

No discussion took place on the guiding 

principles by which private corporations 

should par t ic ipate in deve lopment .14 

BetterAid acknowledged the participation 

of private corporations but emphasized 

the need to follow international standards 

relating to private sector activities which 

12.   AWID.  

http://www.awid.org/Library/Position-on-the-proposed-Busan-Joint-Action-Plan-on-Gender-Equality-and-Development 

13.   Refer to Oxfam. 2011. 155 Oxfam Briefing Paper. “The ‘Right’ Results: Making sure the results agenda remains committed 

to poverty reduction”, and information from the Busan World Civil Society Forum workshop, “Whose Ownership Matters: 

Development Results and Accountability to People, co-hosted by ODA Watch and Reshaping Development Institute. 
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had been estab l ished by the pr ivate 

sectors themselves ( ILO, OECD, and 

the UN) in accordance with the principle 

of  mul t ip le accountab i l i t y.  Bet te rA id 

recognized the role of private sectors in 

establishing and implementing development 

pol ic ies, understanding development 

to be complementary with the activities 

of enterprises in seeking profits. At the 

same time, BetterAid expressed a serious 

concern in article 32 of the Busan Outcome 

Document, which highlighted the export-

oriented growth ideology as ‘Aid for Trade’.15

• Themes Largely Neglected

I ssues such as the donor  count r ies’ 

commitment to achieving the goals of the PD 

and AAA ‘should have been discussed, and 

their progress analyzed and expanded upon 

in Busan. Unfortunately, they were largely 

neglected. BetterAid, for instance, were 

most critical of the fact that the ‘unfinished 

business’ of PD and AAA was not effectively 

addressed within the Busan Outcome 

Document.16

Despite agreement over using the Paris 

Declaration and Accra Agenda for Action as 

the goal of development co-operation, KoFID 

pointed out that the detailed action plan 

on how to realize the matter had not been 

established. Also, ODA Watch expressed 

deep regret that certain prospective actions 

included in the draft of the Busan Outcome 

Document such as untying all grant-aid by 

2015, mandatory usage of the partnership 

system and making aid-related information 

accessible to the public, were omitted in the 

final draft due to objections by certain donor 

countries. The Busan HLF-4 failed to make a 

commitment to increasing ODA and lacked 

any from preparation with regard to developing 

incentives for the realization of the donor 

countries’ political and economic efforts.

Furthermore, the decision to postpone 

discussion and formulation of a detailed 

action plan on the above issues for another 6 

months indicates the limitation of the Busan 

HLF-4 in relation to the Paris Declaration and 

the Accra Agenda for Action. 

3.   Assessment of the Busan HLF-4  
: A CSOs’ Perspective

Referring to the policy documents presented 

by the civil society by such bodies as 

BetterAid and KoFID, the following presents 

an evaluation of results from the Busan 

HLF-4. Since March 2011, BetterAid, a 

representative of global civil society, has 

adopted 4 main areas and 10 point policy 

advocacy agendas to centrally discuss and 

politically address areas of reform and for 

the development of a meaningful Busan 

14.   The fact that the private sector should not be seen as a homogenous group but be defined as for whom the development is 

in regards to the development of private sector, and grasp which stakeholders have what purpose and principles to construct 

development partnership, has been strongly expressed at the center of the civil society. (Section from “Aid and the Private 

Sector”, a workshop from the Busan World Civil Society Forum hosted by Reality of Aid)

15.   “Private sector and development” section from the Busan Outcome Document (article 32) 

We recognize the central role of the private sector in advancing innovation, creating wealth, income and jobs, mobilizing 

domestic resources and in turn contributing to poverty reduction. To this end we will:

      a)   Engage with representative business associations, trade unions and others to improve the legal, regulatory and 

administrative environment for the development of private investment; and also to ensure a sound policy and regulatory 

environment for private sector development, increased direct foreign investment, public-private partnerships, strengthening 

of value chains in an equitable manner and giving particular consideration to national and regional dimensions, and finally, 

the scaling up of efforts in support of development goals. 

      b)   Enable the participation of the private sector in the design and implementation of development policies and strategies to 

foster sustainable growth and poverty reduction. 

      c) Further develop innovative financial mechanisms to mobilize private finance for shared development goals. 

      d)   Promote “aid for trade” as an engine of sustainable development, focusing on outcomes and impact, to build productive 

capacities, help address market failures, strengthen access to capital markets and to promote approaches that mitigate risk 

faced by private sector actors. 

      e)   Invite representatives of the public and private sectors and related organizations to play an active role in exploring how to 

advance both development and business outcomes so that they are mutually reinforcing. 

16.   Betteraid. 2011. Position on the proposed Busan Join Action Plan on Gender Equality and Development, PRESS RELEASE: US 

gender paln lacks the ‘power’ in ‘empowerment’ www.betteraid.org 
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outcome document through the publication 

of “CSOs on the Road to Busan: Key 

Messages and Proposals”. The results of the 

Busan HLF-4 according to this agenda and 

the 4 main areas of reform are set out in the 

table below.  

A document created by KoFID, which 

represented the Korean c iv i l  soc iety 

throughout the Busan HLF-4,  set  an 

important standard in evaluating the Korean 

government’s role at the Busan HLF-4. 

This was the “KoFID’s Position and Policy 

Proposal on the Busan HLF-4” and the 

“10 Demands on the Korean Government” 

included in the same  document. According 

17.   “  This is authors’ personal assessment, based on the CSOs on the Road to Busan (BetterAid). The full article including this 

table is available in LEE, Seoung Hoon (Anselmo). 2011. ‘Results and Future Challenges of Busan HLF-4 from the Civil Society 

Position’ Journal of International Development Cooperation. No. 4 (2011). Korea International Cooperation Agency (KOICA) 

       http://lib.koica.go.kr/bbs/content/3_863  

       BetterAid. 2011. CSOs on the Road to Busan.  

       http://www.cso-effectiveness.org/IMG/pdf/cso_asks_final_.pdf

<Table 3>     Assessment of Results from the Busan HLF-4 according to  

“CSOs on the Road to Busan”17

Key Message Assessment

A.   Fully evaluate and deepen the Paris and Accra commitments 

through reforms based on democratic ownership

Unsatisfactory

a.   Redress the failure to make progress with the Paris and Accra 

commitments 

Partially achieved 

b.   Continue and strengthen the Paris and Accra commitments 

through realizing democratic ownership in development co-

operation 

Partially achieved 

c.   Implement full transparency as the basis for strengthening 

accountability and good governance 

Partially achieved 

B.   Strengthen development effectiveness through development co-

operation practices that promote human rights standards and 

focus on the eradication of the causes of poverty and inequality 

Unsatisfactory

a.   Commit to and implement rights-based approaches to development Partially achieved 

b. Promote and implement gender equality and women’s rights Partially achieved 

c.   Implement the “decent work agenda” as the cornerstone for socially 

inclusive and sustainable development strategies

Partially achieved 

C.   Affirm and ensure the participation of the full diversity of CSOs 

as independent development actors in their own right 

Partially achieved

a.    Endorse the Istanbul Principles and acknowledge the Open Forum’s 

International Framework on CSO Development Effectiveness to put 

these Principles into practice 

Partially achieved

b.   Agree on minimum standards for government and donor policies, 

laws, regulations and practices that create an enabling environment 

for CSOs 

Partially achieved 

D. Promote equitable and just development co-operation Unsatisfactory

a.   Launch an inclusive Busan Compact at the Busan HLF-4 to bring 

together specific time-bound commitments and initiate fundamental 

reforms in the global governance of development co-operation

Unsatisfactory 

b.   Create an equitable and inclusive multilateral forum for policy 

dialogue and standard setting

Unsatisfactory
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<Table 4> Assessment on the Results from the Busan HLF-4 according to 

“10 Demands on the Korean Government from the Paper on KoFID’s Position” 18

Key Message Assessment

1.   The Korean government should endeavor to improve the quality 

and outcome of development co-operation by adopting an inclusive 

and practical ‘new global development compact’ to help achieve 

‘development effectiveness beyond aid’ at the Busan HLF-4. 

Unsatisfactory. Efforts 

made but final decision 

differed to 6 months later.

2.   The Korean government should strive to use all its development 

resources to prioritize eradication of global poverty and gaps in 

development. The government should also expand ODA as a global 

public goods instead of using the development effectiveness agenda 

to reduce ODA and to replace it with private resources. 

Unsatisfactory. Korea’s 

only government publically 

committed  to increase 

the volume of ODA 

3.   The Korean government should revise the order of its priorities 

between the countries and the development area when providing aid 

for the achievement of Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) by the 

least-developed, low-income, fragile and vulnerable countries. 

No implementation plan 

available 

4.   The Korean government should actively reflect on the Korean civil 

society’s position throughout its organization and in its negotiation 

process of the core agenda dealt with at the Busan HLF-4, and 

should endeavor to make Busan HLF-4 inclusive and democratic in 

its negotiations. 

Partially achieved. 

Planned to collect 

opinions through regular 

policy discussions and 

consultations

5.   To enhance the quality of aid, the Korean government should 

continuously implement the 5 main principles from the Paris 

Declaration. It should accelerate efforts to reform aid for the 

enhancement of transparency and management of results in 

development co-operation, avoid fragmentation, and push for 

increased accountability. 

No concrete action taken

6.   The Korean government should prioritize poverty alleviation and 

capacity development of the world’s poorest class. It should secure 

policy coherence to achieve development effectiveness in areas of 

trade, direct investment, establishment of infrastructure, agriculture, 

environment, immigration and labor policies

Unsatisfactory. 

No concrete action taken

7.   The Korean government should develop indicators at the Busan HLF-

4 in order to measure, monitor, assess and manage development 

effectiveness. It should adopt a rights-based approach and the 

appropriate institutions to assess development effectiveness by 

applying human rights, gender and environmental standards to all 

development work in order to enhance development effectiveness. 

Unsatisfactory. Limited 

set of indicators will 

be developed but final 

decision differed to 6 

months later. RBA was 

mentioned but limited in 

paragraph 22 on CSOs. 

8.   The Korean government should endeavor to make the Istanbul 

Principles (agreed upon by the global civil society to improve 

development effectiveness) official through the Busan Outcome 

Document (BOD). 

Partially achieved. Korea 

is the first government that 

publically endorsed Istanbul 

Principles prior to HLF-4. 

9.   The Korean government should actively contribute to create a forward 

looking development partnership and global governance system, which 

would include various Non-DAC development aid providers, the G20, 

the UN, multilateral organizations and the civil society. 

Made a great contribution 

but deferred the 

assessment for 6 months 

10.   The Korean government should make the best use of Busan HLF-

4 and to develop a follow-up actions create an integrated  aid 

system by improving the quality of Korean ODA and enhance its 

effectiveness. In addition, in co-operation with the civil society it 

should actively prepare the Post-Busan and Post-MDG system. 

To be implemented 
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to the policy aspect of the 10 above-

mentioned demands (in the table below), 

the results of the Busan HLF-4 are generally 

poor. And since crucial decisions were 

deferred for 6 months, outlining the purpose 

and establishing a detailed action plan could 

not take place at the Forum.

4. Challenges Ahead 

(1)   Pros and Cons of broadened 

development architecture? 

As the discussion on aid effectiveness 

shifted to development effectiveness at the 

Busan HLF-4, the theme of development 

co-operation was broadened in scope. 

However, the expected paradigm shift did 

not occur. As stated at the Symposium of 

International Development Co-operation 

Academic Society, “Session 1: Assessment 

on the Success of  the Busan HLF-4 

in Busan” held last December 9th, the 

paradigm shift should have focused on the 

shift between knowledge and awareness. 

Crucial factors that arose from the process 

were not linked to political engagement to 

any extent. For example, as the expansion of 

diverse development stakeholders becomes 

ever more important, there is greater need 

for agreement on the division of roles and 

responsibilities among the stakeholders. 

This, however, was not achieved at Busan 

HLF-4, and it is clear that the broadened 

landscape of development co-operation 

with respect to both direction and the main 

development actors should be thoroughly 

examined over the next 6 months.19

(2)   Responsibility for the implementation of 

the PD and AAA

As highlighted above, it has been agreed that 

the Paris Declaration and Accra Agenda for 

Action will continue to be used as the goal 

of development co-operation. Above all, the 

failure to emphasize mutual accountability 

at the Busan HLF-4 is a critical challenge 

requir ing resolution. It should be kept 

in mind that issues discussed at Busan 

which focused on increasing development 

effectiveness (such as using the country 

system of partner countries, evaluating joint 

research, emphasizing development results) 

seem to be positive. In reality, however, it 

implies a “Country Heavy” concept which 

transfers the responsibility to the partner 

countries and their citizens. Several of the 

core issues mentioned above will be crucial 

when analyzing the exchange between 

donor and partner countries in the future. 

(3)   What did partner countries gain?  What 

did they lose? 

Despite the expansion of the inclusive 

global development partnership (surpassing 

that of the OECD DAC) by embracing such 

diverse actors as developing countries and 

newly emerging donors, KoFID is concerned 

that this broadened partnership ended the 

Forum only with promises of commitment. 

No specific decision was made to define 

the roles and responsibilities needed to 

accompany such a diversity of development 

co-operation actors. Furthermore, ODA 

Watch doubted whether the participants 

from the various countries at the Busan HLF-

4 represented the voice of the poor and the 

marginalized, and whether they were truly 

concerned about improving the lives of these 

people. In addition, ODA Watch criticized the 

acceptance of the incomplete partnership 

w h i c h  a v o i d e d  p r e p a r i n g  d e t a i l e d 

implementation goals or joint action plans, 

a situation created in order to embrace 

the new diverse development actors,20 the 

emerging donors China and India, and their 

demands in seeking ‘inclusive partnership’. 

An additional problem was that discussion 

at the Busan HLF-4 was inef fectual in 

linking the direct effects of the development 

18   “This is authors’ personal assessment, based on the 10 Demands on the Korean Government from the Paper on KoFID’s 

Position. The full article including this table is available in LEE, Seoung Hoon (Anselmo). 2011. ‘Results and Future Challenges 

of Busan HLF-4 from the Civil Society Position’ Journal of International Development Cooperation. No. 4 (2011). Korea 

International Cooperation Agency (KOICA) http://lib.koica.go.kr/bbs/content/3_863

19.   Lee, Tae Joo. 2011. “Korea’s Challenge Post-Busan Busan HLF-4: Civil Society Perspective” Symposium of Korea Association 

of International Development and Cooperation (09 Dec 2011).
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experience on the citizens of each of the 

partner countries to policy discourse at an 

international level. Solving this is a challenge 

fo r  the representat ive governments , 

fo r  domes t i c  and in te rna t iona l  c i v i l 

society, and for organizations in charge 

of onsite development projects such as 

Korea International Cooperation Agency 

(KOICA) and Economic Deve lopment 

and Cooperation Fund (EDCF) in Korea. 

Thus, unless attention is given to the way 

marginalized citizens are represented at 

the Busan HLF-4 and how the main issues 

affect them in development discussions, 

Busan HLF-4 will be subject to criticism at 

an international level for its detachment from 

reality.21

(4)   What is the Korean Government’s Task 

after the Busan HLF-4?

Ko F ID  e m p h a s i ze s  t h a t  t h e  Ko r e a n 

Government should first meet international 

expectations that it act as a mediator since 

it produced the UN Secretary General while 

being both an OECD and G20 member. 

During this mediation process, the Korean 

civil society should be strategically involved 

with the Korean government in order to 

reflect both the views and the opinions of 

Korean and international civil society. In 

addition, a special endeavor is needed to 

set-up indicators and goals (expected to 

be developed by June 2012), in order to 

implement the results of the Busan HLF-

4. Second, as a host country of the Busan 

HLF-4, the Korean government needs 

to be a genuine model in domestically 

implementing the agreement terms and 

results of the Forum. An OECD DAC Peer 

Review, scheduled to be conducted in 2012, 

will provide an excellent opportunity to 

examine and improve Korea’s development 

aid policies according to OECD standards 

and the results of the Busan HLF-4. Issues 

that should be given priority22 include: 

overcoming fragmentation, making access 

of information public through transparency 

and accountability, integrating management 

for ef fective ODA budgeting, adopting 

independent and spec ia l ized resu l ts 

assessment systems and improving coherent 

policy for development effectiveness.

5. Conclusion

KoFID, a national umbrella organization, 

composed of CSOs engaged in service 

delivery and policy advocacy, successfully 

hosted a large-scale international civil society 

forum. It was an important opportunity to 

enhance both its organizational capacity 

of KoFID and policy advocacy and network 

capacity of Korean civil society. Also, 

KoFID successfully shared key issues and 

agenda of Busan HLF-4 with civil society, 

government bodies, academia as well as 

general public by publishing a series of 

Issue Brief and Newsletter. However, Korean 

civil society in the field of international 

development cooperation continues to 

face numerous challenges of developing its 

capacity for international policy advocacy 

to increase CSOs’ effectiveness in line with 

the Busan HLF-4. In this regards, Korean 

civil society needs to actively participate in 

the post-Busan process such as Rio+20 and 

post-MDG development agenda. Now more 

than ever, not only continuous participation 

from Korean civil society is needed but co-

operations with the Korean government 

are critical. A case in point would be the 

expansion of the already existing ODA which 

targets governments of developing countries 

20.   ODA Watch. 2011. ODA Watch Statement on the results of the Busan HLF-4 and Korean government. “Unbearable lightness of 

Busan Declaration” Donor countries and the Korean government should keep promises” (01 Dec 2011) 

      http://www.odawatch.net/13148#0

21.   LEE, Seoung Hoon (Anselmo). 2011. ‘Results and Future Challenges of Busan HLF-4 from the Civil Society Position’ Journal of 

International Development Cooperation. No. 4 (2011). Korea International Cooperation Agency (KOICA) 

      http://lib.koica.go.kr/bbs/content/3_863

22.   Refer to <Lee, Tae Joo. 2011. “Korea’s Challenge Post-Busan Busan HLF-4: Civil Society Perspective”> Symposium of Korea 

Association of International Development and Cooperation (09 Dec 2011) for further details.
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and Korean development aid organizations. 

This should directly support the civil society 

of international and developing countries, 

thus increasing the effectiveness of Korean 

development and strengthening the strategic 

partnership of the international civil society. 

It may be still too early to judge the long-

term historical, political and conceptual 

significance of the Busan HLF-4 as major 

decisions are postponed to six months 

later. In the short term, issues that were 

not agreed upon in Busan (such as the 

creation of a detailed goal and action plan 

measurable with a fixed time, the creation 

of indicators, commitment to untying aid 

as well as setting a time limit) should be 

very closely monitored and addressed. 

From a medium to long term perspective, 

domestic reform of aid is urgently required. 

This would include measures such as a 

realistic evaluation of Accra Agenda for 

Action (AAA) and the Paris Declaration (PD), 

commitment by donor countries to increase 

ODA, and dealing with aid fragmentation to 

enhance development effectiveness—all of 

which are directly related to the quality of 

domestic development aid. Furthermore, the 

Korean civil society should focus on how 

to implement international standards such 

as PD, AAA, MDGs as well as the Istanbul 

principles that includes critical concepts of 

democratic ownership and human rights 

(also mentioned in the Busan Outcome 

Document) in both the national development 

aid policy and in the fieldwork. The result 

would be one of the major positive impacts 

on sustainable development of the partner 

countries’ citizens—that should not be 

forgotten as the most important actors in 

international development. 
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