How Busan 2011 hopes to reshape aid into cooperation for effective development 
The outcome of Busan was much better in the end than expected. That positive and hopeful outcome was strongly prompted by a general concern that development aid will only survive the prevailing climate of austerity, budget cuts and growing aid scepticism if it is able to re-invent and modernize itself and demonstrate that it remains genuinely valuable. Donors and aid will need to show much better, at home and overseas, how they help developing countries to shape their societies and modernize their economies in ways that allow all people, especially the most vulnerable ones, to build better lives for themselves. Oxfam postcards conveyed it as follows:  'Donors should measure impact not stuff' and 'If results are hard to count, do they still count?'. Future development aid should no longer be about eradicating poverty only but also more and more about creating prosperity for all. 

The most important debates at the Forum were around:

· Results/quality of aid: general recognition that the era of traditional donor driven aid which was preoccupied mainly with 'doing things' was over. Future development aid and cooperation is to focus much more on catalyzing and supporting reform/change processes in, and led by, partner countries. Some (UK, Norway) advocate that the most effective way to catalyze/leverage sound reform processes is in a 'hands off way' through linking aid as tightly as possible to the intended results/outcomes of such processes. They stress that this is the best way to respect ownership and promote responsibility of the beneficiary government. The opposite view (led by Civil Society/DCs) stresses that this puts all the burden and risk on the DCs. More fundamentally, it cautions that it is not results/outcomes achieved at a certain point in time (with the support of aid) but the processes and systems that have produced them and that will sustain them, which condition sustainable change and development. Hence, an increased focus on results is helpful as long as development aid and cooperation remains focused on building systems, institutions and capacities (which, all agree, can and should be done more effectively).

· The need for inclusive development partnerships leveraged by development aid: the relative importance of traditional donor aid has diminished and will continue to diminish, not only in MIC's but also in LDC's and LIC's. An increased variety of financing sources (remittances, FDI, taxation and domestic resource mobilisation, aid for trade, philanthropy, non-concessional public funding, climate change financing  ...) and partners (new donors, private sector, civil society, citizens themselves ...) is now contributing to development in DC's. Aid dependency is diminishing, which is a good thing since the ultimate aim of development aid should be to become redundant. In future, development aid will therefore realize better its pro-poor, solidarity-based comparative advantage when it can complement, catalyze and leverage the development impact of other development sources, partners and partnerships. It should also contribute to enhancing the coherence with and impact on inclusive development of all public policies (not just development policies) - policy coherence debate. 

Both these debates indicate that in future we will need to become even more strategic, inclusive and innovative when exploring intervention options and formulating development programmes/projects. This will require us to be less fragmented so that we can achieve more by doing less.

