
    
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

MULTI-ACTOR OWNERSHIP 

THE CASE OF SWEDISH DEVELOPMENT 

COOPERATION WITH UKRAINE 

Olle Lundin 

 
 
 
 
 

Master’s Thesis in Political Science 

International Master’s Program in Political Science, 120 hp 

Spring term 2019 

 



 

ii 

 

Abstract  
 
Ownership is a guiding principle in today’s development cooperation practices, aiming to foster 

an efficient development cooperation driven by the recipients. However, ownership is 

paradoxical and ambiguous. No coherent understanding of ownership exists. The multi-

stakeholder development cooperation arena is argued to complicate the recipients’ possibilities 

to acquire ownership. As the literature lacks an eastern European perspective, this study 

addresses the above-mentioned dimensions by examining ownership in Swedish development 

cooperation with Ukraine. By conducting interviews, this study confirms that there is a 

confusion among development actors in defining what ownership is. In contrast to previous 

research, this study finds the multi-stakeholder approach as an advantage of ownership. 

Collaboration between local actors can contribute to capacity development, joint commitment 

and stronger responsibility, which increases the probabilities that outcomes of development 

projects will be governed and progressed by the local actors in the long run. Hence, this study 

contributes to the literature with a more clarified understanding of ownership. Ownership is 

perceived as a relational concept that is dynamically promoted over time. This study concludes 

that commitment, capacity and participation are dimensions that can promote this myriad of 

local actors involved in development practices to acquire a multi-actor ownership of different 

dimensions of the development process.  
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1. Introduction 

The debate on whether development cooperation can foster economic development and 

democratization has been ongoing since the end of the Cold War. In the 1990s, the criticism 

towards development cooperation practices grew considerably; the global poverty rates were 

high and efforts to stabilize the economies of developing countries in Africa had failed  

(Quibria, 2014). Scholars argued that the development cooperation practice was too donor 

driven, resulting in limited influence for the recipient country to formulate and design their own 

development agenda. As the legitimacy of development cooperation continued to decrease, and 

where scholars called for new approaches, the 2005 Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness was 

a ground-breaking international effort aiming to improve, streamline and harmonize the foreign 

aid process between donors and recipients (Brown, 2017). 

 

Since 2005, the principle of ownership has seized an essential position within the new aid 

architecture emerging in the aftermath of the Paris Declaration (Burghart, 2017). The ownership 

principle, which aims to foster a development cooperation practice driven and owned by the 

recipient country, has been incorporated in various international policies and was restated in 

the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (UNGA, 2015). Today, an ownership discourse 

characterizes the international development apparatus. Ownership has become a fashionable 

concept, a shared value, which serves as a key guiding concept in the practices of development 

cooperation worldwide (Whitfield, 2009; Thanh An, 2007). Ownership is emphasized as a vital 

precondition for aid effectiveness and sustainability. If the recipient is in charge of their own 

development agenda, then it is more likely that development cooperation projects and the 

development process continues when the support is phased out. Thus, ownership is related to 

sustainability, as well as it serves as a mechanism for balancing the asymmetrical relationship 

between the donor and the recipient in favor for the latter (Brolin, 2017; Burghart, 2017). 

 

Although there is a strong consensus in the development community that ownership is 

imperative for an effective and sustainable development cooperation, the concept is paradoxical 

and ambiguous (Hasselskog and Schierenbeck, 2017; Gibson et al, 2005). More than a decade 

has passed since ownership was articulated in the Paris Declaration, however, no coherent 

definition or understanding of the concept exists, neither among practitioners or scholars. Also, 

although ownership aims to foster a recipient-driven development cooperation, donors are not 

able to support just anything by letting the recipient solely decide on how to use the resources. 
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Thus, aid is never absolutely unconditional (Söderbaum, 2017; Riddell, 2007). Furthermore, as 

the development cooperation arena is getting more diverse with various actors involved, such 

as non-governmental organizations (NGOs), scholars argue that recipients’ possibilities to 

acquire ownership complicates (Whitfield, 2009). Lastly, whether the ownership principle has 

been able to change the asymmetric relationship between donors and recipients is contested. 

Several studies have found that although recipients are more involved in development projects 

today, their influence over the development process has not increased (Burghart, 2017; 

Hasselskog and Schierenbeck, 2017).    

 

Even though ownership is a dominant concept within the practices of development cooperation, 

the above demonstration implies that the concept is surrounded by a clear problematique. If 

ownership is understood differently depending on the context and actor, then will the 

expectations on what ownership is and how it can be strived for also vary. Furthermore, that 

recipients’ capacity to claim ownership and take leadership has not increased as with the 

ownership agenda, as some scholars suggest, is a severe concern for the development 

cooperation machinery (Brolin, 2017; Fraser and Whitfield, 2009).  

 

Although the ownership literature is extensive, a clear understanding of the concept and for its 

implications on practices is still missing. This is certainly the case in Eastern Europe. Most 

studies scrutinizing ownership are focusing on countries in Africa and Asia, which implies that 

the ownership literature lacks an eastern European perspective. This perspective is important. 

The allocation of development assistance to the region is extensive as well as the characteristics 

of the region and the development cooperation practices in eastern European countries are 

different compared to the global South (OECD-DAC, 2018; Sida, 2015). Hence, as the practices 

of development cooperation differ around the world, we cannot assume that findings from one 

context-specific examination are representative for a completely different context. Based on 

this, I argue that there is a critical need to bring ownership as a concept and practice back to the 

midpoint of discussion by having an eastern European perspective. If the principle of ownership 

will have prospects for serving as a tool that fosters an effective and sustainable development 

cooperation, then we need to create a better understanding for what ownership is and for how 

it can be promoted. As Sweden frequently is considered as an altruistic donor and role model 

in promoting ownership (Brolin, 2017: Söderbaum, 2017), this study will specifically examine 

ownership in the context of Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine.  
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1.1 Aim and research questions 

By examining ownership in an Ukrainian context, new perspectives on ownership can emerge. 

Therefore, the overall aim of this study is to clarify the concept of ownership and contribute to 

the existing literature by creating an understanding of ownership in Swedish development 

cooperation with Ukraine. The following three research questions (RQs) are posed: 

RQ 1: How is ownership understood and framed among development actors involved in 

Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine? Whose ownership is considered? 

RQ 2: How is ownership practiced and promoted in this context and what are the facilitating 

factors for ownership? 

RQ 3: What insights to the literature of ownership within development cooperation can be 

drawn from this study? 

As I argue later, Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine is chosen for many reasons. 

First, Sweden is considered as a role model in terms of ownership (Brolin, 2017; Söderbaum, 

2017). Second, Sweden is one of the most active donors in Ukraine and was in 2017 the 6th 

largest bilateral donor to the country (OECD-DAC, 2018). Third, Sweden belongs to the 

Nordic-plus countries –  a group of countries having a similar approach to development 

cooperation (Brolin, 2017: 12). Thus, although this is not a comparative study design, the results 

of this study can be informative for a broader audience. 

1.2 Research contribution and the significance of the study 

This study proposes to make several contributions. Firstly, the debate in the international 

community on the effectiveness of foreign aid is open-ended and where scholars are questioning 

the function and appropriateness of the ownership principle (see e.g. Sjöstedt, 2017; Gibson et 

al, 2005). The theoretical elasticity of the concept has resulted in a situation where the literature 

is inconsistent with various conceptualizations circulating (Brolin, 2017; Buiter, 2007). This 

study focuses on this problematique by trying to create a clarified notion of ownership, thereby 

contributing to the literature with a grounded conceptualization of the concept. Secondly, most 

of the literature scrutinizing ownership predominantly focuses on countries in Africa and Asia. 

Still, significant part of the international development assistance is allocated to countries in 

Eastern Europe (OECD-DAC, 2018). Although the ownership literature is extensive and has 

gained important insights, there is a general lack of eastern European perspectives. Such 
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perspectives are important since the practices and objectives of development cooperation differ 

depending on the context. For instance, where poverty reduction is central in many development 

projects in the global South, the practices in Eastern Europe are more focused on interventions 

aiming for extensive reforms (Sida, 2016). Thus, this study aims to contribute to the literature 

with new perspectives from a Ukraine (eastern European) context as to how ownership is 

understood, practiced and promoted. 

1.3 Limitations 

Focusing on ownership has implications. Firstly, I employ a rather conceptual lens on how 

ownership is understood, framed and practiced by development actors. Thus, I do not strive to 

assess or evaluate whether development cooperation in Ukraine is successful in promoting the 

best policies or the best outcomes. In other words, the effect of development cooperation 

projects is not addressed, and neither is the issue whether ownership in practice may foster more 

efficient development cooperation. This implies that although the most central actor in 

development cooperation are the beneficiaries, their views are not examined in this study.  

 

Secondly, this study will not assess how the Ukrainian Government or other authorities or 

organizations design and decide on their development agenda. In other words, how the 

recipients negotiate and determine their policy preferences and development strategies, and 

whether they are based on democratic decisions or built on a lack of information, weak 

institutions, corruption, patronage or a ruling elite is not assessed. However, I argue that the 

issue of minimizing the influence of donor countries in development cooperation is logically 

prior to questions regarding the domestic institutional and democratic qualities. Fundamentally, 

ownership corresponds to recipients’ right to independently decide and be in charge over 

strategies and implementations of their own development agenda. How those strategies and 

decisions are made and negotiated within the domestic sphere are not considered.  

 

Thirdly, although Swedish development cooperation is allocated both through bilateral and 

multilateral channels, this study will only examine Swedish bilateral development cooperation 

with Ukraine. As Sweden’s possibilities to implement and pursue their own policies is more 

limited when development cooperation is implemented through multilateral organizations, 

multilateral development cooperation has been excluded.  
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1.4 Outline of the study 

The next chapter presents the theoretical background of this study. It gives an account for the 

emergence of the notion of ownership, the critique and challenges the ownership agenda faces 

today, and I operationalize the notion of ownership into an analytical framework. In chapter 

three, methodological considerations are discussed. Chapter four puts this study in context by 

giving an account for Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine and outlining some 

relevant background of the political system in Ukraine. Chapter five presents the findings of 

this study, and chapter six is dedicated to discussion and conclusions.  
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2. Theoretical Background 

In this chapter, I present the theoretical underpinnings of this thesis. This is done by drawing 

on the theoretical perspectives reflected in the literature that surround the central concept of 

this study, namely ownership. It gives the reader an account of the emergence of the new aid 

architecture, including an account of why the emphasis on ownership developed, what problems 

it seeks to address and how it has influenced the development cooperation practices. Also, the 

critiques of the new aid architecture and the challenges that the ownership agenda faces today 

is discussed. Lastly, an operationalization of ownership is made, which in turn creates the 

analytical framework for analyzing how ownership is understood, practiced and promoted by 

development actors in Ukraine. Before that, a note on vocabulary is relevant. Although the 

notion of foreign aid still is expressed, development cooperation is the most common notion 

for describing the allocation of support to development countries – a notion I will refer to.  

2.1 The emergence of the new aid architecture  

The practices of development cooperation were formally introduced as a response to the end of 

the Second World War and where the 1947 Marshall Plan aimed to repair the war-torn 

economies of Europe (Whitmore and Wilson, 1997). After the debt crisis in the 1980s, a shift 

in the structure of development cooperation could be seen and where a structural adjustment 

period emerged, aiming to adjust the economies of developing countries. Yet, the results of 

these programs were disappointing. The legitimacy of development cooperation was critically 

low in the 1990s (Brolin, 2017: 23). Not only had the efforts for rehabilitating the economies 

of developing countries failed, but the criticism from the academia concerning the effectiveness 

of development cooperation grew (Gibson et al, 2005: 14). It was argued that the lack of 

ownership reduced the sustainability of development projects. Scholars stressed that the donor-

led development apparatus deprived the recipients of their ownership as projects that were 

designed and led by the donor left no discretionary power for the recipient. The absence of 

possibilities for local actors to design and lead their own development was argued to decrease 

the recipients’ commitment to development projects, creating weak conditions for 

sustainability. Critics urged donors to re-institutionalize their practices to increase the partner 

countries influence. Thus, the first decades of development cooperation, characterized by a top-

down perspective, started to change (Gibson et al, 2005: 14; Whitmore and Wilson, 1997: 59; 

Brunetti and Weder, 1994: 33).  
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As Sjöstedt (2013: 145) notes, the aid architecture entered in the late 1990s into a partnership 

era with the objective to morally reorient development cooperation. The notion of 

conditionality came to characterize the agenda between donors and recipients. In other words, 

conditionality implied that donors provided aid if the partner country could realize a number of 

conditions set by the donor (Molenaers, Dellepiane & Faust, 2015: 2). Even though 

conditionality saw a rapid rise, it soon became less legitimate as it was considered intrusive 

(Brolin, 2017: 22). Since conditionality became out of fashion and development cooperation 

was blamed for being too donor-led and ineffective, development agencies started in the 

beginning of the 21st century to emphasize the importance of developing a more reciprocal 

relationship between donors and recipients (Sjöstedt 2013: 146). As a new approach to aid was 

deemed necessary, the idea where the recipients “were pushed to take ownership of aid 

activities … and only accept aid that came on their terms and in line with their own policies 

and priorities” emerged (Sjöstedt, 2013:146). Ownership would put recipients in control and 

where donors would be obliged to align their interventions with the recipients own goals. This 

would encourage recipient countries to institutionalize their own systems for managing 

development cooperation and develop their own development agenda, which in in turn would 

boot an effective and sustainable development process (Whitfield, 2009: 2).  

2.2 Ownership as a key pillar of the new aid paradigm  

The principle of ownership successively gained a more distinct role within the development 

cooperation industry. The most notable declaration, that still guides development cooperation 

practices, is the 2005 Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness. Signed by more than 130 

countries and international organizations, the declaration put forth five principles that are seen 

as instrumental to improve the effectiveness of development cooperation. Ownership was, and 

still is, at the heart of the declaration and was adopted as the “key pillar of a new aid paradigm, 

proposing a shift away from donor fragmentation and externally imposed conditionality” 

(Whitfield, 2009: 2). The five principals incorporated into the Paris Declaration are: (1) 

ownership – ‘partner countries exercise effective leadership over their development policies 

and strategies’; (2) alignment – ‘donors base their overall support on partner countries’ national 

development strategies, institutions and procedures’; (3) harmonization – ‘donors’ actions are 

more harmonized, transparent and collectively effective’; (4) managing for results – ‘managing 

resources and improving decision-making for results’; (5) mutual accountability – ‘both donors 

and partners are accountable for development results’ (OECD, 2005: 3-8). 



 

8 

 

The Paris Declaration was groundbreaking as it was a considered as a whole new approach to 

development cooperation, aiming to improve the quality of development cooperation and 

increase its effect on development (OECD, 2011). To ensure ownership, the partner countries 

are committed to take an active role in designing and implementing their national development 

goals and strategies and take the leadership in coordinating the development cooperation with 

donors. Simultaneously, the declaration states that donors must respect the partner countries’ 

strategies and goals, as well as letting them take the leadership (OECD-DAC, 2008). The 

promotion of ownership is assumed to have three overarching effects: (1) increase the influence 

of the partner country; (2) decrease the donor influence; and (3) provide more influence to local 

actors and citizens of the partner country (OECD, 2005: 3; Swedlund, 2011: 26). Following the 

Paris Declaration, the five principals and the key pillar of ownership was recognized in the 2008 

Accra Agenda for Action, in the 2011 Busan Partnership for Effective Development 

Cooperation and in the Agenda 2030. Today, ownership is promoted as a solution to previous 

problems facing the development cooperation apparatus. By putting the recipients in charge 

and by ensuring that development projects are anchored, implemented and managed by the 

recipient is argued to create better preconditions for a more effective and sustainable aid 

practice (OECD, 2011). Thus, the ownership principle has become incorporated and 

institutionalized in various international and national policies and frameworks or, as Gibson et 

al notes, ownership has “become an important and fashionable concept among many 

development assistance agencies” (Gibson et al, 2005: 16).  

2.3 The ownership problematique  

Since the 2005 Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, ownership has become the key guiding 

principle in development cooperation. The approach for ensuring ownership is highly ambitious 

and is among many practitioners and scholars perceived as helpful for fostering effectiveness 

and sustainability. However, as Swedlund (2011) argues, the ownership agenda tends to 

oversimplify reality. The development cooperation apparatus has undergone essential changes. 

This is certainly the case in the context of the evolving donor-recipient relationship where the 

traditional government-to-government practice today rather is characterized by a multi-

stakeholder practice with various development actors involved in development cooperation. 

The government-to-government approach that was predominant as when the Paris Declaration 

was signed has successively transformed and where today’s “global development narrative has 

instead become more inclusive, less government-focused and broader in terms of subject-
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matter, the actors involved and the interests that drive them” (Keijzer et al, 2018: 11). Thus, 

current literature on ownership illuminates several factors that both challenge the ownership 

agenda and that pose key challenges for the promotion of ownership. These dimensions are 

discussed below. 

2.3.1 What is ownership? 

When analyzing the ownership agenda, the first question to raise concerns the concept’s 

essential meaning; what does ownership imply? Although ownership dominates the 

development cooperation agenda, scholars acknowledge that ownership is an ambiguous 

concept that since its initiation has taken on various meanings in the development cooperation 

practices and in the literature (Sjöstedt, 2013; Whitfield and Fraser, 2009; Buiter, 2007; Gibson 

et al, 2005; Jerve, Yasutami & Skovsted, 2008). Although the understandings of ownership 

vary, a somewhat accepted understanding is that ownership, intrinsically, concerns a 

modification in the institutional relationship between donors and partner countries, a change 

“in the ‘rules-of the game’ that manage the interaction between donors and recipients” 

(Swedlund, 2011: 26).  

 

The Paris Declaration defines ownership as a practice where “partner countries exercise 

effective leadership over their development policies, and strategies and co-ordinate 

development actions” (OECD, 2005: 3). Brolin, who embraces a rather broad definition, refers 

ownership to “recipients’ capacity and right to set their own development objectives and define 

their own strategies for achieving these objectives” (Brolin, 2017: 1). Thus, Brolin does not 

distinguish whether ownership concerns government ownership or a multi-stakeholder 

approach. Whitfield and Fraser has a narrower definition by denoting the recipient government, 

where ownership concerns “the degree of control recipient governments are able to secure over 

implemented policy outcomes” (Whitfield and Fraser, 2009: 4). Definitions concerning how 

ownership and responsibility is closely intertwined are also common. For instance, Molund 

defines ownership as “a state of affairs where a developing country … effectively takes 

responsibility for its own needs and interests and does not unduly depend on external support 

for the formulation and implementation of its development agenda” (Molund, 2000: 23). 

Whitfield and Fraser summarize the confusion surrounding the ownership concept by observing 

two common but opposing definitions of ownership that circulate in the literature. Some 

scholars observe ownership as partner countries commitment to policies, while some observe it 

as partner countries control over development cooperation (Whitfield and Fraser, 2009: 3).  
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With these above definitions in mind, it becomes evident that the understanding of ownership 

is contested. However, the understanding of ownership does not only vary in the academic 

literature, but also among practitioners. Gibson et al (2005) conclude in their analysis of 

Swedish development practices that neither policy documents nor officials from the donor or 

partner country show a clear understanding of what ownership means (Gibson et al, 2005: 16). 

Whitfield and Fraser find in their scrutiny of how African countries deals with donors, that 

ownership is interpreted differently depending on the actor (Whitfield and Fraser, 2009: 4). 

Booth (2012) claims that the meaning of ownership “tends to vary with regimes and settings 

and the orientation and commitment of the country’s political leadership” (Booth, 2012: 552). 

The ambiguity of the concept has also been noted by Saliba-Couture (2011) and Buiter (2007) 

who highlight how various attributes are added to ownership and where policies and actors talks 

about national ownership, country ownership and local ownership. However, what each of 

these attributes add to the core notion of ownership is unclear, which in turn is argued to 

obfuscate the process of fostering effective and sustainable aid (Buiter, 2007: 651).  

 

Various studies have concluded that there is a confusion concerning what ownership seeks to 

address. In a study on ownership in Mali and Ghana, Brown found that ownership was 

perceived as “the sine qua non of the application of the aid effectiveness principles” 

incorporated in the Paris Declaration (Brown, 2017: 339). One study that analyzed development 

assistance to regional organizations in Africa found that both donors and partner countries 

implicitly tended to observe ownership as the ultimate goal of development cooperation 

(Söderbaum, 2017: 360). That ownership has received such an attention that it tends to be 

perceived as an ultimate goal raises concerns. Although the Paris Declaration has been 

criticized for being unclear in the definition of ownership (see e.g. Söderbaum, 2017), the 

declaration does not state that ownership is a goal as such, but rather a means for achieving aid 

effectiveness and sustainable outcomes (OECD, 2005). This wide understanding and flexibility 

of the concept – or by referring to a metaphor used by Booth (2012: 538), ownership as an over-

decorated Christmas tree – is problematic. When ownership is understood differently 

depending on the actors, articulated through different attributes and seen as the ultimate goal, 

the ownership-intention to serve as a tool for fostering effective and sustainable aid risks to 

erode. The diversity of understandings is argued to create incoherence in the practices of 

development cooperation, which in turn creates weak conditions for coordinating, practicing 

and establishing a common ground for cooperation between donors and recipients (Keijzer et 

al, 2018: 22; Buiter, 2007: 651).  
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2.3.2 Whose ownership in practice? 

As mentioned, a characteristic of today’s aid architecture is the multi-stakeholder approach 

where various actors are involved. This myriad of actors involved in development cooperation 

create further issues as the number of possible owners increase. For instance, in a study of 

regional organizations in Africa, Söderbaum acknowledges how donors often face problems in 

identifying who the owner of a project is and where officials within aid agencies highlight the 

significance of ownership, without specifying whose ownership (Söderbaum, 2017: 363). 

Brown extends this reasoning by arguing that the theoretical foundation of ownership is 

problematic. If ownership implies that development policies, strategies and projects shall be 

governed and owned by the recipient, then the entire ownership concept rests on an assumption 

of national unity and consensus (Brown, 2017: 340). Thus, as Brown stress, finding consensus 

on complex issues in developing countries that usually face major problems are not only 

difficult, but unimaginable (Brown, 2017: 340).  

 

Consequently, this reasoning is highly connected to the section concerning what ownership in 

practice is. As it tends to be impossible to fulfill an ownership where all development actors, 

governments, corporations and NGOs, are owners, who should be the owner in this new 

development cooperation paradigm? And, how should ownership then be defined? Although 

this theoretical confusion is ambiguous, the difficulty of defining the owner has practical 

implications. Brown (2017) and Söderbaum (2017) stress that development cooperation guided 

by the ownership principle, without any distinction on who the owner is, will complicate and 

diffuse the roles, responsibilities and authorities of the actors involved. Yet, if roles and 

responsibilities are uncertain, not only will the effectiveness of development cooperation be 

affected, but the possibilities for the partner country to acquire ownership might be obfuscated.  

2.3.3 Participation does not directly equal influence 

As mentioned, one of the predicted effects of promoting ownership is that the increased 

participation of partner countries will increase their influence. However, the literature on 

development cooperation often fails to distinguish between the two notions of participation and 

influence. Swedlund stress that the fusion of the two concept is problematic as assuming that 

“participation is the same thing as influence is not only logically incorrect but ignores long-

standing power asymmetries between donors and recipients” (Swedlund, 2011: 30). Thus, 

although recipients perhaps have a seat at a table, that does not mean that they have the influence 

to affect the development cooperation process.  
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Another issue that the literature address that concerns the issue of influence, it the emergence 

of incentive problems in today’s development cooperation practices. Today, many development 

cooperation agencies use intermediaries – or, contractors – for the implementation of projects. 

Thus, instead of implementing the project themselves, donor agencies frequently distribute the 

implementing activity to an implementing actor whom, together with local actors, are 

responsible for the implementation (Keijzer et al, 2018: 28). However, this may generate 

incentives that challenge recipients’ commitment to and influence over development 

cooperation. As Ostrom et al (2001) highlight “a consultant concerned with possible future 

contracts [with the donor] is likely to maximize his or hers control over a project, and not pass 

along control to the intended beneficiaries. Passing along such ownership to the beneficiaries 

is risky. Beneficiaries do not have the same incentives as contractors” (Ostrom et al, 2001: xxv).  

Thus, the incentive problem might result in a situation where the contractor possesses the 

control over a project, resulting in a situation where the recipient, after all, not enjoys a higher 

influence, although they are an integral part of the project (Keijzer et al, 2018: 28).  

2.3.4 An increasingly complex donor-recipient relationship 

Lastly, ownership is predicted to decrease the donor influence and provide more influence to 

local actors. As a result, scholars have assessed if the ownership agenda have changed the 

practices on the ground. However, a number of studies have proposed that donors have 

reinforced their capacity to influence on recipients’ preferences, strategies and development 

agenda (Kragelund, 2014; Hughes and Hutchison, 2012). For instance, in an examination of the 

practical implementation of the new aid architecture, Sjöstedt (2013) finds that the endeavor to 

strive for ownership and results management has resulted in dual objectives. By examining the 

Swedish development cooperation in a number of African states, the author argues that officials 

have to work in order to promote ownership, and, simultaneously, fulfill their agency and 

government’s prioritizations and strive for result management. This is argued to result in 

practical implications where it becomes difficult for agency official to navigate on whether the 

priorities of the agency should be more priorities than the objective to strive for ownership 

(Sjöstedt, 2013: 153). In a study of international aid programs in Cambodia, Hughes and 

Hutchison (2012) find that partner countries and development actors tend to design and 

formulate their strategies and goals in accordance with the preferences and required procedures 

of the donors, in order to increase the likelihood of funding. Hayman (2009: 596) comes to a 

similar conclusion, arguing that the ownership principle has resulted in that recipients implicitly 

embrace strategies and development goals that de facto are prearranged and set by the donors.   
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Until now, I have presented how the new aid architecture and the empathy on ownership 

emerged, what problems it aims to address and what effects ownership is predicted to have on 

the practices of development cooperation. Thereafter, by drawing on the literature, I 

problematized several of these assumptions by demonstrating how the multi-stakeholder 

characteristic of the new development cooperation paradigm have complicated the definition 

of ownership and where the intended effects of the ownership agenda are contested. In the next 

section, an operationalization of ownership is given, as well as the analytical framework of this 

thesis is presented.  

2.4 Operationalizing ownership  

Scholars have been struggling to develop analytical frameworks for measuring, analyzing and 

defining ownership (De Valk, Apthorpe, & Guimaraes, 2005). Thus, how can we understand 

and analyze ownership and the factors influencing it? First, as the definitions of ownership 

varies, a definition of what ownership in essence concerns is in order. Here, I draw my 

understanding to a large extent on the contribution by Keijzer et al (2008) and De Valk, 

Apthorpe, & Guimaraes (2005). They argue that in order to fully understand ownership in the 

context of development cooperation, we have to perceive development cooperation as an actual 

relationship between development actors. The strength of that relationship will determine the 

results and effectiveness of development cooperation. Ownership is a central component of this 

relationship and can literally be perceived as a property of that relationship (Keijzer et al, 2018: 

25). Consequently, ownership is an integral part of the institutional relationship between 

donors, partner countries and other development actors that manage the interaction between the 

actors involved (Swedlund, 2011: 26). By drawing on these understandings, I argue that 

ownership is not a static property, but rather a relational and interactive concept that is 

dynamically promoted and that evolves and changes over time. Essentially, ownership 

illustrates the relationship between donors and recipients and where the promotion of ownership 

seeks to contribute to the strengthening of that relationship. Hence, ownership both advocates 

and mirrors the quality of the relationship between actors in development cooperation and is 

about enabling a development cooperation practice that is owned and driven by the recipients.  

 

As Keijzer et al (2018) highlight, ownership portrays a relationship that donors have with 

government and non-government actors, policies, projects or other features of development 

cooperation. Thus, ownership concerns “the question who ‘owns’ – or should own – 

cooperation processes and objects, for instance in the sense of having control or influence over 
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them, or in the sense of committing and contributing to them” (Keijzer et al, 2018: 17). Bearing 

in mind the two opposing perspectives on ownership noted by Whitfield and Fraser (2009), 

ownership as recipients’ commitment to or control over development cooperation, I argue that 

ownership concerns the both. Ownership is about the process and the commitment, as well as 

about the substance and the control of development cooperation. Thus, when analyzing 

ownership, these perceptions have practical implications to consider. 

2.4.1 Analytical framework for assessing the framing of ownership   

If we are interested in analyzing how ownership is understood and framed, the relational and 

dynamic characteristic of the concept implies that ownership should not be seen as an inflexible 

component of a given setting. Depending on the phase and element of a development project, 

De Valk, Apthorpe, & Guimaraes (2005) argue that ownership will be manifested differently. 

Thus, ownership can be experienced and manifested in various ways. For instance, just because 

the design and formulation of a development project is characterized by a high level of 

ownership does not automatically imply a high level of ownership in the implementing phase 

of the project (De Valk, Apthorpe, & Guimaraes, 2005: 8). In order to analyze ownership, we 

therefore have to be more nuanced in its conceptualization by considering different elements of 

a project. In the contribution by De Valk, Apthorpe, & Guimaraes, the authors identify three 

elements of a project that can be owned: substances, objectives and processes. By drawing on 

these distinctions and acknowledging that ownership is not exclusive, but rather manifested 

differently depending on the element/phase of the project, a more functional approach is 

developed. A more detailed account for the different elements of a project is given below, based 

on the work by De Valk, Apthorpe, & Guimaraes (2005: 8).  

1. Ownership of substances concerns the basic foundations of a project, including the material 

and immaterial inputs and outputs. What each actor will contribute with, i.e. the material 

and immaterial inputs, are dimensions that can be owned – e.g. administrative support, 

funding and knowledge. Also, the owner of the outputs generated by the project is of 

interest. First, what are the outputs of the project? Second, who owns the outputs?  

2. Ownership of objectives concerns whether the objectives and goals of a project are owned 

by the recipient. This generates questions regarding why the project as a whole was 

initiated, including where the initiative came from and who defined the problem. 

Furthermore, who formulated the objectives and what they are based on are important 

dimensions to scrutinize. For instance, whether the objectives are based on the partner 
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country’s priorities or policy needs are crucial aspects as it reveals whether or not the 

project is aligned to and designed based on the partner country’s own development agenda. 

3. Ownership of processes concerns the recipients’ involvement and ownership over the 

project’s different processes. This includes the design of the project (i.e. decisions on 

methods, procedures and tactics), the implementation phase and the overall management 

of the project. In other words, whether the recipient actor can influence, participate, manage 

and control these aspects are important signifiers of ownership.  

 

The above reflection on different elements of a project that can be owned will facilitate for a 

more concrete analysis where it becomes feasible to analyze how ownership can be manifested 

throughout a project. However, this also implies that we cannot understand ownership from a 

single dimension. Whether recipient actors’ can acquire ownership is argued to depend on three 

overarching factors, namely the recipient’s commitment, capacity and participation (Keijzer et 

al, 2018; De Valk, Apthorpe, & Guimaraes, 2005). These are discussed below and serve as an 

integral part of this study’s analytical framework.   

2.4.2 Commitment, capacity and participation   

Commitment, capacity and participation are important factors to have in mind when analyzing 

how ownership is practiced and promoted, and for creating an understanding for what the 

facilitating factors for ownership are. As ownership in this thesis concerns the partner country’s 

commitment to and control over the development cooperation process, we have to ask what 

might influence whether the recipient can acquire ownership or not (De Valk, Apthorpe, & 

Guimaraes, 2005: 8). First, whether a recipient actor can acquire ownership is associated with 

the recipient’s commitment. When a recipient has previous experience working on the issue or 

with the constituency targeted by the project, this will likely increase the recipient actor’s 

legitimacy and trust. Also, if the actor’s experience from a similar project and knowledge about 

the constituency is high, the commitment to the project will presumably increase. A committed 

recipient will not only be committed to the project’s objectives, but will also likely take an 

active leadership in initiating, designing, formulating, implementing and evaluating the entire 

project – in other words, take control over the development project (Keijzer et al, 2018: 104).  

 

Second, as De Valk, Apthorpe, & Guimaraes (2005) note, the recipient’s level of capacity is 

important. Although commitment is highly necessary, it becomes problematic for the recipient 

to acquire ownership with insufficient capacities. A recipient actor might have the capacity to 
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formulate projects in line with its own mission and yet lack the capacity to be fully in charge 

of the management of the project. In that case, for instance, a contractor/implementer in the 

form of a consultant might be needed. Hence, the capacities of the recipient actor will determine 

to what extent ownership over the processes can be acquired. Also, whether the outcomes will 

be sustainable and mutually owned by the recipient depends on the capacity of the recipient. 

An important note to make, although capacity can be seen as a prerequisite for ownership, 

capacity development is often, simultaneously, an objective per se of development projects 

(Keijzer et al, 2018: 112).  

 

Third, participation is associated with ownership. The level of participation of the recipient in 

the project depends on various aspects. The commitment and the capacity of the recipient is 

important, as well as the recipients’ possibility to participate is influenced by the formulation 

of the project, where roles and responsibilities are stated. Yet, as Swedlund (2011) stresses, 

participation shall not be fused with influence. To reach a more nuanced understanding, we 

have to acknowledge that participation is not a binominal factor, but rather occurs in different 

forms. Arnstein stresses that there is a grave difference “between going through the empty ritual 

of participation and having the real power needed to affect the outcome of the process” 

(Arnstein, 1969: 216). As ownership aims to enable a development practice driven by the 

recipient, we must ask what kind of participation the recipients are engaged in and what 

influence they have. Hence, in order to analyze participation, an adapted version of Arnstein’s 

(1969) Ladder of Participation is used, serving as a practical tool to illustrate different 

gradations of participation (see Figure 1). Although the contribution by Arnstein (1969) 

concerns citizen participation in community planning and development policy, it serves a 

suitable tool for analyzing what kind of participation and influence a recipient actor possess. 

Hence, instead of citizen participation, I articulate the notion of recipient participation. As 

shown in Figure 1, Arnstein (1969) illustrates a hierarchical structure depicting participation on 

three different levels; nonparticipation, tokenism and genuine power.  

 

At the bottom is nonparticipation and where decisions are taken without the inclusion of the 

recipient. Yet, the recipient might be given a seat at the table but lack power over the decision-

making process. At the second step, recipients are more involved by having a consultative or 

informing role. The recipient participates and contributes. However, whether these opinions are 

considered is uncertain. The third step corresponds to a level where the recipient possesses high 

level of influence and power. This can range from a situation where donor, recipient and 



 

17 

 

 

 

other actors collaborate and together have influence over the project, to a situation where most 

of the influence and power lies with the recipient actor (Arnstein, 1969: 217). Although the 

ladder presented here is simplified, it helps to illustrate gradations of participation envisaged in 

development projects. Thus, acknowledging that participation can be demonstrated differently 

will help to map out what kind of influence the recipient has in practice.  

2.4.3 Conclusion 

In this chapter, the theoretical framework was presented. I gave an account for the emergence 

of the new aid architecture including ownership. Then, I gave a reflection on the ownership 

problematique and for how the ownership agenda, in practice, is rather ambiguous and where 

the implications of ownership are uncertain. I define ownership as a dynamic concept that 

advocates and mirrors the quality of the relationship between development actors; a relational 

concept that evolves, changes and is manifested differently throughout development projects. 

Simultaneously, I argue that ownership is as much about the recipient’s commitment to and 

control over the development process and where ownership, in essence, aims to enable a 

development cooperation practice owned and driven by the recipient.  

 

Following this, the analytical framework was constructed. Acknowledging that ownership can 

be manifested differently throughout the project is a practical approach. It enables us to analyze 

how different elements/phases of a project be characterized by varying levels of ownership. 

 

Highest level of 
participation 
 

Genuine power  
The recipient is fully in charge over 

the different phases of the project 
or shares the influence and power 
with other development actors.  

 

Tokenism 
The recipient is included and 

participates by having a consultative 
or informing role. To what extent 

the recipient influences the project 
is yet uncertain. 

 

Nonparticipation 
Decision are taken without any 

influence or participation from the 
recipient.  

 

Moderate level 
of participation  

 

Lowest level of 

participation  

 

Source: Adapted version of Arnstein’s (1969) ‘Eight Rungs on a Ladder of Citizen Participation’ 

Figure 1: Adapted version of Arnstein's (1969) 'Ladder of Participation' 
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This approach allows the analysis to take into account ownership as a dynamical and relational 

concept and will serve as a tool for analyzing how ownership is manifested and promoted. The 

conceptualization of how commitment, capacity and participation are associated with and 

influence the recipient’s possibility to acquire ownership allows for a more nuanced 

understanding for the underlying factors that might influence the level of ownership. Although 

development actors might proclaim that a project is owned by the recipient, the dimensions of 

commitment, capacity and participation will serve as analytical tools to further analyze such a 

statement by, for instance, shedding light on what kind of participation the recipient is engaged 

in. Thus, it will become feasible to distinguish between perceptions of ownership versus 

concrete aspects of ownership.  

 

Lastly, as some scholars argue that the ownership agenda has not yielded a situation where the 

recipient possess more influence, the revised Arnstein’s (1969) Ladder of Participation will 

then be helpful in order to depict gradations of participation and influence envisaged in 

development projects. This can in turn help to explain to what extent the recipient possess 

influence over the development practices and whether the development practices, 

fundamentally, is led by the recipient – which after all is the essential aim of the ownership 

agenda. Having this framework as point of departure, I will in the next chapter present the 

research design and methods deployed in this paper. 
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3. Research Design and Methods  

The aim of this chapter is to discuss the methodological considerations that I have made to 

address this research inquiry. The chapter starts with a section regarding the research design, 

followed by a discussion concerning the case study approach and the case selection. The chapter 

continues with a presentation of how the empirical data was collected and for the methods I 

have deployed when analyzing the data.   

 

Ownership in this study is understood as a dynamic concept and integral part of the institutional 

relationship between development actors, where peoples’ understandings and interpretations 

are central. This calls for a qualitative research approach. As Ormstron et al note, qualitative 

research is in general a naturalistic and interpretative approach, striving to create an in-depth 

understanding of the social world (Ormstron et al, 2014: 2). Hence, as development cooperation 

takes place in specific contexts and structures, characterized by various actors and power 

relations, a qualitative approach allows the researcher to analyze the phenomena within its own 

natural setting (Yin, 2009: 22). A qualitative research method allows for an in-depth analysis 

of how actors involved in Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine understand, practice 

and promote ownership. As I argue in the next section, to carry out the empirical inquiry in this 

study, the design of this study departs from a case-study approach.  

3.1 The case study approach and case selection  

The simplest definition of a case study is that it comprises a detailed and thorough analysis of 

a case (Bryman, 2012: 48). By deploying this approach, the researcher can examine complex 

phenomenon in their natural setting, especially when “the boundaries between phenomenon 

and context are not clearly evident” (Yin, 2009: 13). In addition, as Yin (2009: 7) emphasizes, 

case studies are appropriate when we strive to focus on relationships and processes and how 

they evolve and change, rather than solely focusing on outcomes. Hence, these attributes 

correspond with the focus of this study. Development cooperation is a complex phenomenon 

occurring in specific contexts and where ownership aims to modify the relationship between 

development actors. In this study, Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine is 

considered as the main case of this study, but where the Rule of Law in Local Administration 

Program is perceived as a within-case as it can serve as an example of the implementation of 

Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine. Yin (2009) distinguishes between four 
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rationales of a single-case study; the critical case, the extreme/unique case, the representative 

case and the revelatory case. In this study, the case can be considered as a representative case. 

These cases are chosen “not because they are extreme or unusual in some way but because they 

optimize a broader category of cases” (Bryman, 2012: 70). As discussed later, the Rule of Law 

in Local Administration Program corresponds to the reasoning; the project is one among many 

projects that targets the sphere of public administration and local governance in Ukraine.  

 

Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine is an interesting case for many reasons. 

Sweden is often perceived as an altruistic donor and a role model in international development 

cooperation. Sweden belongs to the so-called Nordic-Plus countries, a group of countries (e.g. 

Ireland and the Netherlands) deploying similar approaches to development cooperation, with a 

reputation of ensuring ownership (Brolin, 2017: 65; Söderbaum, 2017: 357). Thus, Swedish 

development cooperation can be illustrative of how ownership is understood and practiced in 

these countries. Concerning the selection of the partner country, the research inquiry of this 

paper builds on the fact that there is a lack of an eastern European perspective in the ownership 

literature. Yet, when selecting the partner country of Swedish development cooperation, it was 

clear that it would be a country in Eastern Europe. Today, Sweden is engaged in development 

cooperation with six eastern European countries that are part of the EU’s Eastern Partnership; 

Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine, As Sweden has a long tradition of 

development cooperation with Ukraine and is the country in Eastern Europe that receives most 

of Swedish development support, Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine was chosen 

(Government Offices of Sweden, 2014). 

 

Since analyzing all Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine is an unrealistic endeavor, 

a within-case selection was needed. Thus, why was the Rule of Law in Local Administration 

Program chosen for this study? Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine has three 

overarching aims and where one of these concerns democracy, increased respect for human 

rights, and a more developed state under the rule of law (Government Offices of Sweden, 2014). 

Furthermore, the majority of Swedish funded projects target this above-mentioned objective, 

the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program included (Openaid, 2018). Thus, the program 

can be considered as representative for Swedish projects targeting issues of democracy, 

governance and rule of law in Ukraine. In addition, various reforms have been launched in 

Ukraine concerning public administration and where various donors are involved in projects 

targeting issues related to local governance, decentralization and public administration 
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(Zapysnyy, 2016: 71). Hence, the issue of governance and public administration is high on the 

agenda in Ukraine. Thus, the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program is part of this 

comprehensive reform agenda and can be considered as an illustrative example of development 

cooperation projects in Ukraine. Additional interesting aspects is that the project is rather large 

in terms of Swedish funding, with a total of 28 260 000 SEK. Also, the extensive number of 

actors involved in the program is an interesting factor from an ownership perspective. As 

mentioned, today´s aid architecture can be characterized by a multi-stakeholder approach where 

several actors are involved, potentially implicating on ownership as the number of possible 

owners increase (Söderbaum, 2017: 363). Consequently, the Rule of Law in Local 

Administration Program is a representative and interesting case to scrutinize.  

 

Concerning the case study approach, it has been criticized for being weak in terms of 

generalization as the cases are narrow in their scoop and context-specific (Yin, 2009: 10). 

However, Flyvbjerg (2006) argues that generalization and statistical interference are highly 

different and that the latter is not always desirable as social phenomena are highly context-

dependent. Case studies do not aim to generalize from samples to universes, but they rather 

build theoretical grounds which serve as tool to draw statements about phenomena similar to 

the one studied (Yin, 2009: 40). Kvale argues that analytical generalization concerns “a 

reasoned judgement about the extent to which the findings from one study can be used as a 

guide to what might occur in another situation (Kvale, 1996: 233). Although we will not be able 

to draw conclusions about what will occur in a development project similar to the one studied 

in this study, the case study can provide an insight and understanding of what might occur. 

Thus, although the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program is in focus here, the results 

can contribute to a deeper understanding of ownership. In other words, as the selected case is a 

typical and representative case in the context of Swedish development cooperation with 

Ukraine, the findings from this case will still shed light on analogous events. 

3.2 Data collection and sampling  

Various data have been collected and analyzed for this study, both academic literature and 

project specific documents, such as the project proposal and progress reports of the Rule of 

Law in Local Administration Program. To gain an in-depth understanding for how development 

actors involved in Swedish development cooperation understands, practices and promotes 

ownership, these documents have been supplemented with semi-structured interviews. 
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Concerning the sampling technique, a purposive sampling has been guiding. Purposive 

sampling can be described as a technique where the selection of: 

participants, settings or other sampling units is criterion-based or purposive … the 

sample units are chosen because they have particular features or characteristics 

which will enable detailed exploration and understanding of the central themes and 

questions which the researcher wants to study (Ritchie et al., 2014: 113).  

The above quotation corresponds well to the sampling technique undertaken. As this study 

focuses on how different actors understand, practice and promote ownership, it was important 

that the data collected was representative for the program, simply meaning that there was a 

diversity among the units (i.e. actors, documents and respondents) included. To enable a 

detailed exploration of ownership, a criterion was that all relevant documents were included 

and that the actors selected had a central position in the program. By making sure that actors 

with different roles and responsibilities were interviewed, it became possible to analyze 

similarities, differences and mismatches in how different actors frame and understands 

ownership. However, although purposive sampling was deployed, the sampling of respondents 

representing the Ukrainian organizations were also done through convenience sampling. This 

implies that the selection was based on availability (Yin, 2009: 106). In some cases, it was 

difficult to reach the preferred respondents of the local/national organizations, whereby persons 

that were available and showed an interest for the study were interviewed.  

 

Based on the above discussion, the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency 

(Sida), the Folke Bernadotte Academy (FBA) and a Ukrainian organization with a central 

position in the project were selected. Including Sida was obvious as they are the donor agency 

which sets the overarching guidelines and conditions of the program. FBA was also important 

as they were the initiator of the program, as well as the main responsible implementer. As 

ownership aims to foster a development cooperation practice driven and owned by the 

recipients, the perspectives of a Ukrainian actor involved was crucial. I reached out to three 

organizations, whereby one indicated an interest to participate in this project. Thus, based on 

availability and interest, a Ukrainian organization that have had a central role in the program 

on a country-wide level, both concerning the initial, implementing and evaluating phase, was 

interviewed. Although the topic under investigation is not very sensitive, the local organizations 

that are involved in development cooperation projects are in a position of dependency. 
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Therefore, the name of the organization will remain anonymous. However, before their 

participation, the organization was informed that absolute anonymity could not be guaranteed. 

3.2.1 Documents 

A number of documents that relates to the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program have 

been analyzed. Atkinson and Coffey (2011: 80) argue that documents should be perceived as 

data in their own right as they can serve many objectives. Documents can offer valuable 

information and provide background and context to the phenomena under investigation. The 

findings emerging from the documents can guide the research, for instance by suggesting 

dimension that need to be examined further through interviews (Bowen, 2009: 30). Documents 

served as a source for providing background and context to the program, as well as gave rise to 

aspects to deliberate during the interviews. When selecting the documents, I aimed to include 

overarching documents that regulate and steer the program. Also, to get a broader perspective, 

I considered it important that some sort of evaluation or progress report were analyzed. Hence, 

based on these criteria, the documents that have been analyzed are presented in Table 1. All the 

documents were found and downloaded from the website openaid.se, a web-based information 

service about Swedish development cooperation. 

 

Table 1: Documents analyzed 

Title / author Referred as 

Project Proposal 2014-2017 – FBA  
 

The document creates the foundation of the program and where the objectives, actors and 

predicted outcomes are stated. Furthermore, it gives an enriched account for the methods, 

strategies and activities that would be conducted in the program – including the issue of 

ownership. 
 

FBA, 2014 

Decision on Contribution (DoC) – Sida 
 

In the DoC, Sida presents the arguments for contributing to the program and where an 

assessment of the project in relation to applicable regulations is given, including an account 

for budget, risk analysis and issues concerning ownership and sustainability.  
 

Sida, 2014 

 

Progress Report 23/03/2015 – 01/12/2015 
 

The report covers the first period of the implementation of the program. It presents the 
achieved results, the methods used, the actors involved, the current status of the program 

and the way forward.  
 

FBA, 2015 

 

Progress Report 01/12/2016 – 30/11/2017 
 

The report covers the third period of the implementation of the program. It presents the 

achieved results, the methods used and the actors involved. It also gives an account for 

how the program has developed and for the problems that have occurred.  
 

FBA, 2017 

 

 

The documents analyzed are primary data, meaning that they were not produced through or for 

science. This is an advantage as primary data are considered as more neutral compared to 

secondary data where the researcher’s own reflections usually are mirrored in the end result 
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(Bryman, 2012: 488). Yet, it is still important to be critical by determining the authenticity, 

credibility, representativeness and meaning of the documents (Bowen, 2009: 33).  

 

The documents analyzed are authentic, authored by Sida or FBA and collected from a Swedish 

official webpage, of which some are signed by an official. To assess the representativeness and 

whether they are typical of its kind, I have examined project document similar to the Rule of 

Law in Local Administration Program. For instance, the DoC analyzed in this paper has the 

same structure as other Sida-funded projects. Thus, I can conclude that the documents fulfill 

the representativeness criterion. Concerning the meaning of the documents, it can be concluded 

that they are clear and understandable. When it comes to credibility and whether the documents 

are trustworthy and reliable, I have examined how the documents are presented and what 

potential motives that might represent them (Bryman, 2012: 489). It is important to underline 

that the majority of the documents analyzed are authored by FBA. Although this does not 

necessarily implicate on the issue of credibility, it is important to be reminded about FBAs 

position and role as the main responsible implementer of the program. However, Bowen argues 

that “documents should not be treated as necessarily precise, accurate or complete recordings 

of events that have occurred” (Bowen, 2009: 33). Using documents as the only source of 

empirics can therefore be a problem.  

 

Bowen (2009: 32) notes that documents can be insufficient in detail and biased as the producer 

can ensure that opened texts are unconventional and aligned with policies and procedures. 

Atkinson and Coffey have a similar reflection, arguing that it is difficult to “learn through 

records alone how an organization actually operates day-by-day” (Atkinson and Coffey, 2011: 

78). Therefore, as development actors’ understandings and practices of ownership are central 

in this study, the documents have been combined with interviews. By triangulating data in this 

way, the support for the arguments and findings of the study will be stronger as the risk of 

potential biases when only using documents decreases (Bowen, 2009: 28). In the next section, 

I give an account for the semi-structured interviews that were conducted. 

3.2.2 Interviews   

In April 2019, I conducted four interviews with five respondents who at the time had or had 

have a central role in the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program. Four of the interviews 

were conducted in English, one in Swedish. In the latter case, quotes used in this paper have 

been translated into English. All interviews were recorded. The interviews lasted between 45 
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minutes to one and a half hour. As some of the respondents were in Ukraine, and others in 

Stockholm, all the interviews were conducted through a video call on Skype. The recorded 

interviews were later transcribed. As mentioned, four interviews with five persons were 

conducted. Thus, in one of the interviews, two respondents participated. Table 2 gives an 

account of the number of respondents interviewed, to which organization they belong, and how 

they are referred to in this paper.  

 

Table 2: Respondents interviewed 

Respondent representing Number of respondents Reference  

Sida, Ukraine 1 S1 (date for interview) 

Folke Bernadotte Academy 2 F1 / F2 (date for interview) 

Ukrainian organization 2  U1 / U2 (date for interview) 

 

The interviews were semi-structured, implying that the themes and questions I wished to cover 

during the interview served as a guide, not as a strict protocol to follow. Semi-structured 

interviews were chosen as they offer a mixture of structure and flexibility, allowing room for 

discussion and personal reflections of the respondent, while still focusing on issues related to 

the specific research inquiry (Flick, 2015: 140). The interviews followed an interview guide 

with themes and questions, mostly open-ended, while the conversation simultaneously was 

flexible in that sense that sidetracks could be elaborated and follow-up questions could be 

asked. A strength of the semi-structured interview is that perceptions and opinions on complex 

topics can be elaborated, which corresponds well to this paper as development actors’ 

understanding and perspectives on ownership are central (Bryman, 2012: 472). As Sida, FBA 

and the Ukrainian organization are three different actors with different roles and responsibilities 

in the program, one single interview guide would not be adequate. Therefore, three interview 

guides adapted to each actor were developed prior to the interviews; one for Sida, one for FBA, 

and one for the recipient organization1.  

 

The respondent were reached out to by email. If an interview could be arranged, the respondent 

received a detailed account of the study, including the topics that would be deliberated during 

the interview, and their rights during and after the interview. In the beginning of each interview, 

the project was presented again and where I explained how their participation would contribute 

to the study. I asked for permission to record the conversation. In order to foster a conversation 

                                                 
1 See Appendix for the interview guides.  
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where the respondents would feel comfortable and where views and opinions could be 

deliberated freely, the names of the respondents are not expressed in this study. Yet, I also 

underlined that a complete anonymity could not be guaranteed. Furthermore, I informed the 

respondents about their right to withdraw from the study and that they were not obliged to 

answer my questions. Afterwards, the respondents got the opportunity to read the transcript of 

the interview and had the possibility to change, restate or delete any content. However, none of 

the respondents have deliberated opinions on the transcripts.  

3.3 Analysis of the data  

The analytic procedure undertaken in this study is inspired by Braun and Clark’s (2008) 

approach for identifying, coding and analyzing themes in the data. When analyzing the 

documents and transcripts from the interviews, I started by a systematic reading of all texts 

several times in order to obtain a first understanding of the text and for identifying patterns and 

themes in the data. Thus, to organize the data in a meaningful way, the data was coded into 

these reoccurring themes. The identification of themes and the sorting of the data were 

characterized by deductive approach (Braun and Clark, 2008: 83), implying that the research 

questions and my analytical framework guided me in identifying relevant themes – for instance, 

how ownership was understood and segments that were related to capacity, commitment and 

participation. However, this coding process was not linear, but rather cyclical where new 

themes were identified as when the data was processed. When all data had been coded and 

several themes had emerged, the themes were reviewed and where I analyzed how the data 

related to each other. Also, within each theme, and across them, I compared and looked-for 

similarities and differences in the data between the respondents, for instance in how the 

respondents understood ownership. Thus, the results of this paper are based on this above 

described structuring, coding and categorization of the data.  
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4. A Brief Background of the Case Study 

This chapter puts the case study in context by giving an account for Swedish development 

cooperation with Ukraine and outlining some relevant background of the political and 

administrative system in Ukraine. This background also serves to understand the justification 

of the studied project. The chapter starts with a summary of Swedish development cooperation 

with Ukraine. Second, a brief account of Ukraine and the local self-government structure in the 

country is given. Thereafter, the case of this study is presented, the Rule of Law in Local 

Administration Program, including an account for the background, objectives and activities of 

the project. Lastly, and account of the actors involved in the program is given. 

4.1 Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine  

Sweden is considered as a role model of development cooperation in the international 

community and is frequently recognized as an altruistic donor enshrining local participation 

and ownership (Söderbaum, 2017: 357). Sweden allocates around one percent of its GNI to 

development cooperation with the overarching objective to “[create] preconditions for better 

living conditions for people living in poverty and under oppression” (Swedish Government, 

2016: 16). The Policy Framework for Swedish International Development Cooperation and 

Humanitarian Aid governs Swedish aid practices and is built on the commitments Sweden has 

undertaken as with the Addis Ababa Action Agenda, and the Agenda 2030 (Swedish 

Government, 2016: 51). The majority of Swedish development support is channeled through 

the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida) – an independent public 

agency under the jurisdiction of the MFA (Sida, 2015). Despite from the above-mentioned 

policy framework, a number of geographical strategies govern how development cooperation 

shall be implemented in specific regions. These are built on the overarching policy framework, 

although the objectives are refined and adapted to each region-specific context (Sida, 2016).  

 

Sweden has a long tradition of development cooperation with Ukraine, dating back to 1995. 

Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine is governed by a geographical strategy, the 

Results strategy for Sweden’s reform cooperation with Eastern Europe, the Western Balkans 

and Turkey. For Sida, the strategy covers about SEK 7.6 billion and where SEK 4.2 billion are 

allocated to the countries included in the EaP (Government Offices of Sweden, 2014). Since 

2014, the Swedish support to Ukraine has remained rather unchanged, amounting to about SEK 
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200 million yearly. The overarching objective of Swedish development cooperation with 

Ukraine is to contribute to the country’s adjustment and approximation to the EU. In order to 

achieve that objective, development projects usually aim to foster an efficient public 

administration, strengthen democracy and increase the respect for human rights (Sida, 2015b). 

The expected results of Swedish development cooperation with Eastern Europe, including 

Ukraine, is presented below in Table 3. 

 

Table 3: Expected results in Eastern Europe (Ukraine included) 

1) Enhanced economic integration with the EU and development of market economy 
Includes efforts to strengthen economic development and increase employment by improving 

the conditions for small and medium-sized enterprises and by facilitating trade between 
countries. 

2) Strengthened democracy, greater respect for human rights and a more fully 
developed state under the rule of law 

Efforts to strengthen public administration and the judiciary. Support is also designed to 

strengthen human rights, civil society, media and gender equality. 

3) A better environment, reduced climate impact and enhanced resilience to 
environmental impact and climate change 

Focusing on sustainable community services related to water and sanitation, waste 

management, energy efficiency and renewable energy.  
 

(Government Offices of Sweden, 2014) 
 

As the main objective of the Swedish support to Ukraine is to contribute to the country’s 

adjustment to and integration with the EU, extensive demands on reforms are required. 

Therefore, Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine is frequently expressed as reform 

cooperation (Government Offices of Sweden, 2014). In terms of allocations, the majority of 

the Swedish support targets the area of government, human rights, and civil society, followed 

by emergency response (i.e. humanitarian aid), and issues concerning energy generation, 

distribution and efficiency (Openaid, 2018). 
 

4.2 Ukraine and the context of local self-government and rule of law 

Ukraine, with a population of 42.7 million people, has experienced a complex history, pulled 

between Russia and the West (Kuzio, 2017: 103). In 2013, the call for democratization 

culminated when President Yanukovych refused to sign an association agreement (AA) with 

the EU. Hundreds of thousands gathered at the Maidan Independence Square in Kyiv – an event 

today known as the Euromaidan revolution. As when Yanukovych fled the country in the 

beginning of 2014, Russia’s illegal annexation of the Crimean Peninsula was actualized, 

simultaneously as Russian-backed separatist in the eastern parts of Ukraine formed a separatist 

movement (Barret, 2018: 2; Kuzio, 2017: 106). This led to an armed conflict in the Donbas 
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(Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts) between separatist forces and the Ukrainian government – a 

low intensity war still active (OHCHR, 2019). Although the armed conflict in Donbas and the 

difficult political situation in the country has complicated the Ukrainian efforts for reformation, 

Ukraine has since the Euromaidan undergone more reforms than any Ukrainian administration 

has since the country’s independence. In 2014, major steps were taken as President Poroshenko 

signed the AA between Ukraine and the EU (EEAS, 2018; European Commission, 2018). Yet, 

although important steps have been taken, problems remain. The reform pace is slow and the 

communist legacy of an overregulated economy, high levels of corruption and oligarchic 

monopolies still characterize the society (Jarábik and De Waal, 2018; Freedom House, 2018). 

This is certainly the case when it comes to the organizational structure of the Ukrainian state. 

The structure of the local and the regional governments highly affected by the country’s post-

Soviet heritage, characterized by a centralized governance structure stemming from Soviet rule. 

Ukraine was in 2014 one of the most fragmented countries in Europe, consisting of 11 500 

councils, 177 city council at the regional level and 28 000 municipalities (Assembly of 

European Regions, 2017). This system, with a disproportionate diversity among administrative 

units, has resulted in a highly ineffective governance structure. Although the principle of local 

self-government is guaranteed by the Ukrainian Constitution, the centralized governance 

structure has resulted in low financial autonomy for the local self-governments and where the 

municipalities possibilities to address local issues have been small. Local governments have 

often failed to provide their citizens with basic services and to address local problems. Also, 

high levels of corruption, political interference and a highly ineffective local administration has 

led to inadequate respect for rule of law, implicating on accountability, accessibility and the 

right to appeal (Zapysnyy, 2016: 70; FBA, 2014: 3). 

 

Although efforts aiming to improve the situation have been undertaken, for instance by the 

2007 Government led by Tymoshenko, no significant steps could be observed. However, after 

Euromaidan, a consensus on the importance of decentralization could be observed among the 

political elite, including the opposition. With the new Government formed in spring 2014, and 

the democratic coalition in the Verkhovna Rada (the Ukrainian Parliament), progress was made 

and where administrative-territorial, local self-government and regional policy reforms became 

prioritized (Zapysnyy, 2016: 71; FBA, 2014: 4). Based on international recommendations, such 

as the OECD’s Principles of Public Administration, the Concept of Reformation of Local-Self 

Government and Territorial Organization of Powers was adopted by the Government. 

Following this, a major decentralization reform was initiated as a part of a wider public 
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administration reform and where several new legislations concerning fiscal decentralization, 

the amalgamation of local communities and administrative services were adopted (Assembly 

of European Regions, 2017; Zapysnyy, 2016: 71). Since 2014, many international actors and 

bilateral donors monitors and supports this reform agenda. The EU, Council of Europe (CoE), 

the World Bank and UNDP, among others, are implementing various projects and programs on 

the issue of decentralization and local self-government, both at a national, regional and local 

level in Ukraine (FBA, 2014: 10). With this in mind, I will in the next section present the project 

studied in this paper, namely the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program.  

4.3 The Rule of Law in Local Administration Program   

Although Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine is considered as the main case of this 

study, the Swedish funded Rule of Law in Local Administration Program serves as a within-

case as it can serve as an example of the implementation of Swedish development cooperation 

with Ukraine. Thus, in order to achieve the objective of this study, the Rule of Law in Local 

Administration Program has been examined. I will now give an account for the background, 

objectives, activities, actors involved and current status of the Rule of Law in Local 

Administration Program.   

 

In 2010, UNDP and the Folke Bernadotte Academy2 (FBA) developed a self-assessment toolkit 

aiming to support administrative institutions to assess and analyze their own performance in 

relation to rule of law standards in public service delivery. UNDP Ukraine indicated in 2011/12 

interest for conducting pilot assessments of the toolkit in the city of Feodosiya and in the city 

of Lviv. Following this, the two assessments were conducted, implemented by the two city 

councils in collaboration with local experts and organizations. The results of the pilots indicated 

that there was a lack of rule of law standards in public service delivery and a need for improving 

the awareness of rule of law in local administration was observed. Furthermore, the interest of 

the pilot assessments was high (FBA, 2014: 2). FBA deemed it important to extend the project 

to a countrywide level, whereupon FBA in 2014 was granted funding from Sida of 28 260 000 

SEK for the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program. FBA argued that human rights and 

development are related to rule of law and the management of public service delivery. It was 

stressed that the public administration, the key interface between the state and the citizens, has 

                                                 
2 The Folke Bernadotte Academy (FBA) is the Swedish government agency for peace, security and development, 

and has the overall mission to support international peace and crisis management operations (FBA, 2014). 
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a responsibility as a duty bearer to ensure accountability, accessibility and to ensure equal 

accesses to public services at the local level (FBA, 2014: 2). Thus, the overall objective of the 

Rule of Law in Local Administration Program was to:  

Strengthen the capacity of local authorities and municipalities to deliver 

administrative services in accordance with rule of law principles, and to increase 

knowledge and awareness among citizens about their rights vis-á-vis the local 

administration (FBA, 2014: 2).  

Three specific objectives were formulated: (1) The capacity of local authorities to deliver public 

services in accordance with rule of law principles and their influence on decision-making at the 

central political level should be strengthened; (2) citizens’ understanding of how to exercise 

their rights when claiming public services should increase; and (3) civil society should be 

strengthened in holding public institutions legally accountable (FBA, 2014: 13). Three target 

groups were foreseen; the partner cities where the program was implemented, organizations 

involved in the program, and the local population (FBA, 2014: 13).   

4.3.1 Components and activities within the program 

To strengthen local authorities’ delivery of public services in accordance with rule of law 

principles, the first component included the self-assessments in the participating cities. The 

assessments were performed by a local authority – the municipality, the city council or a 

specific department – together with implementing local organizations and public administration 

experts. The assessment was based on several rule of law principles, for instance legality, 

accessibility and right to appeal, serving as indicators when local governments service delivery 

was assessed – services such as land registration, license issuing, business permits and housing. 

The service area targeted was decided by each city, meaning that the program focused on 

different service areas depending on the city (FBA, 2017: 7; 2014: 18). The assessment was 

conducted as follows; a formal mapping of regulative frameworks, institutional capacities and 

applicable laws was performed, followed by surveys with civil servants and citizens that were 

using the public services offered by the authority. The aim was to create a better understanding 

of the factors implicating on the quality of rule of law in the service delivery. Based on this, a 

roadmap/action plan was developed by the actors involved with recommendations to the city 

on concrete steps to take to enhance the authority to deliver public services in accordance with 

rule of law principles. For each self-assessment, a non-decision Advisory Committee was 

established. The committee served as a platform to monitor the implementation by managing 
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the cooperation between the external experts and the involved agencies, as well as providing 

advice and support to the involved actors. These committees included the local implementing 

actors, oblast representatives, FBA and Sida (FBA, 2014: 16). 

 

The second component of the program aimed to increase the local internal capacity of the 

authorities. To do so, NGOs, universities and think-tanks with expertise on rule of law arranged 

workshops, seminars and trainings for civil servants (FBA, 2014: 21). To increase citizens’ 

understanding of how to exercise their rights when claiming services and to strengthen the civil 

society to hold public institutions legally accountable, the third component included activities 

aiming for legal awareness and advocacy, and increased visibility and awareness, both at the 

local and national level (FBA, 2014: 22). Legal awareness campaigns and a web-based platform 

with information about legislation and recommendations was launched. Workshops and 

seminars on how to develop rule of law-specific advocacy strategies and how to support the 

citizens in holding the government accountable was arranged for CSOs (FBA, 2014: 2) 

 

According to the agreement between Sida and FBA, the program would last from 2014 to 2017, 

consisting of three phases: an inception phase, an implementation phase and a consolidation 

phase. The inception phase aimed to prepare the implementation of the project and where cities 

where the self-assessment would be performed were identified. Local and national experts and 

organizations that would participate was also identified. Also, the Advisory Committees were 

initiated (FBA, 2014: 23; Sida, 2014: 2). In the implementation phase, the self-assessments 

were performed. Based on the results of the self-assessments, the action plans were drafted for 

each local authority and its municipality and where a practical strategy for improving adherence 

to rule of law principles was developed. Trainings for civilian servants of the authorities were 

arranged, as well as public awareness campaigns and seminars were held (FBA, 2014: 24; FBA, 

2017: 14). In the last phase, the consolidation and dissemination of the results would be 

performed. According to the agreement between Sida and FBA, the program would be phased 

out in the end of 2017. However, program was extended twice. A change in the involved 

implementing partners occurred, which implicated on the timing of the implementation of the 

program. To finalize the last activities and self-assessments in cities were implementation 

started later, Sida agreed on an extension until December 2018. However, although the 

remaining self-assessments were completed in 2018, FBA argued it as important to continue 

the program until the end of 2019 in order to disseminate the results and conduct follow-ups. 

The extension was approved by Sida. Today, the program focuses on conducting follow-ups 
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with participating cities concerning how the implementation of the action plan is proceeding, 

as well as the results of the program is being distrusted through various channels, both at local 

and national level (F1 2019-04-25; FBA 2017: 18). 

4.3.2 Actors involved  

Now, a brief presentation of the actors that have been and still are involved in the program is 

given. As this study does not aim to evaluate or analyze the results of the program, but rather 

to create an understanding for how ownership is understood, practiced and promoted, I will not 

discuss the results of the program. Except from FBA as the responsible implementing agency 

of the program, and Sida as the donor, various national and local actors have been involved 

(FBA, 2014: 13). When it comes to the identification of the partner cities, an extensive selection 

process was undertaken. This selection process resulted in a total of 12 participating cities 

throughout Ukraine (FBA, 2017: 5). However, as mentioned, all the activities in the program 

was implemented by various participating actors. The main actors involved have been the 

Association of Ukrainian Cities (AUC), the NGO Association of Small Towns of Ukraine 

(AMMU), the Razumkov Centre, the Rule of Law Research Centre of the National University 

‘Kyiv-Mohyla Academy’ (KMA) and the Sociological Agency ‘FAMA’ (FBA, 2015: 5; 2017: 

6). In order to anchor the program at the national level, Ukrainian ministries, such as the 

Ministry of Regional Development, have also been involved, yet not as an implementer, but 

rather as having a consultative role.  

 

These actors have all served different roles. Concerning AUC and AMMU, their well-

established networks with cities in Ukraine were considered as important, both in terms of 

identifying relevant cities, but also for disseminate results (F2 2019-04-25; FBA, 2014: 14). 

The think-tank Razumkov Centre participated by conducting the mapping of regulative 

frameworks, policy analysis, recruiting experts for the self-assessments and contributing to the 

development of action plans (FBA, 2014: 14). KMA has primarily been involved by providing 

trainings at the city level and arranging seminars. FAMA has been responsible for assisting in 

the conduct of self-assessments, reporting, supporting the involved cities in drafting the action 

plans, and for evaluating the self-assessments (FBA, 2017: 15). Lastly, FBA has served as the 

coordinating and responsible actor of the program. A helpdesk was initiated in Stockholm, as 

well as a project coordination office was created in Kyiv in order to assist the involved actors 

in the implementation and for facilitating dialogue and cooperation between the involved cities, 

organizations, policy makers and the citizens (FBA, 2014: 14).  
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5. Results: The Understanding, Practice and 

Promotion of Ownership  

The previous chapter gave a brief review on the issue of local self-government and rule of law 

in Ukraine, including recent developments and reforms undertaken at the national level. 

Moreover, an account for the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program was given. 

However, the aim of this study is to clarify the concept of ownership and create an 

understanding of the concept in Swedish development with Ukraine. Thus, in this chapter, the 

results are presented. The chapter is structured as according to the first two research questions 

posed, starting with an account for how ownership is understood and framed among actors 

involved in Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine. Also, the issue concerning whose 

ownership that is considered is elaborated. Thereafter, by having the factors of commitment, 

capacity and participation as posed in the analytical framework as point of departure, I address 

the question on how ownership is practiced and promoted in Swedish development cooperation 

with Ukraine and what the facilitating factors for ownership are. Furthermore, that ownership 

can be manifested differently depending on the phase of the project – ownership of substances, 

objectives and processes – has also been considered when the data was analyzed.  

5.1 The understanding of ownership  

That ownership is considered as important in Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine 

is clear. The Project Proposal by FBA and the Decision on Contribution (DoC) by Sida 

highlights the significance of ownership in the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program 

and consider ownership as crucial for achieving good and sustainable results. The DoC states 

that “the cooperation with local stakeholders will increase the ownership and contribute to the 

sustainability of the results (Sida, 2014: 3). By ensuring ownership in the program, FBA argues 

that the effectiveness of the program increases as a locally owned project not only will generate 

preconditions for long-term results, but also reinforce the effects of the intervention by 

providing local incentives for further progress (FBA, 2014: 7). Hence, ownership is considered 

as significant for sustainability and as a mechanism – a leverage – resulting in added value 

through spin-off effects and increased motivation for continued development by the local 

stakeholders. Although ownership is highlighted, the documents analyzed does not give a clear 

definition of what ownership implies, for instance, whether ownership concerns the recipient’s 

commitment to the process or control over the outcomes. Yet, some reflections are expressed 
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in the project proposal and where FBA argues that the methodology of the program, the self-

assessments, encourages ownership: 

An added focus of the self-assessment for measuring rule of law in local governance 

is its emphasis on being owned and led by participating agencies, thereby ensuring 

local ownership of the process (FBA, 2014: 6). 

FBA argues that as the self-assessments are driven by the local agencies, ownership is 

encouraged. The above quotation indicates that the ownership of processes is considered, in 

other words, participating agencies control over the self-assessment process. However, if 

ownership also concerns ownership of substances where the outcomes will be owned by the 

involved cities, is unclear. Whether ownership relates to other actors than the participating 

agencies in each respective city is also unclear. In contrast to the documents, where ownership 

was expressed as a means for effectiveness, the respondents from Sida and FBA did not argue 

that ownership aims for effectiveness. Rather, it was emphasized that ownership is a necessity 

to foster positive change in the partner country (S1 2019-05-18; F2 2019-05-25).  

Ownership is a means, it is both a goal and a means in a way, it is to a high extent a 

means for ensuring change. That is how I perceive it. It is important that local actors 

are located in the driver’s seat (F1 2019-05-25).  

The respondents deliberated that ownership is a means for fostering change and subsequently 

improving the prosperity of the citizens in the partner country. Ownership was considered as 

essential for accomplishing this change, as well as a mechanism for sustainability (S1 2019-05-

18; F1 2019-05-25). Yet, although the achievement of change and sustainability can be 

measured as dimensions for effectiveness, it is interesting that neither of the respondents 

expressed effectiveness as an objective of ownership.  

 

As previous studies have concluded that the understanding of ownership varies, the question is 

whether this differentiated understanding can be observed among the actors interviewed in this 

study? Although the Sida and FBA respondents tend to have a similar understanding of what 

ownership aims to fulfill, the respondents deliberated different views when ownership was 

discussed in-depth. The Sida respondent argued that ownership is crucial and that Sida always 

need to answer the question how ownership of the partner country and the local stakeholders 

will be ensured. When asked what ownership is, a clear definition was given:   



 

36 

 

By ownership we mean […] how the result of the intervention will be owned by the 

local stakeholders so as they will not be dependent upon this support, but able to 

maintain and sustain the result outside the intervention (S1 2019-04-18).  

Hence, the respondent indicated that ownership relates to the results of an intervention, the 

ownership of substances, and whether the outcomes are owned by the local actors. This 

definition also indicates that ownership aims to secure a development cooperation practice 

where the partner country does not become dependent on the support, but where the outcomes 

are sustainable. Thus, if the local stakeholders are in control over the outcomes by owning them, 

the prospects for long-term results are argued to be good. When the FBA respondents were 

asked what ownership is, one of the respondents argued that ownership is related to local 

stakeholders’ commitment for change, stating that ownership is about local actors desire to take 

part in the development process, as well as their efforts to ensure that the process advances. 

Furthermore, the same respondent highlighted that ownership and responsibility are closely 

intertwined. The respondent explained ownership by using a metaphor: “if I want to get more 

fit, then I have to take my own responsibility to make it happen” (F1 2019-04-25). Yet, the 

respondent argued that local stakeholders involved in development projects must claim a 

responsibility over their ownership. Hence, the above reasoning indicates that ownership 

foremost concerns local actors’ ownership of processes and to what extent they take part in the 

development process. Yet, ownership both relates to local stakeholders’ commitment to and 

their responsibility over the development process.  

 

Concerning the Ukrainian organization interviewed, the respondents were unfamiliar with the 

concept of ownership. For instance, when asked what ownership is, one of the respondents 

discussed ownership in terms of property rights. When the question was restated with clearer 

focus on ownership in relation to development cooperation and the Rule of Law in Local 

Administration Program, one of the respondent reflected on the relationship between the local 

organization and FBA by stating:  

Well, we have this partnership relation and we also have the office in Kyiv with 

representatives of FBA and we talk a lot, a lot of discussion and we share our 

opinions about risks, about sustainability […] so, we are leading the process, but we 

try to discuss the process with our partners (U1 2019-04-24). 
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This reasoning demonstrates that the notion of ownership is fused, or confused, with the notion 

of partnership. Although ownership was not articulated, it can be interpreted that the respondent 

associated the question raised with issues concerning their organization’s role in leading the 

process. However, this indicates perhaps that the organization was not into the development 

cooperation vocabulary, but still were able to reflect on the issue. Concludingly, the findings 

above demonstrate that the respondents from Sida and FBA have a similar understanding of 

what ownership aims to achieve; it is perceived as a necessity to foster positive change and 

sustainability. However, as it appears, the understanding of ownership differed between the 

respondents. The reflections from Sida indicated that ownership relates to the ownership of 

substances and the recipient’s control over the outcomes. FBA understood ownership as 

recipients’ commitment to and responsibility over the development process.  

5.1.1 Whose ownership is considered?  

Previous studies have concluded that it tends to be a confusion concerning whose ownership 

that is considered in development cooperation. In the introduction to this paper, I aimed to 

answer the question on whose ownership that is considered in Swedish development 

cooperation with Ukraine. FBA argues in their project proposal that local ownership is ensured 

as the authorities of the involved cities are conducting the self-assessments. Yet, ownership is 

considered as concerning the local authorities. Although ownership is articulated throughout 

the project proposal, the definition of whose ownership that is considered are rather unclear. 

Both the project proposal and the DoC underline the importance of including local partners to 

ensure ownership (FBA, 2014: 14; Sida, 2014: 4). Yet, it is ambiguous to whom that ownership 

relates to. Another interesting dimension is that the notion of local ownership is articulated. 

Still, it is important to bear in mind that program also aimed to, for instance, awareness level 

and advocacy at the national level. Hence, why local ownership, and not for instance national 

ownership, was expressed and to whom it applies is not deliberated.  

 

When the respondents were asked whose ownership is considered in Swedish development 

cooperation with Ukraine, and in relation to the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program, 

a relatively consistent view were expressed both by Sida and FBA. The respondents stressed 

the significance of breaking down the concept of ownership and to whom it relates in order to 

facilitate its use, by clearly stating and analyzing each stakeholder’s role in the program: 

By having so many national partners it becomes very important to analyze how each 

of these partners will own the output of the program. When we speak about 
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municipalities, in the end of the intervention, will they be monitoring the rule of law in 

local service provision? Will they be able to implement the recommendations from the 

intervention? We need to identify all potential actors in the program setup, and then, 

from the perspective from each actor, we need to think whether they will be able to 

sustain the results of the project in the long run. So, ownership is considered and 

analyzed in relation to each actor involved (S1 2019-04-18).  

Since many actors are involved, the Sida respondent stressed the importance of identifying all 

potential actors in the program setup and where an analysis of how these actors will own the 

outcomes of the project must be carried out. Yet, ownership cannot be assessed or fostered in 

relation to the entire program, it is not perceived as a condensed segment. Rather, the Sida 

respondent indicated that ownership is a dimension that must be strived for in relation to each 

single actor. Bearing in mind that the respondent from Sida understood ownership as recipients’ 

control over the results of a program, this understanding is also mirrored in the above reasoning 

concerning who ownership relates to; the issue of ownership must be deliberated to each actor 

and whether these stakeholders will be able to own the outputs of the program. The argument 

of assessing ownership in relation to each actor was also expressed by one of the respondents 

from FBA who stated that it is not possible to address the question on whose ownership is 

considered from a nation-wide approach. Rather, ownership has to be seen in a more practical 

fashion in relation to all actors involved: 

I think it is important to be pragmatic and unpack the concept. You know, sometimes 

you have to turn to yourself, asking for instance ‘is there an ownership today in 

Sweden to address climate change?´ /…/ well, there are of course many actors who 

in one way or another have a responsibility, a commitment to different parts of a 

major change process /…/ who are owning many parts in the major change process 

(F1 2019-04-25).  

Just as the respondent from Sida made clear connections between the understanding of 

ownership and whose ownership that is considered, so did the FBA respondent who clearly 

associates ownership with commitment and responsibility. However, ownership cannot be 

assessed on a country-wide basis, but rather at micro level where different actors are owning 

different parts of the development process. Although Sida and FBA reflect different 

understandings of ownership – ownership over outcomes compared to ownership as 

commitment and responsibility to the process – they were cohesive when arguing that 
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ownership must be considered in relation to each single actor involved in the project. This is a 

rather interesting finding when compared to the documents analyzed. Where the project 

proposal associate ownership to the local authorities involved and where the notion of local 

ownership was emphasized, that distinction was not expressed by any of the respondents.  

 

Before moving on to the issue concerning how ownership is practiced and promoted, a brief 

summary of this first section is in place; how is ownership understood and framed among 

development actors involved in Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine? First, there 

tend to be a coherent understanding between Sida and FBA on what ownership aims to achieve; 

it aims to foster change and create preconditions for sustainability. Second, when it comes to 

what ownership is, different understandings appear. Sida understands ownership as recipients’ 

control over the outcomes, FBA perceives ownership as recipients’ commitment and 

responsibility over the process. The Ukrainian organization was unfamiliar with the notion of 

ownership. Concerning whose ownership that is considered, the answers from Sida and FBA 

was coherent, stating that ownership relates to each actor involved in a project and where 

ownership cannot be assessed or strived for on a country-wide level.  

5.2 The practice and promotion of ownership 

As the second research question in this study concern how ownership is practiced and promoted, 

and what the facilitating factors for ownership are, I will in this section elaborate on this. In the 

analytical framework, I argued for how commitment, capacity and participation are factors that 

might influence recipients’ possibilities to acquire ownership. Hence, when analyzing how 

ownership is practiced and promoted, and for what the facilitating factors are, the above-

mentioned factors have been guiding.  

5.2.1 Commitment 

In the theoretical chapter, I discussed that recipients’ commitment is considered as an important 

dimension for ownership. A committed actor will not only be committed to the project’s 

objectives, but will most likely also take an active leadership of the project. A main finding of 

this study indicates that commitment is a crucial factor contributing to ownership. The 

respondents interviewed underlined that a lack of sufficient commitment implicates both on the 

results of projects, but also on the recipient actors’ possibilities to acquire ownership   

(S1 2019-04-18; S2 2019-4-25). As mentioned, one of the respondents from FBA actually 



 

40 

 

argued that ownership in essence concerns local stakeholders’ commitment for change – a 

statement reinforcing the importance of commitment (F1 2019-04-25).  

 

FBA highlighted that commitment was an important dimension that was considered when it 

was decided on which actors and cities to include in the program. When the program was 

designed, FBA met with cities and actors that were interested in the program to make sure that 

an understanding of the project and a commitment existed (F2 2019-04-25; FBA, 2014: 7). 

When discussing how Sida operates in order to promote ownership, the respondent stressed that 

commitment is a precondition and where an analysis of whether there exists a political 

commitment to implement a development project always is conducted. Although a political 

commitment was stressed as important, the respondent highlighted that the implementing actors 

also must be committed. The respondent perceived commitment as two-dimensional; 

commitment to the idea and concept of the proposed project and commitment to actually engage 

and commit resources to the project (S1 2019-04-18). Although an actor might be committed 

to an idea, that does not per equal mean that the actor is committed to dedicate resources to the 

implementation. Furthermore, commitment was considered as associating with sustainability 

and whether the outcomes of the intervention will be sustainable (S1 2019-04-18). Therefore, 

the respondent argued that although there exists a commitment to the idea of a project, that 

commitment will not be enough if the recipient actor lacks a commitment to dedicate their 

resources to the project. If the project, or the outcomes of the project will be sustainable, then 

the recipient actor has to own those results and have a commitment to continue to dedicate their 

resources when the Swedish funding is phased out (S1 2019-04-18). 

 

We do know that commitment is desirable, but how can it be strived for? According to Sida 

and FBA, the alignment of the program to the local context is crucial. In Sida’s procedures for 

assessing whether to support an intervention, the project is assessed towards the priorities and 

policies of the partner country. Thus, it was emphasized that a project that is well-aligned to the 

context will also be more accepted, which in turn creates better preconditions for commitment 

(Sida, 2014: 3; S1 2019-04-18). A similar reasoning was given by one of the FBA respondents 

who argued that the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program is part of a larger reform 

process and is considered as important at the local level, whereby the local commitment to the 

program is high (F1 2019-04-25). The above reasonings suggests that if a project is aligned to 

the contexts, is in line with national or local reforms and agendas, and considered as relevant 

and needed, then will the local stakeholders be more committed to the project.  
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Until now, we can conclude that commitment is considered as highly important, as well as 

alignment is considered as a factor that fosters commitment. However, in terms of the Rule of 

Law in Local Administration Program, have the actors involved been committed? All 

respondents declared that the actors involved in the program have been highly committed. It 

was frequently emphasized that this commitment is crucial for result achievement and also for 

the local actors’ possibility to acquire ownership. For instance, one of the respondents 

representing the Ukrainian organization concluded that:  

The local municipalities, as well as other actors involved, are very dedicated and 

committed and interested. When there is no will, we cannot make any progress. So, 

there can’t be positive results without the willingness of the city (U2 2019-04-24).  

Similar statements were made by the respondents from Sida and FBA. One of the FBA 

respondents underlined that a contributing factor to ownership is that there is a feeling among 

actors at the local level to take responsibility and to commit to the major reform process that is 

ongoing in Ukraine. Hence, the respondent argued that it is important that there is a sense of 

urgency to engage in the program (F1 2019-04-25). Yet, bearing in mind the analytical 

framework where ownership can be demonstrated differently throughout a project, it is argued 

that a project that is aligned to and based on the needs of the context will foster ownership of 

objectives. In other words where the goals and objectives are owned by the involved actors. 

Thus, if there exists a sense of urgency – in other words that the project is considered as 

important and needed – and if the project is aligned to the local and national context, then the 

local actors will be more engaged and committed to the development process, which in turn 

enables and encourage ownership, or more accurately, an ownership of objectives.  

5.2.2 Capacity  

Although commitment is considered as a facilitator of ownership, capacity is also considered 

as important and where a lack of capacity not only implicates on the implementation of a 

development project, but also on the sustainability of the outcomes. On a more overarching 

level, the Sida respondent deliberated that it is always needed to assess whether there is 

sufficient capacity of the national government to implement a development project. In the case 

of Ukraine, the respondent argued that that capacity not always is sufficient whereby it is 

necessary that the proposed development project is implemented by another agency or 
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organization, such as FBA (S1 2019-04-18). Hence, when asked if the inclusion of an outside 

contracting partner implicates on the issue of ownership, the respondent argued that: 

When we perform programs with support from international actors, like FBA or 

UNDP, then the program is also benefitting because of the experience of that 

particular organization is also brought into the context /…/ so, I cannot say that the 

inclusion of an outside partner organization is something that influence ownership 

negatively (S1 2019-04-18). 

As the knowledge and experiences on certain issues sometimes are limited within the Ukrainian 

Government, then the inclusion of an experienced implementing actor such as FBA is argued 

to be needed. First, the respondent made clear that if the local capacity is insufficient, then the 

proposed development project cannot be initiated without an external actor, as the risks are too 

high. Second, including an outside organization was argued as an advantage as the Ukrainian 

actors involved are provided with expertise and knowledge, which in turn strengthen their 

capacity. Thus, the respondent gave examples on development project where the Ukrainian 

Government explicitly asked for support from an outside organization:  

When some reforms have been started in Ukraine, in many cases the government 

lacked knowledge and experience of proper implementation of those reforms. And of 

course, instead of inventing the wheel, they wanted to just look into examples from 

other countries (S1 2019-04-18).  

Hence, the inclusion of an implementer responsible for the project, such as FBA, is not 

considered as a problem. Furthermore, the respondent argued that although FBA was included 

in the project, implementation was still conducted by Ukrainian actors. Thus, the respondent 

considered FBA as their partner, their agreement partner, rather than classifying them as an 

organization from outside (S1 2019-04-18). The reasoning concerning how the inclusion of an 

international actor can be an advantage as the local actors’ knowledges increases for the subject 

was confirmed by the respondents of the Ukrainian organization. One of the respondents argued 

that they appreciated the experiences and expertise of FBA as their organization, through the 

cooperation with FBA, had created a better understanding for rule of law in public service 

delivery and where their capacity to work on those issues increased (U2 2019-04-24).  

 



 

43 

 

Except from capacity in terms of the governmental level, the capacity of the local actors 

involved was also articulated as significant. Just as Sida prior to a project assess whether there 

are capacities at the government level, FBA also elaborated on the issue of capacity when 

deciding on which actors to work with in the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program  

(F2 2019-04-25; FBA, 2014; 7). FBA and Sida emphasized that sufficient capacity is not only 

crucial for the involved actors’ possibility to take an active leadership, but also in terms of 

sustaining the outcomes of the project (S1 2019-04-28; F1 2019-04-25). Capacity was argued 

as a factor that facilitates the recipient to engage and take a leading role, but also as a 

prerequisite for the recipient to be able to govern the outcomes, advocate for change, and 

advance the process as when the Swedish support is phased out (F1 2019-04-25).  

 

An interesting dimension is that capacity consistently was argued as an important factor, 

simultaneously as the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program aims for capacity 

development per se (FBA, 2014: 17). Hence, is it possible to foster ownership if capacity is 

considered as a facilitator of ownership, simultaneously as capacity development is an aim of 

the program? As discussed before, the Sida respondent argued that the inclusion of an 

implementer such as FBA is an advantage for the local actors involved. This was also confirmed 

by the Ukrainian organization. Yet, both FBA and the Ukrainian organization admitted that 

many of the involved cities were unfamiliar with how to promote rule of law principles, as well 

as the local organizations involved from the beginning was unfamiliar with the methodology 

and approach FBA had developed in the project (F1 2019-04-25; U1 2019-04-24). One of the 

respondents from the Ukrainian organization stated that: 

You know, in the first stage it was a little bit complicated because the rule of law, like 

the concept of rule of law was not popular in Ukraine. It was not a public discourse. 

But after a year of the project and the trainings conducted regarding rule of law in 

public administration, the servants, the officials, understood how important and how 

practical the rule of law concept is (U1 2019-04-21).  

Hence, the knowledge of rule of law and for how to ensure it in public service delivery was not 

extensive in the initial phase. Rather, the understanding for why rule of law is important 

increased as when the program progressed. When capacity was discussed, the respondent from 

Sida and FBA implied that capacity is related to knowledge (S1 2019-04-18; F1 2019-04-24). 

Hence, this indicates that capacity can be seen from different angles; capacity in terms of an 

internal capacity of the involved organization to implement and lead the project and capacity 
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in terms of knowledge, for instance in how to provide service deliveries in accordance with rule 

of law principles. Thus, capacity in terms of being able to implement the program and govern 

the outcomes are considered as crucial for ownership. Yet, this does not mean that the involved 

actors must have an extensive knowledge of the subject, rather, as expressed by one of the 

respondents from the Ukrainian organization, that knowledge increased successively. 

Therefore, a conclusion is that it is possible to ensure an internal capacity of the involved actor, 

while simultaneously striving for capacity development in terms of, for instance, delivering 

public service delivery in accordance with rule of law principles.  

 

Furthermore, one of the respondents from FBA emphasized that the program has been a 

learning process for all actors involved. The respondent argued that the actors had witnessed 

about a learning curve, which the respondent argued was associated with a gradually increasing 

commitment and capacity of the involved actors (F1 2019-04-25). The Ukrainian organization 

emphasized that as so many actors have been involved, all parties have gained and learned from 

each other (U2 2019-04-24). Thus, capacity is important for ownership; both a commitment to 

the idea or concept of the program, both also a commitment to dedicate resources. Yet, to expect 

that actors involved will have an understanding of the program, its objectives and methods are 

not possible. Rather, this understanding develops successively, just as the local actors’ 

commitment and capacity to the process increases.  

5.2.3 Participation (and/or influence) 

As ownership in essence aims to foster a development cooperation practice led, driven and 

owned by the recipient, I will in this section discuss dimensions of participation and influence 

by deploying the revised Ladder of Participation by Arnstein (1969). A first conclusion is that 

the design of the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program, and the methodology it 

departed from, allowed the involved actors to participate to a large extent. The self-assessments 

that were performed in the involved cities was implemented by each responsible authority of 

that city (FBA, 2015: 4; 2014: 7). Also, it was up to each respective city to decide what service 

delivery area the self-assessment would focus on (F1 2019-04-25; FBA, 2015: 7).  

 

Except from the participating cities involvement in conducting the self-assessment, the other 

actors involved in the implementation had a significant role. In practice, the program was 

dependent on the local actors. It was expressed that the inclusion of local actors would 

“facilitate its integration into the regular local government machinery and into the wider civil 
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society sector” (FBA, 2014: 10). Due to the FBAs limited knowledge of the Ukrainian context, 

it was argued that local actors were crucial as they possess an understanding of the context 

(FBA, 2017: 15). The respondent from Sida argued that “it is almost impossible to implement 

the project without local partners” (S1 2019-04-18). Thus, the local actors have in practice 

served as the implementers, meanwhile FBA has served as a consultative and coordinating 

actor. When issues of participation were discussed with Sida, the respondent argued that local 

actors “have participated throughout the whole intervention, of course, they were heavily 

involved in the design of the program, but also in the intervention” (S1 2019-04-18).  

 

However, although the participation of local actors in the program have been extensive, we 

shall not fuse participation and influence. Thus, have the actors involved been able to influence 

the program? The argument by the respondent from Sida, who stated that local actors have been 

heavily involved, was confirmed by the Ukrainian organization. When issues of roles and 

participation was deliberate, one of the respondents from the Ukrainian organization stated that 

they have had a significant and independent role, both in the initial, implementing, and now in 

the final phase (U1 2019-04-24). In the initial phase of the program, the organization 

participated in the adaption of the methodology of the self-assessments. When the first self-

assessments had been carried out, the respondent expressed that their organization identified a 

lack of indicators in the methodology:  

When we used this adapted toolkit in Ukrainian municipalities and when we studied 

public services of these municipalities we added a lot of new indicators /…/ all the 

ideas we had we shared with FBA and most of our ideas were approved by FBA. We 

just described what the aim of the idea was and FBA usually said ‘okay, let’s try this’ 

(U2 2019-04-24).  

This statement indicates that the organization not only participated, but that they also had the 

possibility and the influence to alter the self-assessment methodology in accordance with the 

needs they observed. One of the FBA respondents expressed that many of the involved actors 

came with new ideas and took initiatives. When issues of participation were deliberated, the 

FBA respondent argued that the entire process had been flexible and where the actors involved 

have altered the program during its course (F1 2019-04-25). 

Well, we are funded by Sida and the project is based on a project proposal with a 

specific result framework which we have followed. But, we have also tried to be 
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flexible, when relevant aspects have appeared /…/ for instance, one organization 

identified that there was a lack of knowledge locally in how to draft local legislation 

and that was something that needed to be addressed. This was not an aspect of the 

project from start (F1 2019-04-25).   

As it appears, the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program is characterized by a flexibility 

and where the local actors involved have formed the program during its course. If we bear in 

mind the analytical framework and Arnstein’s (1969) distinction between going through a 

procedure of participation and actually having power and influence to make an impact on the 

process, it seems like the local actors have influenced the program. One of the respondents from 

the Ukrainian organization underlined that FBA always have been supportive for the ideas their 

organization came up with (U2 2019-04-24). When asked what their ideas and suggestions 

resulted in, the respondent answered that they were elaborated and usually included in the action 

plans and in the wider context of the project (U2 2019-04-24). Hence, the organization have 

had a distinctive role in the program, both in the initial phase, in the implementing phase by 

assisting cities and developing road maps, and in the final evaluating phase.  

 

If we consider the above demonstration in relation to the adapted version of Arnstein´s (1969) 

Ladder of Participation, which depict participation on three different levels, it can be concluded 

that the level of participation of the organization interviewed is rather high. However, whether 

the level of participation corresponds to the uppermost step of genuine power, where the 

recipient is fully in charge or collaboratively in charge of the different phases of a project, or to 

the step of tokenism, where recipients are having a consultative and somewhat influencing role, 

must be further scrutinized. Indeed, the Ukrainian organization have had the power to influence 

the program, yet, as it appears, not been able to take decisions without consulting FBA. 

Nevertheless, a level of participation that corresponds to tokenism – where actors involved have 

a consultative role but where the effects of the opinions of the recipient are unsure – is not the 

case here. FBA and the Ukrainian organization expressed how ideas of the local actors have 

affected the program. However, an interesting dimension that was deliberated concerns the 

relationship between FBA and the Ukrainian organization. One of the respondents from the 

organization noted that relationship as a partnership regulating their role and responsibilities:  

You know, FBA is the customer of the project, they /…/ give us to the aim, the 

direction, what we should do, the contract and we follow this (U1 2019-04-24).  
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Thus, although the organization argued that they have been independent in the program and 

have been able to influence and affect the program, this partnership has simultaneously 

regulated their role and scope of action. This partnership dimension was also signaled by one 

of the respondents from FBA. When the issue of participation was discussed, the respondent 

advocated for the flexible and inclusive characteristic of the program, arguing that:  

All partners have been involved and have influenced the project during its course. 

We have been a speaking partner in these processes and we have had, of course, 

some expectations and guidance for them, although it is something that has been /…/ 

a kind of exchange through a partnership (F1 2019-04-25).  

Hence, the relationship between FBA and the involved actors is considered as a partnership 

reflecting the roles and responsibilities of each actor, as well as FBAs expectations on and 

guidelines for the implementing organizations. Thus, as we are discussing issues of 

participation and influence, can it be concluded that the involved organizations have had a 

genuine power? First, it can be concluded that the involved actors have not had an exclusive 

right to decision-making. Rather, all issues were deliberated with FBA. Second, it can be 

concluded that the involved actors not simply have had a consultative role as according to the 

level of tokenism. Rather, within their mandates, they have suggested ideas and new 

components that frequently became embedded and include in the program. Thus, bearing in 

mind that the levels of participation suggested by Arnstein (1969) are broad, a reasonable 

judgment is that we need to depict a middle ground between tokenism and genuine power for 

describing the level of participation of the involved actors. A middle ground where the local 

actors have possessed a high level of influence and where FBA, the Ukrainian organization, 

and other involved actors – through a partnership – have collaborated and together administered 

and developed the program. Yet, is this type of participation affecting the involved actors’ 

possibilities to acquire ownership? The respondents from the Ukrainian organization 

considered it important to listen to and consult with FBA: 

For example, when we create recommendations for the action plans, then our ideas 

are jointly discussed with the advisory committees’, and it is very important to hear 

the feedback from FBA because they have really good experience (U1 2019-04-24).  

As mentioned before, the Sida respondent argued that inclusion of a partner agency such as 

FBA is an advantage as the organization has an extensive amount of knowledge of the subject 
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matter. The Ukrainian organization argued that opinions of FBA were crucial as they were 

considered as possessing an expertise that was important for the development of the program 

(U2 2019-04-24). Thus, in order to develop a comprehensive project relevant for the context, 

collaboration was considered as important and where the respective knowledge of each actor 

involved was considered. It was emphasized that collaboration is a strength as involved actors 

communicate and create networks, which in turn creates better preconditions for continued 

efforts and stronger commitment to continue the process when the Swedish funding is phased 

out (F2 2019-04-25; U1 2019-04-24). Thus, if we imagine a situation where each actor involved 

would have an exclusive right to take decisions without consulting with FBA or the advisory 

committees’, the communication and networks between the involved actors would be weaker. 

 

Lastly, FBA frequently indicated that responsibility contributes to participation. If roles and 

responsibilities are clearly stated in the initial phase, if there is a commitment and capacity of 

the involved actors, then their participation will be high. Bearing in mind the above discussion 

concerning the relationship between FBA and the local actors, one of the FBA respondents 

argued that many of the involved actors have claimed more responsibility over time as when 

their understanding of the program and the issues addressed increased. Thus, as when the 

involved actors showed an interest for taking more responsibility, also did their participation in 

the program increase and where new initiatives and ideas emerged (F1 2019-04-25). Hence, 

one of the FBA respondents underlined that having many actors involved is an advantage for 

ownership, both as it contributes to the establishment of new networks, but also as they take 

responsibility for different parts of the program: 

As you asked before, if it is a strength or weakness to have so many actors involved, 

I would say that it is a strength. They take responsibility for an ownership in different 

subsets in the process, and, as we have so many actors working together, new forms 

of contacts and networks have been created (F1 2019-04-25)  

Concludingly, the above findings indicate that the involved actors not only have participated, 

but they have influenced the program through their partnership with FBA. Yet, it was reinforced 

that the inclusion of FBA, or the extensive number of actors involved, was not considered as a 

weakness. Rather, it was seen as an advantage where knowledge was exchanged, the 

collaboration improved the program and where a stronger commitment to the development 

process developed. Hence, with this chapter in mind, I will in the next final chapter summarize 

the findings and discuss what insights to the literature that can be drawn from this study.  
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6. Final Conclusions and Discussion 

In today’s international development cooperation apparatus, the principle of ownership is a 

central concept, a shared value, aiming to enhance the effectiveness and sustainability of 

development cooperation by fostering a development practice driven and led by the recipient. 

Yet, the concept has been criticized for not being able to change the asymmetric relationship 

between the donor and the recipient, simultaneously as the actual meaning of ownership is 

ambiguous. In this thesis, I aimed to clarify the concept of ownership and contribute to the 

literature by creating an understanding of ownership in Swedish development cooperation with 

Ukraine. In this final chapter, I will first summarize the results and analysis that were presented 

in the previous chapter by revisiting the two first research questions that were posed in this 

study. Thereafter, I will address the third research question by discussing what insights to the 

literature of ownership within development cooperation that can be drawn from this study. 

Lastly, a discussion concerning the implication and limitations of this study, as well as 

suggestions for future research in the field of development cooperation and ownership is given.   

6.1 Revisiting the research questions 

First, I asked how ownership is understood and framed among development actors involved in 

Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine and whose ownership is considered. It can be 

concluded that the respondents from Sida and FBA had a coherent view by stating that 

ownership is a necessity to foster positive change and sustainability. Yet, it was not emphasized 

that ownership is a means for effectiveness. Rather it was considered as a means for actuate a 

development process, but where ownership also was considered as goal in itself where recipient 

actors are in charge over the process. Just as previous studied have concluded that practitioners 

tend to have different understandings of ownership, this is a conclusion of this study as well. 

Where Sida clearly understands ownership as concerning the local actors ownership of the 

outcomes of a development project, FBA underlined that ownership concerns the local actors 

commitment and responsibility for the process. Regarding the Ukrainian organization 

interviewed, the respondents were unfamiliar with the notion of ownership, although reflections 

on their role of leading the process was expressed.  

 

In contrast to previous literature, which have found that today’s multi-stakeholder approach in 

development cooperation has complicated the issue of defining the owner, this study does not 
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come to such a conclusion. In fact, both Sida and FBA were clear that ownership cannot be 

perceived, promoted or assessed on a country-wide level. Hence, asking, for instance, whether 

Ukraine is the owner of the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program, is both impractical 

and abstracted. If we want to strive for ownership, it was underlined that the concept must be 

unpacked by assessing how each actor involved in the program will be able to acquire 

ownership. Thus, ownership must be considered in relation to each actor involved and for how 

they will own different fragments of the development process. Consequently, concerning the 

question on whose ownership that is considered, the answer is that the ownership of all actors 

involved are considered.  

 

The second research question posed in this study concerned how ownership is practiced and 

promoted in the context of Swedish development cooperation with Ukraine and what the 

facilitating factors for ownership are. The answer is that ownership is promoted as when 

commitment, capacity and participation are ensured. First, the initial phase of a development 

program is crucial. When the program is designed, it must be based on local needs, on local 

interests and aligned to the priorities and agendas of the context – which the Rule of Law in 

Local Administration Program was. Thus, a well-aligned project that is based on and accepted 

by the involved actors, and if there exists a sense of urgency regarding the problem the 

development program aims to address, then will also the involved actors commit to the process. 

Strictly speaking, the actors will acquire an ownership over the objectives of the program.  

 

The initial phase is also significant in terms of participation and capacity. When identifying 

partner organizations, commitment is not solely enough. The involved actors must also have an 

internal organizational or an institutional capacity to be able to implement the program, lead 

the process and in the long run, govern, advance and sustain the outcomes. Thus, in order to 

ensure capacity and promote ownership, the internal capacity was an important dimension 

which Sida and FBA had in mind when selecting the organizations to include in the program. 

Consequently, capacity is important if the recipient will be able to own the processes by leading 

the implementation of the program, but also to acquire ownership of substances of the program, 

in terms of sustaining the outcomes and advance the process when the support is phased out.    

 

Yet, what about participation? First, designing the Rule of Law in Local Administration 

Program in manner where the involved actors in practice are the implementers seem to result 

in a greater participation and where the actors thereby can acquire an ownership of the process. 
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Second, clearly stating the roles and responsibilities of each actor involved is crucial for 

participation. The Rule of Law in Local Administration Program was highly dependent on the 

local actors and where not only their participation, but their knowledge of the context was 

argued as crucial. Hence, the local actors did not solely serve as consultancies, but rather as 

implementers and where their contribution, their input to the program in terms of knowledge 

and context-expertise, was argued as invaluable. Yet, a conclusion is that, in order to promote 

ownership, the involved actors cannot only participate for the sake of participation. Rather, the 

involved actors must possess a role that is crucial for the program, and also have a responsibility 

to fulfill the commitments that comes with that role. Henceforth, by designing the program in 

a manner where the local actors are central, articulating their roles and responsibilities, while 

simultaneously ensuring their commitment and capacity, ownership will be promoted.  

6.2 What insights can be drawn from this study? 

I will now address the third research question of this study; what insights to the literature of 

ownership within development cooperation can be drawn from this study? First, factors of 

commitment, capacity and participation must be emphasized if ownership will be fostered. 

They are crucial, especially in terms of sustainability and whether the local actors will be able 

to govern, lead and advance the outcomes and the development process when development 

support is finished. The findings also suggest that we need to have a broad understanding of 

ownership. Defining, or limiting ownership to the government level, such as the definition of 

Whitfield and Fraser (2009), is impractical and out-fashioned. Development cooperation 

practices are diverse, with various actors other than the government involved. This is certainly 

the case in the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program where the majority of the 

implementing actors, in practice, are local organizations. If local organizations play such an 

important role, this multi-stakeholder approach has to be embraced when we define and 

understands ownership. This study also confirms that there is an ambiguity surrounding the 

notion of ownership. The documents analyzed were weak in terms of defining what ownership 

is and to whom it applies, as well as the notion of local ownership was emphasized without 

further explanations. Hence, as Saliba-Couture (2011) and Buiter (2007) underline, adding 

attributes to ownership without defining what it adds to the core notion of the concept might 

obfuscate the endeavor for ensuring ownership. Also, just as the literature demonstrate that 

ownership can be understood as either commitment or control (Whitfield and Fraser, 2009), 

these differentiated understandings was reflected among the respondents in this study. 
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A contribution to the literature that can be drawn from this study concerns the multi-stakeholder 

approach that characterize development cooperation today. Scholars argue for how the multi-

stakeholder paradigm complicates the issue of defining who ownership relates to, which defuses 

the possibilities for the local actor to acquire ownership (see e.g. Söderbaum, 2017). The 

findings of this study do not indicate that this multi-actor approach is problematic. In contrast, 

I argue that this approach is an advantage for promoting ownership. First, the number of actors 

involved was not considered as a problem when defining who ownership relates to. Second, it 

was emphasized that the number of actors have strengthened the program. A learning curve 

could be witnessed and where the involved actors, through collaboration, have learned and 

strengthen their knowledge. Hence, the collaboration and the networks that are established in 

this multi-stakeholder setting contributes to a joint commitment and a stronger responsibility 

for the development process. When communication platforms are created and when there is a 

joint commitment, and a responsibility, then the probabilities that the outcomes and process 

will continue to be governed, upheld and progressed by the local actors as when the support is 

finished increases. In other words, it fosters sustainability. Thus, we should perhaps not 

consider ownership on a an macro level. Rather, by considering ownership  in relation to each 

actor involved in development projects, a more pragmatic understanding of ownership emerges. 

When many actors are involved and their roles and responsibilities are clearly stated, this study 

suggests that the local actors will be able to acquire an ownership of different dimensions and 

subsets of the development process. Hence, as the title of this study suggests, a multi-actor 

ownership can emerge.  

 

Another contribution concerns what the implications are of including a intermediating 

organization such as FBA in a development project. The literature concludes that intermediates 

can result in incentive problems where the influence of the recipient is limited (Ostrom et al, 

2001). I argue that the inclusion of an intermediate not automatically complicates on the issue 

of influence and ownership. First, including an outside organization such as FBA is sometimes 

necessary as the local capacity is weak. Second, the inclusion of an intermediate was 

emphasized as an advantage, especially by the Ukrainian organization, as their knowledge and 

capacity to work with rule of law have increased through the collaboration with FBA. Third, 

this study concludes that the local actors have possessed influence in the program. Hence, 

including an intermediate should not directly be considered as problematic. However, the local 

actors have not possessed a genuine power in terms of having an exclusive right to decision-

making. Rather, the relationship between FBA and the local actors can be described as a 



 

53 

 

partnership; a partnership regulating the local actors responsibilities and scope of action, but 

also a partnership that has developed and allowed the involved actors to take part, influence 

and develop the program. However, whether the lack of a genuine power, as defined by Arnstein 

(1969), is problematic for ownership is unclear. A strict interpreter would probably argue that 

it is problematic as the recipients not fully are in charge over the process.  

 

However, as Söderbaum (2017) and Riddell (2017) stress, aid is never absolutely unconditional 

and a situation where the recipient independently can decide on how to use support is 

unimaginable. However, whether recipients have gained more influence as with the ownership 

agenda, which after all is one of its key objectives, is neither easy to answer or a question I 

aimed to address in this thesis. However, that the involved actors de facto are the implementers 

of the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program cannot be unmarked. The local actors have 

not only been engaged, but they have played a significant role in the program – both in the 

initial, implementing and evaluating phase. Thus, I argue that it is of advantage to be more 

nuanced in our definition of ownership. As mentioned, it has been emphasized that during the 

course of the program, actors’ understanding and commitment to the program has successively 

increased. More responsibility have been claimed and where the collaboration between the 

actors involved, FBA included, have developed. Thus, ownership should be seen as a relational 

and interactive concept that is dynamically promoted over time, enabling the development 

process to continue by the local actors when the development support is ended.  

 

Various of these reasoning are not in line with what previous research has concluded. This is 

especially the case in terms of the multi-stakeholder approach, which in this case is argued as 

an advantage, allowing local actors to acquire a multi-actor ownership. The same reasoning 

corresponds to the issue of including an intermediate. Thus, it becomes interesting to ask what 

factors that might be behind. Foremost, I argue that the context of Ukraine is an explaining 

factor. Ukraine has undertaken an extensive reform agenda and where various local actors are 

involved in the reform process through bilateral and multilateral projects. Thus, as one of the 

respondents interviewed also stated, there exists a feeling at the local level to participate in this 

process and contribute to the development process. Local actors are proactive, there exists a 

feeling of urgency to address issues and where the commitment for change is high. Thus, this 

can potentially explain why the multi-stakeholder approach is an advantage in this case.  
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6.3 Final remarks 

With this study, a more clarified understanding of the concept of ownership has emerged. It has 

been demonstrated that considering ownership at a micro level is more constructive. By 

emphasizing that ownership is a relational and dynamic concept that evolves and changes over 

time facilitates it use. Commitment, capacity and participation are indeed dimensions that can 

promote the myriad of local actor involved in development practices to acquire a multi-actor 

ownership of different dimensions of the process. Yet, although the conclusions of this study 

should not be generalized, it still shed light on the theoretical grounds of ownership. As the 

literature lacks an eastern European dimension, the findings of this thesis are valuable in its 

own. Furthermore, I have stated that the multi-stakeholder arena that characterize today’s 

development practices can be an advantage that promotes ownership, creating a coherent 

common ground among local actors to advance the development process. Hence, as the Rule of 

Law in Local Administration Program is a representative case of Swedish development 

cooperation with Ukraine, these results can suggest, or indicate, how ownership is promoted 

and practiced in analogous settings. 

 

However, before wrapping up this thesis, this study has not evaluated the results or outcomes 

of the Rule of Law in Local Administration Program. Also, the number of respondents 

interviewed can be considered as a limitation. Interviewing more representatives from local 

organizations could have yield other findings. However, due to difficulties to get in contact 

with local actors, I still deemed the number of respondents as sufficient. Whether the results 

that have emerged as with this study would have been the same if another development project 

in Ukraine was under examination is uncertain. Yet, although this paper have contributed to the 

literature on ownership with an eastern European perspective, it cannot solely illuminate how 

ownership is understood and promoted in the region. A broader research inquiry on 

development cooperation with Ukraine could examine whether the conclusions of this study 

can be confirmed in other settings. Also, as studies have concluded that the multi-stakeholder 

approach can be problematic, as well as the ownership principle has not yielded a more 

recipient-driven development practice, it is rather fascinating that this was not a conclusion of 

this case study. Yet, examining why the multi-stakeholder development cooperation arena is as 

an advantage in the case of Ukraine is indeed a topic that would illuminate the debate on how 

ownership can be promoted in this new aid paradigm. 
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Appendixes 

Appendix 1: Interview guide Sida 

 

    
1. BACKGROUND  

The interviewees position and experience from similar projects; the interviewee’s role and responsibilities in the 

specific project.  
 

• How long have you been working at your current position?  

• Experience from previous or similar programs?  

• What was/is your role and responsibilities within the specific project? 

 

2. THE UNDERSTANDING OF OWNERSHIP  

Create an understanding for how the interviewee understands ownership. The interviewees perception and own 

understanding of ownership and its objectives is the importance.   
 

• What does ownership mean to you in the context of development cooperation? 

- How would you define ownership?  

- What are the objectives of an increased ownership?  

• In the practices of development cooperation and in the implementation of projects, who would you say has the 

ownership? In other words, whose ownership is considered? 

- In best practice, who do you believe should have the ownership? 

- Have you experienced any difficulties in terms of defining who ownership relates to? 

 

3. OWNERSHIP IN SWEDISH DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION 

Create an understanding for if, how and why ownership is promoted and encouraged in Swedish development 

cooperation with Ukraine and how it impacts on the practices.  
 

• Would you say that ownership is a prioritized issue within the practices of Swedish development cooperation 

with Ukraine? 

- If yes, how is this noticed and encouraged by Sida? If no, what do you believe the reasons are for not 

prioritizing ownership in this context? 

• According to your experience, has the demand for ownership increased within the practices of Swedish 

development cooperation with Ukraine?  

- If so, where does this pressure come from? And in what ways is it asked for? 

• Do you believe that the focus on ownership has changed the ways development cooperation is practiced? How?  

• A number of international agreements and Swedish policies highlight a number of principles that should be 

respected in the practices of development cooperation –  e.g. ownership, donor harmonization, alignment, and 

managing for results. How are these principles organized and prioritized in the daily practices?  

The changing dynamics of the development cooperation arena 

• Today, the development cooperation arena is more diverse, with various actors involved. I would like to hear 

your opinion on whether this has implicated on the process of ensuring ownership? If yes, how? 

- Has this more diverse number of actors made it easier or more difficult to practice ownership and define 

who ownership relates to?  
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4. PROJECT FOCUS  

How the ownership principle was considered, processed and promoted in the project, what local actors that were 

included and what their role and influence were.   

• Could you describe how the initial phase was carried out? How was the aim/design of the project decided? 

Who participated in the process? What was your and other actors’ role? 

- Was Ukraine’s own development and reform agenda considered when the strategies and goals of the project 

was formulated? How was this process managed?  

• A number of local actors were/are included in the project. Can you describe the process for deciding on which 

local actors to include? 

- When were they included?  

- What role did they have and what did they contribute with?  

• If we think of the project in different phases – the design/formulation of the project, the implementation, and 

the evaluation/outputs of the project. In which phase would you say that local actors participation and 

contribution was highest? What is the reason for that?  

• Considering the initial phase of the project, how was ownership addressed and discussed?  

- How did Sida operate in order to facilitate ownership? What tactics, strategies and working processes were 

undertaken?  

• Would you consider that the promotion of ownership in this project was straightforward or did any challenges 

occur?  

- If straightforward, what factors contributed to its facilitation? If challenges, what were they and why do 

you believe they occurred?  

- Have there been any mismatches or different understandings/opinions on what ownership is and how it 

should be promoted between the actors involved in the project? 

• According to your own analysis, has ownership been achieved? In such case, what would you say are the most 

important factors/drivers which contributed to its facilitation?  

- Who is the owner? 

- Do you believe that the project, or some aspects of it, will continue as when the Swedish support is phased 

out? If yes, why?   
 

Final questions on a broader basis 

• With your experience in mind, would you say that it is more difficult to ensure ownership in specific target 

areas or in specific types of aid? Do you believe that there are any specific characteristics of the Ukrainian 

context that either facilitate or hamper ownership?  

• In general, do you believe that ownership has changed the relationship between Sida and partner organizations 

in any way?  

• Is there anything more you like to add? 
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Appendix 2: Interview guide FBA  

 

  
1. BACKGROUND  

The interviewees position and experience from similar projects; the interviewee’s role and responsibilities in the 

specific project.  

• Could you describe your portfolio and for how long you have been working at your position?  

• Experience from previous or similar programs?  

• What is/was your role and responsibilities within the specific project?  

 

2. THE PROJECT 

How the organization is related to the project; why the project was initiated/by who; whether it was aligned to 

Ukraine’s development agenda; how local actors were included/participated.  

• How is the organization related to the project?    

- What was/is the organizations role and responsibilities? 

- What did your organization contribute with? 

• Why and how was the project initiated? (Problem formulation)  

- Who came with the idea? (E.g. FBA, local actors, Sida?)  

- Could you describe how the initial phase was carried out? How was the aim/design of the project decided? 

Who participated in the process?  

- How was Ukraine’s own development and reform agenda considered when the strategies and goals of the 

project was formulated?  
 

Local actors 

• A number of local actors were/are included in the project. I wonder if you can describe the process for 

deciding on which local actors to include? 

- What was the main argument for including local actors?  

- When were local organizations included?  

- What role did the local organizations have in the project? 

• If we divide the project into different phases – the design of the project, the implementation, and the 

evaluation/outputs of the project. In which phase would you say that the participation and contribution of 

the local actors were highest? 

• Were local actors involved in the decision-making process?  

 

3. OWNERSHIP 

The interviewees perception and own understanding of ownership is important, as well as how ownership was 

considered and handled in the project.  

• Are you familiar with the term ownership in the context of development cooperation?  

• What does ownership primarily mean to you? 

- How would you define ownership? 

- According to you, what is the objective of ownership?  

- Who does ownership relates to? 
 

In relation to project 

• How did you work in order to promote and facilitate ownership in the project?  

• Would you consider that the promotion of ownership in this project was straightforward or were there any 

challenges that occurred?  
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• Have there been any mismatches or different understandings/opinions on what ownership is and how it should 

be promoted between the actors involved? 

• Would you conclude that project is characterized by a high level of ownership? In such case, what would you 

say the most important factors/drivers behind are? Who is the owner?  

• What are the prospects that the results of the project will outlast when the Swedish support is phased out?  
 

Final questions on a broader basis 

• What effects, if any, do you feel that ownership has on development cooperation?  

• Today the development cooperation arena is more diverse compared to before. Do you think that today’s multi-

stakeholder approach implicates on the issue of ownership? 

- As various local actors are involved, who do you believe should have the ownership? 

• With your experience in mind, would you say that it is more difficult to ensure ownership in specific target 

areas or in specific types of aid? Do you believe that there are any specific characteristics of the Ukrainian 

context that either facilitate or hamper ownership?  

• In general, could you give your thoughts on if, and in that case how, ownership has changed the relationship 

between the actors involved in development projects?  

• Is there anything more you would like to add? 
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Appendix 3: Interview guide Ukrainian organization 

 

  
1. BACKGROUND  

The interviewees position and experience from similar projects; the interviewee’s role and responsibilities in the 

specific project and a brief presentation of the organization.  

• How long have you been working at your current position?  

• Experience from previous or similar programs?  

• Could you briefly describe your organization? 

• What was/is your role and responsibilities within the specific project? 

 

2. THE PROJECT  

• How was/is the organization related to the project?  

- What was/is the organization’s role and responsibilities within the project? 

- What did the organization contribute with and how?  

• How did the organization come in contact with Swedish development cooperation and Sida? 

- When were you included?  

• Could you describe how the design, implementation and evaluation of the project has been carried out, 

including how the strategies, objectives and methods was decided and by whom?  

- What was your role in this process and what was FBAs and other actors’ role?  

- Was your organization part of any decision-making process?  

• If we think of the project in different phases – the design/formulation of the project, the implementation, and 

the evaluation/outputs of the project. In which phase would you say that your participation and contribution 

was highest? What is the reason for that?  

 

2. OWNERSHIP  

The interviewees perception and own understanding of ownership is important, as well as how ownership was 

considered and handled in the project.  

• Are you familiar with the term ownership in the context of development cooperation? 

• What does ownership primarily mean to you in the context of development cooperation? 

- How would you define ownership? 

- What are the objectives of ownership?  

• Today, many development actors that are involved in development cooperation, e.g. academia, NGOs and 

corporations. Who would you then say that ownership relates to? In other words, whose ownership is 

considered?  

- In best practice, who do you believe should have the ownership? 

• Was/is ownership considered in the specific project?  

- In that case, how was/is it communicated and processed and what strategies and methods have been 

deployed? 

• Would you consider that the promotion of ownership in this project was straightforward or did any challenges 

occur?  

- If straightforward, what factors contributed to its facilitation? If challenges, what were they and why do 

you believe they occurred?  

- Have there been any mismatches or different understandings/opinions on what ownership is and how it 

should be promoted between the actors involved in the project? 
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• According to your own analysis, would you conclude that the project is characterized by a high level of 

ownership? In such case, who is the owner and what factors do you believe has contributed to its facilitation?  
 

Final questions on a broader level 

• What do you think the benefits of ensuring ownership are? Do you feel that ownership, in any way, change the 

relationship between the donor and the partner organizations?  

• Is there anything more you like to add? 
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